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ESEA FLEXIBILITY PART A MONITORING REPORT FOR THE TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Overview Of ESEA Flexibility Monitoring 
The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is committed to supporting State educational agencies (SEAs) as they implement ambitious reform agendas through their approved ESEA flexibility requests.  Consistent with this commitment, the Department 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, the Department 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, the Department 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 the Department with a deeper understanding of each SEA’s goals and approaches to implementing ESEA flexibility and ensure that each SEA has 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.

The Department 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 Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE) 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 TDOE staff on September 26, 2012, and a follow up exit conference held on October 9, 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 TDOE’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 26, 2012. 
· Summary of TDOE’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 TDOE described during its monitoring phone call on September 26, 2012; through written documentation provided to the Department; and any further clarifications provided by the SEA during its exit conference phone call on October 9, 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 TDOE’s approved request.  
· Additional Comments.  This section provides additional comments, suggestions, or recommendations that TDOE may want to consider.
Highlights Of TDOE’s Implementation Of Esea Flexibility
· Based on the information provided on the conference call and through written documentation, TDOE’s work implementing ESEA flexibility included the following key highlights:
· Alignment of its approved Race to the Top plan, the School Improvement Grants (SIG) program, and ESEA flexibility that has resulted in a more clear focus for reform efforts and more consistent public messaging on the State’s reform agenda (e.g., categorizing the persistently lowest-achieving schools in the State as priority schools under all programs
);
· Being at the forefront of reforms in teacher and principal support and evaluation systems as evidenced by fully implementing its new teacher and principal evaluation systems in the 2011–2012 school year;
· Increase in “buy-in” from teachers, principals, and key stakeholders regarding its new teacher and principal evaluation systems via ongoing and consistent communication to the field and committing to continuous improvement of the system based on results and feedback; and 
· Implementation of the Achievement School District (ASD), a State-run LEA intended to turn around lowest-performing schools. The ASD currently has authority over six schools, and will take on additional schools over the next several years.
Summary Of TDOE’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
	· TDOE’s new system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support categorizes districts as Exemplary, Intermediate, In Need of Improvement, or In Need of Subgroup Improvement based on student performance against targets in reading, mathematics, and graduation rates. 
· TDOE indicated that it ran its system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support based on 2011–2012 data in June 2012 and released results in July 2012 for LEA review and in August 2012 to the public. TDOE reported that the system generated the information that the State intended it to generate (namely, LEA determinations in the four categories noted above). 
· TDOE indicated that, while it successfully ran its new system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support, it had to work through the following challenges: 

· Implementing the 1 and 2 percent caps on the percentage of students counted as proficient on the State’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards, respectively;

· Not allowing LEAs that meet performance targets but have decreases in percentages of proficient students to earn Exemplary status (TDOE will not permit this moving forward but, rather, will label these districts as Intermediate); and 

· Labeling one-school LEAs. 

	Next Steps
	None.


	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
	· TDOE publicly reported its lists of 169 reward schools, 83 priority schools, and 167 focus schools on August 13, 2012 by posting the lists on its website: 
http://www.tn.gov/education/accountability/index.shtml (valid as of December 18, 2012). TDOE notified its LEAs before posting.  Note that, under ESEA flexibility, TDOE is required to identify 57 schools as priority schools and 115 schools as focus schools.
· TDOE identified more than the required number of priority schools under ESEA flexibility to include all schools currently in the bottom five percent of schools in the State.  TDOE did not include as priority schools those schools that are currently implementing School Improvement Grants (SIG) models and are not among the schools in the bottom five percent when it ran its list of schools based on 2011–2012 assessment data. 
· TDOE identified more than the required number of focus schools because it is including non-Title I schools as focus schools within its new accountability system. 

	Next Steps
	None.


	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
	· TDOE reported that, of the 83 schools it has identified as priority schools, 22 receive SIG funds and will continue to implement their selected SIG intervention models during the 2012–2013 school year.  Of these 22 SIG schools, five are cohort 1-funded, six are cohort 2-funded ASD schools (as noted above, the ASD has the ability to take over and operate the State’s persistently lowest-performing schools) and 11 are cohort 2-funded LEA Innovation Zone schools (LEA Innovation Zones are comprehensive, service-oriented units within an LEA that has multiple priority schools).  TDOE stated that it will run a competition for a third cohort of SIG schools in the winter/spring of 2012-2013 and will award SIG funds to an additional 15-18 priority schools.  

· According to TDOE, during the 2012–2013 school year, five current non-SIG priority schools have 1003(a) planning grants while the other 56 current non-SIG priority schools are using Title I funds that they would previously have set aside for supplemental educational services and choice-related transportation to prepare for full implementation of interventions aligned with the turnaround principles by the 2014–2015 school year.  TDOE further indicated that, in 2013–2014, the ASD will manage an additional 12 priority schools (for a total of 18 priority schools) and in 2014–2015, the ASD will manage an additional 17 priority schools (for a total of 35 priority schools).  Further, the number of LEA Innovation Zone Schools will increase by 10 in 2013–2014 (for a total of 21).  All schools in the ASD and Innovation Zones will be SIG-funded.  TDOE further intends to fund two SIG schools that will not be managed by the ASD or an Innovation Zone.  In total, by 2014–2015, the State intends to have 58 SIG-funded priority schools.  The remaining 25 priority schools will engage in “district-led” interventions which include either one of the four SIG models or interventions aligned with the turnaround principles. 
· TDOE reported that it plans to use its Centers of Regional Excellence (COREs—formerly Field Service Centers) to support its priority schools. TDOE has hired new directors and data specialists at the COREs to bolster these efforts.  Additionally, TDOE is currently in the process of finalizing a monitoring protocol for non-SIG priority schools. 
· TDOE reported that, while it identified 83 priority schools, it could not assure that priority schools not taken in by the ASD, served by an LEA Innovation Zone, or otherwise SIG-funded would implement one of the four SIG models or interventions consistent with the turnaround principles.  The State will have a total of 58 priority schools taken in by the ASD, served by an LEA Innovation Zone, or otherwise SIG-funded by the 2014–2015 school year, leaving 25 schools identified as priority but in which the State cannot ensure implementation of one of the four SIG models or interventions aligned with the turnaround principles. 

	Next Steps
	· Because TDOE committed in its approved request to turning around a total of 83 schools, it must develop a plan indicating how it will ensure that the 25 schools not receiving SIG funds will implement either one of the four SIG models or interventions aligned with the turnaround principles by the 2014–2015 school year.


	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
	· To support the interventions in focus schools, TDOE developed a competitive grant program (supported by Race to the Top and ESEA section 1003(a) funds) titled the 2012–2014 Focus Schools Competitive Grant Program.  Grant funds will be used to help close the achievement gaps between subgroups that led to the school being identified as a focus school and to identify, document, and disseminate best practices regarding interventions in focus schools.   
· All but 15 focus schools in Tennessee applied for this program, which required them to complete a needs analysis that addressed the reasons for which they were identified as focus schools.  Applications were due mid-September and TDOE announced grant awards to 56 schools on October 3, 2012 and expects plans to be implemented immediately.  Both funded and not funded schools will be able to use the needs analysis completed as part of the application process to determine and implement interventions in the first semester of the 2012–2013 school year. 
· To support interventions in focus schools not awarded 2012–2014 Focus Schools Competitive Grant Program funds, TDOE has hired the consulting group Public Consulting Group (PCG).  PCG will deploy specialists to provide “shoulder-to-shoulder,” “embedded” professional development to each focus school to help ensure implementation of interventions that address the reasons for which the school was identified as a focus school.  TDOE’s eight COREs will further support the work in focus schools via on-site visits to address self-reported and otherwise identified needs.  
· TDOE reported that all focus schools will implement interventions on the same timeline (i.e., first semester of the 2012–2013 school year).


	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
	· As part of TDOE’s new system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support, TDOE identified three out of 86 LEAs as In Need of Improvement and 54 out of 86 LEAs as In Need of Subgroup Improvement.  TDOE holds its LEAs accountable for using information on school and subgroup performance against targets, including achievement gap closure targets and, at the high school level, graduation rate targets, to determine which of its schools led to this identification and providing incentives and supports for these schools. 
· TDOE requires and reviews LEA plans to address the needs of the LEA and its schools based on the identifications of In Need of Improvement and In Need of Subgroup Improvement.  LEAs identified as such were required to submit these plans to the TDOE after TDOE notified them of their statuses. 
· The strategy that TDOE employs for providing incentives and supports in other Title I schools is consistent with the State’s approved request for ESEA flexibility.  One incentive for LEAs to address the needs of their other Title I schools is to meet their performance targets and thus not be identified as either In Need of Improvement or In Need of Subgroup Improvement.  The work of the COREs supports LEAs as they work with their schools to implement interventions to address the needs of students that miss performance targets. 
· TDOE intends for both its COREs and the PCG to support its LEAs in addressing the needs of schools not identified as focus or priority but that miss annual measureable objectives (AMOs) for subgroups of students.  CORE staff and PCG-hired consultants will provide on-site assistance to LEAs to address self-reported and otherwise identified needs.

	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
	· As noted above, TDOE has identified three out of 86 LEAs as In Need of Improvement and 54 out of 86 LEAs as In Need of Subgroup Improvement.  These identifications are publicly available at http://www.tn.gov/education/accountability/2012results.shtml.  TDOE communicated LEA status and expectations via letters to LEA superintendents and “will meet in-person with department officials to set an aggressive, effective plan to meet the goals they missed the year prior.”
· TDOE is currently revising its district monitoring protocol for implementation in the second semester of the 2012–2013 school year.

	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; Waivers 2, 3, 5, and 9 in the document titled ESEA Flexibility; and any unwaived Title I requirements.

	Summary of Progress
	· Through FAQs, a letter from Commissioner Huffman, and face-to-face conversations with LEAs, TDOE provided guidance to its LEAs on use of funds, including the allowable uses of funds that LEAs were previously required to set aside for supplemental educational services and choice-related transportation.
· The SEA has provided a revised consolidated application for LEAs that addresses uses of funds under ESEA flexibility, including use of funds to support the work in priority and focus schools.

	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 implemented this optional waiver at this time because it has not identified any Title I eligible high schools with graduation rates below 60% (all high schools with graduation rates below 60% are Title I participating high schools). 

	Next Steps
	None.


Additional Comments
· As noted both in TDOE’s approved request for ESEA flexibility and further discussed on the September 26, 2012 monitoring call, TDOE’s theory of action with respect to other Title I schools centers on LEAs ensuring that schools in which subgroups miss achievement targets and, at the high school level, graduation rate targets, implement interventions to address the needs of students.  Because TDOE does not directly work with schools other than those identified as focus or priority, the Department will follow up with TDOE in Part B monitoring to understand how it is ensuring that its LEAs work with their schools that do not meet achievement or graduation rate targets for subgroups to address the areas of low performance.    
· Under ESEA flexibility, the Department approved TDOE to set State-level AMOs and “suggest” AMOs for its LEAs but ultimately allow its LEAs to set their own AMOs.  The Department indicated that it would monitor TDOE’s approval process for LEAs that proposed to set targets below the State-level targets.  TDOE reported on the call that it allowed some LEAs to set 2011-2012 targets lower than the State targets if those targets had previously been approved under the State’s Race to the Top plan or if the LEA had higher baselines than the State’s baselines.  However, TDOE indicated that it denied many LEAs proposals to set targets lower than that suggested targets.  On January 2, 2013, Tennessee provided the Department with a list of the LEAs that set AMOs lower than the State-level AMOs and the AMOs themselves.   
� The Department granted TDOE a waiver of the school eligibility requirements and the definition of persistently lowest-achieving (PLA) schools for the SIG program, as set forth in section I.A.1 and I.A.3 of the SIG final requirements (75 FR 66363 (Oct. 28, 2010)). This waiver allowed the TDOE to replace its PLA definition and lists of Tier I, Tier II, and Tier III schools in its approved fiscal year (FY) 2010 SIG application with its priority school definition and list approved in the TDOE’s ESEA flexibility request. 
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