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REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF REQUESTS

The U.S. Department of Education (Department) will use a review process that will include both external peer reviewers and staff reviewers to evaluate State educational agency (SEA) requests for this flexibility.  This review process will help ensure that each request for this flexibility approved by the Department is consistent with the principles, which are designed to support State efforts to improve student academic achievement and increase the quality of instruction, and is both educationally and technically sound.  Reviewers will evaluate whether and how each request for this flexibility will support a comprehensive and coherent set of improvements in the areas of standards and assessments, accountability, and teacher and principal effectiveness that will lead to improved student outcomes.  Each SEA will have an opportunity, if necessary, to clarify its plans for peer and staff reviewers and to answer any questions reviewers may have during the on-site review.  The peer reviewers will then provide comments to the Department.  Taking those comments into consideration, the Secretary will make a decision regarding each SEA’s request for this flexibility.  If an SEA’s request for this flexibility is not granted, reviewers and the Department will provide feedback to the SEA about the components of the SEA’s request that need additional development in order for the request to be approved. 

This document provides guidance for peer review panels as they evaluate each request during the on-site peer review portion of the review process.  The document includes the specific information that a request must include and questions to guide reviewers as they evaluate each request.  Questions that have numbers or letters represent required elements.  The italicized questions reflect inquiries that reviewers will use to fully consider all aspects of an SEA’s plan for meeting each principle, but do not represent required elements.  

In addition to this guidance, reviewers will also use the document titled ESEA Flexibility, including the definitions and timelines, when reviewing each SEA’s request.  As used in the request form and this guidance, the following terms have the definitions set forth in the document titled ESEA Flexibility:  (1) college- and career-ready standards, (2) focus 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 of higher education, (8) student growth, and (9) turnaround principles. 

Review Guidance

Consultation

Consultation Question 1 Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	Consultation Question 1
	Did the SEA meaningfully engage and solicit input on its request from teachers and their representatives?

· Is the engagement likely to lead to successful implementation of the SEA’s request due to the input and commitment of teachers and their representatives at the outset of the planning and implementation process?

· Did the SEA indicate that it modified any aspect of its request based on input from teachers and their representatives?

	Response Component
	Panel Response 

	Rationale
	The Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) provided numerous opportunities for meaningful input through multiple avenues including face-to-face meetings and online surveys for various constituency groups, including teachers.

	Strengths
	On page 14 of its request, HIDOE indicated the modifications to its flexibility request based on the feedback received from its constituency groups. 

Outreach efforts were initiated by HIDOE, and the request includes a listing of the specific organizations that were consulted.  

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should continue to use the various means of communication to distribute information about ESEA flexibility.


Consultation Question 2 Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	Consultation Question 2
	Did the SEA meaningfully engage and solicit input on its request from other diverse communities, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities and English Learners, business organizations, and Indian tribes?

· Is the engagement likely to lead to successful implementation of the SEA’s request due to the input and commitment of relevant stakeholders at the outset of the planning and implementation process?

· Did the SEA indicate that it modified any aspect of its request based on stakeholder input?

· Does the input represent feedback from a diverse mix of stakeholders representing various perspectives and interests, including stakeholders from high-need communities?

	Response Component
	Panel Response 

	Rationale
	HIDOE consulted with an extensive list of groups as part of the process of developing its request.

	Strengths
	Stakeholders from diverse communities were represented and engaged in the consultation process.  
 
The diverse mix of stakeholders included representatives from high need communities such as the Special Education Advisory Council, Native Hawaiian Educational Outcomes Council, the Learning Coalition, and the Family-School Partnership Workgroup.

On page 14, HIDOE indicated the modifications it made to its flexibility request based on the feedback received from its constituency groups. 

HIDOE used multiple modes to communicate and collect information (e.g., in-person meetings, paper and online surveys).


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should continue to use the various means of communication to distribute information about ESEA flexibility.


Principle 1: College- and Career-Ready Expectations for All Students

Note to Peers: Staff will review 1.A Adopt College-And Career-Ready Standards, Options A and B.

1.B 
Transition to college- and career-ready  standards

1.B Peer Response, Part A Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	1.B Peer Response, 

Part A
	Part A:  Is the SEA’s plan to transition to and implement college- and career-ready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the 2013(2014 school year realistic, of high quality?  

Note to Peers: See ESEA Flexibility Review Guidance for additional considerations related to the types of activities an SEA includes in its transition plan.

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE provided a comprehensive plan that is realistic in meeting the deadlines.  Many of the components were in place during the 2011–2012 school year.   

	Strengths
	Common Core State Standards (CCSS) were adopted by the State Board on June 17, 2010.

HIDOE partnered with the Hawaii Public Television to host Viewpoints, a series of 30-minute television segments to update the public on CCSS. 

HIDOE had ongoing communication which included the Family-School Partnership Workgroup and The Learning Coalition.

HIDOE implemented a five-phase professional development plan that relied on a tri-level approach whereby the SEA provided training to complex area staff, who were then responsible for providing training at the school level. Survey results demonstrated improved understanding on the implementation of CCSS as a result of this professional development.  

HIDOE has been a partner in the American Diploma Project and in the CCSS development group (p. 23).
HIDOE has conducted an analysis of the alignment between the CCSS and the Hawaii Content and Performance Standards and has publicly published a “crosswalk” of its findings (p. 23).
HIDOE has developed a broad-scale dissemination of the CCR standards to the general public, including websites, video messages, brochures, and other printed graphics (p. 26).



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Although there is collaboration and professional development between Institutions of Higher Education (IHEs) and P-12 for teacher and leaders, whether the teacher and leader education programs are being revised to include CCSS alignment is not clear.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should ensure there is alignment between CCSS and teacher and leader education.


1.B Peer Response, Part B Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	1.B Peer Response, 

Part B
	Part B:  Is the SEA’s plan likely to lead to all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining access to and learning content aligned with the college- and career-ready standards?  

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE has a well-developed plan to transition to and implement college- and career-ready (CCR) standards no later than 2013–2014 and to ensure that all students can access the content.

	Strengths
	As part of the comprehensive professional development plan, specific training is provided to emphasize connections between curriculum, CCSS, and assessments that are used to identify students with disabilities and subsequent education plans.  HIDOE has launched a statewide initiative to develop model implementation and training sites — Centers on Educational Excellence on Inclusive Practices and Access to the Common Core. 

English Learners are supported through professional development assistance of Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) and World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA).  HIDOE has demonstrated that its approach to implementation for English Learners has been successful through its cross-functional teams and coordinated training.  Since the 2009​–2010 school year, the percentage of English Learners that have achieved and exceeded proficiency in reading and mathematics has risen significantly.  

HIDOE is expanding access to courses that prepare students for college and careers as part of its expanded learning opportunities.  P-20 councils, teacher preparation, and standards-based report cards are components of the plan to increase access to such courses for low achieving students, English Learners, and students with disabilities.

HIDOE focuses on inclusion and individualized education plan (IEP) placements to maximize time in general education classrooms for students with disabilities.


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Many of the programs discussed have been in place for a number of years.  HIDOE’s flexibility request is not clear about what is new and why a different outcome (i.e., better outcome for students) can be expected.





	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should consider quality assurance check points within the five-phase professional development plan for any mid-point corrections. 


1.C
Develop and Administer Annual, Statewide, Aligned, High-Quality Assessments that Measure Student Growth

1.C
Did the SEA develop, or does it have a plan to develop, annual, statewide, high-quality assessments, and corresponding academic achievement standards, that measure student growth and are aligned with the State’s college- and career-ready standards in reading/language arts and mathematics, in at least grades 3-8 and at least once in high school, that will be piloted no later than the 2013(2014 school year and planned for administration in all LEAs no later than the 2014(2015 school year, as demonstrated through one of the three options below?  Does the plan include setting academic achievement standards? 


Note to Peers:  Staff will review Options A and C.

1.C, Option B Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 1.C, Option A or Option C 

Response: (Yes or No)
	1.C, Option B
	If the SEA selected Option B:  

If the SEA is neither participating in a State consortium under the RTTA competition nor has developed and administered high-quality assessments, did the SEA provide a realistic and high-quality plan describing activities that are likely to lead to the development of such assessments, their piloting no later than the 2013(2014 school year, and their annual administration in all LEAs beginning no later than the 2014(2015 school year?  Does the plan include setting academic achievement standards?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


Principle 1  Overall Review

Principle 1 Overall Review Peer Response 
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	Principle 1 
Overall Review
	Is the SEA’s plan for transitioning to and implementing college-and career-ready standards, and developing and administering annual, statewide, aligned high-quality assessments that measure student growth, comprehensive, coherent, and likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE demonstrated a high-quality plan to transition to and implement CCR standards statewide in reading/language arts and mathematics.  The plan addressed all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students. 



	Strengths
	HIDOE’s plan provides a coherent strategy for implementation of the CCR standards and aligned high-quality assessments through its partnerships. 
HIDOE’s professional development plan is comprehensive and addresses the needs of students with disabilities, low-achieving students, and English Learners.
Hawaii is participating in the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) as a governing state.  



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should consider a mechanism for monitoring and ensuring the quality of the professional development.  


Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support
2.A 
Develop and Implement a State-Based System of Differentiated Recognition, Accountability,  and Support

2.A.i Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes or 6 No)
	2.A.i
	Did the SEA propose a differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system, and a high-quality plan to implement this system no later than the 2013(2014 school year, that is likely to improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students? (note to Peers, please write to this question after completing 2.A.i.a and 2.A.i.b)

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE details structure and associated supports in the flexibility request; however, peers were concerned regarding weighting and subgroup masking.

	Strengths
	There are multiple means to assess schools and multiple forms of support listed.

There is a specific timeline to transition to the new system.  It is outlined and should be in place by 2013–2014 (p. 55).
The high-needs subgroup attempts to capture students who previously were not counted due to Hawaii’s subgroup “n-size” of 40.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Peers would like more details related to incentives for positive behavior.

HIDOE’s flexibility request lacks recognition that, in accordance with their charter, failing charter schools should be closed.

For high schools, the achievement indicator weights were too low. 

The Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (ACGR) influence in its Readiness Indicator (RI) is unclear (pp. 65, 69).
Although the intent behind HIDOE’s creation of the high-needs subgroup can be seen as positive, the equal weighting of the performance of the high-needs and non-high-needs subgroups (regardless of number) in HIDOE’s index can mask the actual performance of students in a school, e.g., a school with 500 students who are “high-needs” and 50 students who are “non-high-needs.”


The flexibility request is not clear on how the performance of students with disabilities participating in the alternate assessment will be counted in the Hawaii Academic Performance Index (Hawaii API). 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should work to ensure that the performance of specific subgroups is not masked within the combined High-Needs subgroup.


2.A.i.a Peer Response
Response: (2 Yes or 4 No)
	2.A.i.a
	Does the SEA’s accountability system provide differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for all LEAs in the State and for all Title I schools in those LEAs based on (1) student achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics, and other subjects at the State’s discretion, for all students and all subgroups of students identified in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II); (2) graduation rates for all students and all subgroups; and (3) school performance and progress over time, including the performance and progress of all subgroups?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE outlines a framework to identify and thereafter support schools based on their identified needs (see graph on p. 54) by 2013–2014; however, peers expressed concern about HIDOE’s methodology. 

	Strengths
	The proposed multi-component structure (i.e., Western Association of Schools and Colleges [WASC] accreditation, Hawaii API, disaggregated performance for high-needs students, identification of multi-performance levels, and differentiated supports) infuses more nuance into the identification and support structure to ensure that schools and individual students are tracked in order to provide appropriate supports that will enable them to succeed.


The increased level of support triggered by duration of low-performance should enable HIDOE to target resources where they are most needed.

HIDOE’s focus on supports to all students, not just those close to proficiency, creates incentives and opportunities for all students to grow, even the lowest-performing students.

HIDOE’s creation of the Office of School Transformation provides a symbolic as well as substantive contribution to ensuring that HIDOE prioritizes the lowest-performing schools.

The inclusion of science in the new accountability system provides additional depth and richness to HIDOE’s flexibility request.
HIDOE separated Pacific Islander, Asian, and Native Hawaiian into discrete subgroups for performance reporting on subgroups.

School performance and progress over time is measured within the index (p. 67). 

Multi-year pooling will help stabilize “n-counts.” 

HIDOE’s proposal to move from the current definition of Full Academic Year (FAY), which runs from May to May, to a definition of Full School Year (FSY), which runs from August to May within the same academic year, should increase the number of students counted in the accountability system (p. 65).


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The equal weighting of the performance of the non-high-needs and high-needs subgroups to get the building score when the building has more than 50 percent of high- or non-high-needs students skews the outcome.

It is not clear how the indicator and related component weights were determined, especially with the discrepancy seen in the tables on pages 65 indicated that high school career readiness was worth 33 percent of the index and Table on page 69 indicated high school readiness was worth 55 percent. 
There are two conflicting weights by the three indicators (pp. 65, 69).  Peers have concern with the high weights at 55 percent of the readiness indicator for high schools (p. 69). 
Within the readiness indicator, the other two metrics (i.e., college-going rate and college- and career-readiness assessment) may mask the low graduation rates for high schools.
The compensatory nature of the readiness indicator may mask low achievement. 

The readiness indicator measure of the API does not give schools credit for career-readiness, only college-readiness (two- and four-year college graduates). 

HIDOE did not provide information as to why it selected these indicators or the impact of the data.

It appears there are new readiness assessments within the readiness indicator (p. 68) that have not met technical standards or been peer reviewed. 

It appears that including charter schools identified as priority schools in the framework conflicts with the premise outlined in the State charter school law.  HIDOE is positioned to advocate for closure of low-performing charter schools.

In line with charter contracts, these schools need to be held accountable for performance (p. 55).


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should clarify API weights.
HIDOE should reconsider the weighting in the readiness indicator.

HIDOE should run data models to determine the fairness/unfairness of using equal weights for the high- needs and non-high-needs populations in schools. 
HIDOE should work with the charter community to build buy-in regarding the importance of closing low-performing charter schools.


2.A.i.b Peer Response
Response: (1 Yes or 5 No)
	2.A.i.b
	Does the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system create incentives and provide support that is likely to be effective in closing achievement gaps for all subgroups of students?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE’s proposed structure examines growth as well as absolute performance of students in the high-needs subgroup; however, peers expressed concern about weights and masking. 

	Strengths
	HIDOE’s incorporation of a high-needs subgroup within the API has the potential to ensure that the system has incentives to support students in all individual ESEA subgroups whose performance, particularly in smaller island schools, previously was not captured because of Hawaii’s previous high “n-size.” 

The Native Hawaiian subgroup is recognized as a subgroup that needs additional attention and monitoring.


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The broad high-needs subgroup risks missing or masking the needs of individual ESEA subgroups within the combined subgroup.

HIDOE’s flexibility request offers limited discussion of incentives.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should work to ensure that the needs of individual ESEA subgroups are not lost within the combined high-needs subgroup. 


2.A.i.c
Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.A.i.c
2.A.ii.  Did the SEA include student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system or to identify reward, priority, and focus schools?
Note to Peers:  Staff will review 2.A.ii Option A.

ONLY FOR SEAs SELECTING OPTION B: If the SEA elects to include student achievement on assessments other than reading/language arts and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system by selecting Option B, review and respond to peer review question in section 2.A.ii below. If the SEA does not include other assessments (Option A), go to section 2.B. 

2.A.ii., Option B Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 2.A, Option A 

Response: (2 Yes or 4 No)
	2.A.ii.,

Option B
	Does the SEA’s weighting of the included assessments result in holding schools accountable for ensuring all students achieve the State’s college- and career-ready standards?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The Hawaii API incorporates multiple means that, in aggregate, hold schools accountable for ensuring all students achieve HIDOE’s college- and career-ready standards, but peers expressed concerns about decision rules related to the weighting. 

	Strengths
	HIDOE has a performance index that includes achievement, growth, and readiness and is the means by which the SEA ranks schools (i.e., high-needs or non-high needs).
The achievement component in the API includes performance on reading, mathematics, and science assessments.
HIDOE has adopted Colorado’s growth model (Project SIGMA [School Improvement via Growth Model Analysis]).
The two scales for achievement and growth recognize the starting point for low-performing students.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Using attendance as the sole indicator of elementary readiness seems somewhat simplistic.  Given the systemic push for schools to adopt a Response to Intervention (RtI) model and progress monitoring, peers were unclear regarding whether schools should have more data at their disposal to assess readiness of elementary grade students (p. 61). 
The student growth percentile with inclusion of school median percentile-method is unclear.
HIDOE’s flexibility request lacks adequate detail regarding the school readiness indicator and the assessments being administered (e.g., identification of the referenced college- and career-readiness assessment). 


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should identify additional elementary school readiness indicators.


Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.A.ii.a and 2.A.ii.c (Option B)
2.B
Set Ambitious but Achievable Annual Measurable Objectives

2.B      Did the SEA describe the method it will use to set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable objectives (AMOs) in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, for the State and all LEAs, schools, and subgroups, that provide meaningful goals and are used to guide support and improvement efforts through one of the three options below?
Note to Peers: Staff will review Options A and B.

If the SEA selected Option C, review and respond to the following peer question:
2.B, Option C Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 2.B, Option A or Option B 

Response: (Yes or No)
	2.B, 

Option C
	Did the SEA describe another method that is educationally sound and results in ambitious but achievable AMOs for all LEAs, schools, and subgroups?

i. Did the SEA provide the new AMOs and the method used to set these AMOs?

ii. Did the SEA provide an educationally sound rationale for the pattern of academic progress reflected in the new AMOs?  

iii. If the SEA set AMOs that differ by LEA, school, or subgroup, do the AMOs require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress?
iv. Did the SEA attach a copy of the average statewide proficiency based on assessments administered in the 2011(2012 school year in reading/language arts and mathematics for the “all students” group and all subgroups?  (Attachment 8)

· Are these AMOs similarly ambitious to the AMOs that would result from using Option A or B above?

· Are these AMOs ambitious but achievable given the State’s existing proficiency rates and any other relevant circumstances in the State?

· Will these AMOs result in a significant number of children being on track to be college- and career-ready?  

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


2.C
Reward Schools

 Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.C.ii.
2.C.i Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	2.C.i
	Did the SEA describe its methodology for identifying highest-performing and high-progress schools as reward schools?  If the SEA’s methodology is not based on the definition of reward schools in ESEA Flexibility (but is instead, e.g., based on school grades or ratings that take into account a number of factors), did the SEA also demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2 is consistent with the definition, per the Department’s “Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance?

a. Is the SEA’s methodology for identifying reward schools educationally sound and likely to result in the meaningful identification of the highest-performing and high-progress schools?  

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE has outlined a clear means to identify reward schools that should result in meaningful identification.

	Strengths
	The index achievement gap methodology is clear and rational.

The methodology to identify High-Performing and High-Progress schools seems logical and in line with goals of the flexibility request.
The flexibility request provides the criteria for a school to be identified as High-Performing or High-Progress (pp. 76-77).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It is unclear how incomplete elements of the API will affect the ratings.



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	
HIDOE should consider a very intentional communication plan to introduce the categories of High-Progress and High-Performing schools to stakeholders, and to explain the differences between the two categories.
For the high-progress identification, HIDOE examines achievement and ACGR and API proficiency reduction; however, the API growth indicator is not used.  HIDOE may wish to consider the use of growth.


2.C.iii  Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	2.C.iii
	Are the recognition and, if applicable rewards proposed by the SEA for its highest-performing and high progress schools likely to be considered meaningful by the schools? 
· Has the SEA consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its recognition and, where applicable, rewards?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE has outlined explicit rewards for recognition schools (e.g., recognition by governor, etc.).

	Strengths
	Flexibility stemming from recognition status should be a powerful incentive to school leaders charged with setting school direction, e.g., funding and monitoring. 
HIDOE is reorienting all existing academic achievement awards to be aligned with reward school structure (p. 78).
The HIDOE recommendation to the WASC accreditation committee for the full six-year school accreditation is a very strong incentive for high schools (p. 78).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	Moving forward, HIDOE should develop an intentional strategy regarding communicating the reorienting of existing academic achievement awards, e.g., Blue Ribbon Schools (p. 78). 


2.D
Priority Schools  

Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.D.i and 2.D.ii.

2.D.iii Are the interventions that the SEA described aligned with the turnaround principles and are they likely to result in dramatic, systemic change in priority schools?
a. Do the SEA’s interventions include all of the following?  
(i) providing strong leadership by:  (1) reviewing the performance of the current principal; (2) either replacing the principal if such a change is necessary to ensure strong and effective leadership, or demonstrating to the SEA that the current principal has a track record in improving achievement and has the ability to lead the turnaround effort; and (3) providing the principal with operational flexibility in the areas of scheduling, staff, curriculum, and budget;

(ii) ensuring that teachers are effective and able to improve instruction by:  (1) reviewing the quality of all staff and retaining only those who are determined to be effective and have the ability to be successful in the turnaround effort; (2) preventing ineffective teachers from transferring to these schools; and (3) providing job-embedded, ongoing professional development informed by the teacher evaluation and support systems and tied to teacher and student needs;

(iii) redesigning the school day, week, or year to include additional time for student learning and teacher collaboration;

(iv) strengthening the school’s instructional program based on student needs and ensuring that the instructional program is research-based, rigorous, and aligned with State academic content standards; 

(v) using data to inform instruction and for continuous improvement, including by providing time for collaboration on the use of data; 

(vi) establishing a school environment that improves school safety and discipline and addressing other non-academic factors that impact student achievement, such as students’ social, emotional, and health needs; and

(vii)  providing ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement?
2.D.iii
Peer Response
Response: (5 Yes or 1 No)
	2.D.iii
	Are the interventions that the SEA described aligned with the turnaround principles and are they likely to result in dramatic, systemic change in priority schools?
a. Do the SEA’s interventions include all components noted above (i.-vii.)?  

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE’s flexibility request outlines the SEA’s commitment to implementing interventions aligned with all seven turnaround principles.  Implementation of interventions aligned with these principles with fidelity should lead to systemic change in the priority schools.  However, the statement on page 82 that “[p]riority schools must participate in at least one of the supports and interventions for each of ED’s ‘turnaround principles’” is problematic because not all of the interventions are equal in terms of likelihood of effectiveness .

	Strengths
	HIDOE’s overall focus on improved instruction in all core academic areas reflects established and emerging turnaround research.

The seven principles listed on the menu of supports and interventions reflect ED’s turnaround principles.
Academic Review Teams are utilized in priority schools.
HIDOE’s new Office of School Transformation can lead turnaround efforts, if fully staffed and funded.
The two categories of priority schools (level four and level five) and the consequences associated with being a level five priority school introduce an incentive for change (i.e., schools don’t want to be a level five) and a system of highly structured governance. 


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The statement on page 82 that “[p]riority schools must participate in at least one of the supports and interventions for each of ED’s turnaround principles” is problematic.  This language allows priority schools to only minimally address the turnaround principles and opens the door for relatively light touch changes (e.g., under “provide strong leadership,” HIDOE permits “a principal mentor” to meet the requirement).  Research on prior No Child Left Behind (NCLB) change efforts documents that leadership is critical and, although assigning a principal mentor could drive change, it is somewhat limited as a key leverage point for change (pp. 82-83).
Pages 82-83 provide activities aligned with the turnaround principles; however, it is unclear how the HIDOE System of Support guides the “customization”/selection from the menu.  A closer read of the “Intervention Options” suggests many are superficial tasks (e.g., assign the principal a mentor) with limited influence on targeted change efforts. 

No rationale is provided to support HIDOE’s decisions regarding how to design and implement the new Office of School Transformation leading this system. 

Peers were unclear of the timeline for the creation of the Office of School Transformation, in particular, when it will be fully staffed and operational and authority extended to the Transformation Office over the schools in that zone.


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	As HIDOE moves to operationalize the Office of School Transformation, it should build on emerging lessons learned from other states that have created similar offices (e.g., LA and TN).
HIDOE should address the quoted language in the request regarding the selection of interventions to ensure interventions are meaningful (p. 82).


2.D.iii.b Peer Response
Response: (3 Yes or 3 No)
	2.D.iii.b


	Are the identified interventions to be implemented in priority schools likely to —  

(i) increase the quality of instruction in priority schools;

(ii) improve the effectiveness of the leadership and the teaching in these schools; and 

(iii) improve student achievement and, where applicable, graduation rates for all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and the lowest-achieving students?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	While HIDOE identified interventions for priority schools that could improve outcomes, the language releasing schools from the more dramatic change intervention options is problematic (p. 82).

	Strengths
	HIDOE identifies key steps that occur in successful school turnaround efforts.


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	A priority school’s ability to select less dramatic change efforts may diminish the likelihood that interventions will lead to changes in instruction, leadership, teaching, or student achievement.
Peers expressed concern regarding the specifics of operationalizing an Office of School Transformation and, specifically, that it might include additional administrative layers without the resulting improvements in performance.
The interventions do not address the needs of special populations. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	As HIDOE moves to operationalize the Office of School Transformation, it should build on emerging lessons learned from other states that have created similar offices (e.g., LA and TN) and districts with turnaround zones, for instance Charlotte-Mecklenberg, Cincinnati, and Hartford. 



b. Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.D.iii.c
2.D.iv Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	2.D.iv
	Does the SEA’s proposed timeline ensure that LEAs that have one or more priority schools will implement interventions in each priority school no later than the 2014(2015 school year?

· Does the SEA’s proposed timeline distribute priority schools’ implementation of interventions in a balanced way, such that there is not a concentration of these schools in the later years of the timeline? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE has outlined a timeline to plan, hire staff to oversee, and then implement the turnaround principles beginning no later than the 2014–2015 school year.

	Strengths
	There is a year of planning followed by a year of implementation.  A timeline is provided and its schedule of activities suggests implementation will begin prior to the 2014–2015 school year (p. 87). 
A timeline of actions, including responsible parties, is included on page 87 of the request.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It is unclear if all schools will start implementation in 2013 or if implementation will be gradual.
Peers would like to see a more detailed timeline related to when the Office of School Transformation is going to be fully staffed and funded. 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should devote resources to training Office of School Transformation staff so they understand their role and have the skills required to support principals as they implement turnaround principles.


2.D.v Peer Response
Response: (3 Yes or 3 No)
	2.D.v
	Did the SEA provide criteria to determine when a school that is making significant progress in improving student achievement exits priority status?  
a. Do the SEA’s criteria ensure that schools that exit priority status have made significant progress in improving student achievement?

· Is the level of progress required by the criteria to exit priority status likely to result in sustained improvement in these schools? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The exit process is outlined, but some peers had concerns about the one-year exit and dilution of resources. 

	Strengths
	HIDOE’s commitment to exit schools as they achieve goals while continuing supports is laudable.
Exit criteria (p. 87) have two components: exit the bottom five percent on the index; and meet the AMOs for all student subgroups.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The peers are concerned about the possibility that HIDOE might replace priority schools that exit priority status after a single year with additional schools (i.e., the priority school pool will more than five percent).  Given that, once they start implementing, all priority schools must implement interventions over three years, even if they subsequently exit status, the resources devoted to priority schools could be spread too thin (p. 88).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should run data models and consider staffing requirements as a result of the exit criteria and how many schools will likely be in the priority category. 


2.E
Focus Schools  

2.E.i Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes or 6 No)
	2.E.i
	Did the SEA describe its methodology for identifying a number of low-performing schools equal to at least 10 percent of the State’s Title I schools as focus schools?  If the SEA’s methodology is not based on the definition of focus schools in ESEA Flexibility (but is instead, e.g., based on school grades or ratings that take into account a number of factors), did the SEA also demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2 is consistent with the definition, per the Department’s “Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance?  

a. Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.E.i.a.
b. Is the SEA’s methodology for identifying focus schools educationally sound and likely to ensure that schools are accountable for the performance of subgroups of students? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The focus school criteria are clear and explicit (p. 89); however, there is no demonstration that the criteria HIDOE used to identify focus schools meet ESEA Flexibility requirements.  

	Strengths
	Focus criteria are clear and explicit and should capture schools that are performing/growing better than priority schools but that still need assistance to improve in a meaningful manner.

The example of a focus school is helpful to understand the details of the methodology.
Pages 88-89 detail the method the SEA proposes in its identification of focus schools. Page 91 (Figure 2.8) illustrates the design logic associated with the selection process.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The Hawaii API includes non-achievement data as a component that does not meet the ESEA Flexibility focus schools definition.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	It appears that the use of the achievement indicator alone is closer to the requirements of ESEA Flexibility and HIDOE should consider revisiting its methodology in providing its demonstration. 


2.E.ii
Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.E.ii
2.E.iii Peer Response 

Response: (0 Yes or 6 No)
	2.E.iii
	Does the SEA’s process and timeline ensure that each LEA will identify the needs of its focus schools and their students and implement interventions in focus schools at the start of the 2013–2014 school year?  Did the SEA provide examples of and justifications for the interventions the SEA will require its focus schools to implement?  Are those interventions based on the needs of students and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities?

· Has the SEA demonstrated that the interventions it has identified are effective at increasing student achievement in schools with similar characteristics, needs, and challenges as the schools the SEA has identified as focus schools?

· Has the SEA identified interventions that are appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, high) and that address different types of school needs (e.g., all-students, targeted at the lowest-achieving students)?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE outlines a detailed explanation of the process and timeline to identify focus schools and provide interventions, but lacks specificity as to whether student-based interventions will start by fall 2013. 

	Strengths
	HIDOE clearly outlined the identification process and suggested interventions to be implemented in focus schools.

The menus of supports for focus schools reflect the ESEA flexibility turnaround principles (p. 93).


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It would be helpful to have more details regarding the Teams for School Improvement (TSIs) to understand selection and accountability as well as their specific function.  Based on the description in the request, the TSIs will wear many hats (e.g., conduct needs assessment, provide technical assistance, provide feedback) and these tasks each require a unique skill set.

Language in the request regarding charter schools is confusing (i.e., charter schools must align their plans to the principles but are not required to implement specific interventions) (p. 93).
While on-site school reviews are projected to be conducted by the TSI team during the 2012-2013 school year (triggered by identification as a focus school), the timeline on page 97 does not indicate that instructional interventions will begin by the fall of 2013.


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	Given flexibility’s focus on differentiation among schools, peers would encourage HIDOE to stress that priority schools warrant more intensity interventions. 

Specific interventions for special populations should be further developed. 


2.E.iv Peer Response
Response: (4 Yes or 2 No)
	2.E.iv
	Did the SEA provide criteria to determine when a school that is making significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps exits focus status?  

a.   Do the SEA’s criteria ensure that schools that exit focus status have made significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps?

· Is the level of progress required by the criteria to exit focus status likely to result in sustained improvement in these schools? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The criteria are outlined (p. 98); some peers were concerned with one year exit.

	Strengths
	Explicit criteria are identified and schools are permitted to exit focus status after a single year if they are making progress.

According to page 98, two criteria must be met to exit focus school status.  The criteria are: (a) no longer being ranked in the bottom 15 percent; and (b) cut the achievement gap by 50 percent.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Allowing schools to exit status after only one year of meeting exit criteria  may lead to some churning of schools perpetually in and out of focus school status.

Peers were concerned about the lack of attention to language to clarify that reduction in gaps must result from improvement of the lower-achieving students, rather than by a decrease in performance in the non-high-needs subgroup. 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should demonstrate the number of schools potentially affected by allowing schools to exit focus status after one year of meeting exit criteria in order to plan for adequate support mechanisms. 


2.F
Provide Incentives and Support for other Title I Schools

2.F.i Peer Response 
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	2.F.i
	Does the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system provide incentives and supports for 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? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Focus on continual improvement and leveraging an RtI approach to target interventions should lead to providing targeted support where required.

	Strengths
	HIDOE’s use of “early warning data” should allow schools to proactively address problems early rather than wait for children to experience failure.

HIDOE is adopting RtI to target interventions in all schools.
The link to WASC is a very strong incentive for high schools because this designation extends their accreditation cycle. (p. 102).



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The flexibility request provides limited information about potential incentives.

It is unclear how HIDOE will manage human and fiscal capacity to provide potentially intensive supports to this group of schools given supports already being provided to priority and focus schools (p. 103).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	Given resources required to provide these incentives and supports, HIDOE should engage in an intentional analysis of resources to identify potential areas of reallocation to target those interventions that have proven most effective.
Peers would like to see information on the implementation of the comprehensive student support system as the next phase of the RtI work (i.e., how has it been piloted, what are the results, what are the plans for ongoing professional development?). 


2.F.ii Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes or 6 No)
	2.F.ii
	Are those incentives and supports likely to improve student achievement, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for all students, including English Learners and students with disabilities?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE’s ESEA flexibility request does not adequately describe incentives, nor does it specify instructional practices for special populations.

	Strengths
	Supports should help the schools make substantive changes that will help them close the achievement gap and improve instruction.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Incentive structures are not clearly designed; HIDOE’s support system is not operational to meet current needs. 
The framework to support Continuous Improvement School (CIS) is not defined in a coherent and comprehensive manner.

The request lacks an explicit discussion of specific attention to the instructional needs of the special populations. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should expand its discussion of incentives in general and, specifically, how they will be leveraged to increase the quality of instruction for special populations. 


2.G
Build SEA, LEA, and School Capacity to Improve Student Learning

2.G
Is the SEA’s process for building 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, likely to succeed in improving such capacity?

i. Is the SEA’s process for ensuring timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools likely to result in successful implementation of these interventions and in progress on leading indicators and student outcomes in these schools?

· Did the SEA describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by the SEA and its LEAs to support the implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools that is likely to result in the identification of high-quality partners with experience and expertise applicable to the needs of the school, including specific subgroup needs? 

ii. Is the SEA’s process for ensuring sufficient support for implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools 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) likely to result in successful implementation of such interventions and improved student achievement?
iii. Is the SEA’s process for holding LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance, particularly for turning around their priority schools, likely to improve LEA capacity to support school improvement?
2.G  Peer Response 

Response: (3 Yes or 3 No)
	2.G
	

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE’s review of Office of Curriculum, Instruction and Student Support’s (OCISS) organization should reveal redundancies and prepare the SEA to reallocate scarce resources given the unified system (SEA and LEA are one in the same).  HIDOE is poised to streamline and target supports that will help build school capacity.

	Strengths
	Teams for School Improvement (TSI) within a complex area that will provide direct services to schools are promising.
The knowledge gained from the OCISS efforts will ultimately benefit all schools within the HIDOE system.


HIDOE is requiring complex area superintendents to present bi-annual progress reports for each priority and focus school to evaluate impact.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Given their critical role in the overall support effort, the request should include more details about TSIs. Specifically, peers were unclear about what skills will be sought, how the TSIs will be trained and how they will be held accountable for their performance.
Given its remote location, peers were unclear how HIDOE will recruit and retain skilled providers with diverse experience.  Peers were unclear how providers will document specific improvement over time such as by what metrics they will be held accountable for performance.
Given the role of the complex areas, somewhat equivalent to a district, more details regarding building their capacity would be helpful.

Peers are concerned that the creation of Teams for School Improvement (TSI) within the Office of Curriculum Instruction and Student Support (OCISS) within HIDOE will require significant capacity and this need is not significantly acknowledged in the flexibility request. 

Although the area superintendents and Office of School Transformation staff must present bi-annual progress reports, there is no identified process or procedure if the results do not demonstrate improvement.

The request did not include a clear discussion of the use of the 20 percent set-aside and ESEA section 1003(a) money.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should consider rigorous selection criteria for members of TSIs along with specific accountability metrics. 


Principle 2 Overall Review

Principle 2 Overall Review Peer Response
Response: (3 Yes or 3 No)
	Principle 2 Overall Review
	Is the SEA’s plan for developing and implementing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support likely to improve student achievement, close achievement gaps, and improve the quality of instruction for students?  Do the components of the SEA’s plan fit together to create a coherent and comprehensive system that supports continuous improvement and is tailored to the needs of the State, its LEAs, its schools, and its students?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE’s plan for developing and implementing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support may improve student achievement, close achievement gaps, and improve the quality of instruction for students.  However, peers expressed multiple concerns about the API methodology.   

Peers were divided as to whether the components of the plan fit together to create a coherent and comprehensive system that supports continuous improvement and is tailored to the needs of the State, its schools, and its students.

	Strengths
	The HIDOE recommendation to the WASC accreditation committee for the full six-year school accreditation is a very strong incentive for high schools (p. 78).

Focus on supports to all students, not just those close to proficiency, for example, the focus on RtI, creates incentives and opportunities for all students to grow, even the lowest-performing students.

Creation of Office of School Transformation provides a symbolic as well as substantive contribution to ensuring that HIDOE prioritizes the lowest-performing schools.

The proposed multi-component structure (i.e., WASC accreditation, Hawaii API, disaggregated performance for high-needs students, identification of multi-performance levels, and differentiated supports) infuses more nuance into the identification and support structure to ensure that schools as well and individual students are tracked in order to provide appropriate supports that will enable them to succeed.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	HIDOE’s flexibility request has merits but peer reviewers are concerned about SEA and complex area capacity to successfully implement.

Given the role of the complex areas, somewhat equivalent to a district, more details regarding building their capacity would be helpful.

Given their critical role in the overall support effort, the request should include more details about TSIs.  Specifically, peers were unclear about what skills will be sought, how the TSIs will be trained, and how they will be held accountable for their performance.

There is no difference in the menu of supports and interventions for focus and priority schools.

API includes non-achievement data as a component, which does not meet the ESEA Flexibility focus schools definition.

The peers are concerned that if HIDOE replaces priority schools that exit priority status after a single year with additional schools (i.e., the priority school pool will be more than five percent of schools, the resources devoted to priority schools could be spread too thin (p. 88).

Peers are concerned that priority schools may select less significant intervention strategies that do not reflect the spirit of the turnaround principles or meet the ESEA Flexibility requirements. 

Including charter schools among priority schools seems to conflict with the premise outlined in the state charter school law.  The SEA is positioned to urge authorizers to close low-performing charter schools.

HIDOE did not provide information as to why it selected the indicators that comprise the API or the impact of the data.

There are two conflicting weights by the three indicators (pp. 65, 69).  The peers expressed concern with the high weight at 55% of the readiness indicator for high schools (p. 69). 

Although the intent behind the creation and use of the high-needs subgroup can be seen as positive, the equal weighting of high-needs and non-high-needs subgroups (regardless of number) can mask the actual performance of students in a school, e.g., a school with 500 students who are high-needs and 50 students who are non-high-needs.


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should conduct extensive beta testing to validate that the API is working how it is proposed and intended.  HIDOE should consider staffing requirements as a result of the exit criteria (i.e., if more than five percent of schools are identified as priority schools and must therefore implement interventions aligned with the turnaround principles).

HIDOE should expand its discussion in the request of incentives in general and, specifically, how they will be leveraged to increase the quality of instruction for special populations.

Given the resources required to provide the incentives and supports required for “other” Title I schools, HIDOE should engage in an intentional analysis of resources to identify potential areas of reallocation to target those interventions that have proven most effective.

Given ESEA flexibility’s focus on differentiation among schools, offering the same suite of supports and interventions to both priority and focus schools should be revisited. 

Specific interventions for special populations should be further developed.

It appears that the use of the achievement indicator alone is closer to the requirements of ESEA Flexibility for the identification of schools and HIDOE should consider revisiting its methodology in providing its demonstration.

HIDOE should devote resources to training school turnaround staff so they understand their role and have the skills required to support principals as they implement interventions aligned with the turnaround principles

As HIDOE moves to operationalize the Office of School Transformation, it should build on emerging lessons learned from other states and districts that have created and are using similar offices.

HIDOE should consider a very intentional communication plan to introduce the categories of high-performing and high-progress schools to stakeholders and to explain the differences between them.

Using attendance as the sole indicator of elementary readiness seems somewhat simplistic.  Given HIDOE’s systemic push for schools to adopt RtI and progress monitoring, HIDOE should consider whether schools should have more data at their disposal to assess readiness of elementary grade students (p. 61). 

HIDOE should work to ensure that specific subgroups are not lost within the combined high-needs subgroup.




Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

3.A   Develop  and Adopt Guidelines for Local Teacher and Principal Evaluation and Support Systems

3.A.i
Has the SEA developed and adopted guidelines consistent with Principle 3 through one of the two options below?

If the SEA selected Option A (the SEA has not already developed and adopted all of the guidelines consistent with Principle 3):

3.A.i, Option A.i Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option B

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.i,

Option A.i
	Is the SEA’s plan for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems likely to result in successful adoption of those guidelines by the end of the 2012–2013 school year

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.i, Option A.ii Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option B

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.i,

Option A.ii
	Does the SEA’s plan include sufficient involvement of teachers and principals in the development of these guidelines?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


i. Note to Peers: Staff will review iii.

If the SEA selected Option B (the SEA has developed and adopted all guidelines consistent with Principle 3):

3.A.i, Option B.i Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.i,

Option B.i
	Are the guidelines the SEA has adopted likely to lead to the development of evaluation and support systems that increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE’s guidelines do appear to be likely to lead to the development of evaluation and support systems as required by ESEA Flexibility.



	Strengths
	The HIDOE guidelines build on earlier evaluation methods, with the addition of annual evaluations for teachers (p. 109).

HIDOE has participated in national efforts to build effective evaluation systems, such as the Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (p. 109).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None.


3.A.i, Option B.ii:  ED Staff will review B.ii. [Evidence of adoption of final guidelines by the SEA]
3.A.i, Option B.iii Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.i,

Option B.iii
	Did the SEA have sufficient involvement of teachers and principals in the development of these guidelines? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE designed a system of extensive involvement for teachers, principals, and other stakeholders in the development of the educator evaluation guidelines.



	Strengths
	The Great Teachers Great Leaders (GTGL) workgroup included more than 80 educators, including teachers, principals, union leaders, community foundations, IHE representatives, and HIDOE employees (p. 110).

HIDOE also held focus groups with teacher leaders from 18 schools involved in early pilots, and made site visits to those schools (p. 111).  These groups selected Danielson’s protocol for classroom observation.

Ongoing involvement is provided by the Complex Area Superintendent Roundtable, the Teacher Leader Workgroup, and the GTGL Taskforce (pp. 111-112).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	While stakeholders were engaged, surveys documented that many stakeholders lack information about the evaluation system (p. 114), and it appears that concerns about the master contract may hamper implementation of the evaluation system.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE and the Hawaii State Teachers Association (HSTA) continue to discuss the new master agreement and, as they work collaboratively to address the goals of improving student outcomes, there may be some conflict resolution strategies needed. 


ONLY FOR SEAs SELECTING OPTION B: If the SEA has adopted all guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by selecting Option B in section 3.A, review and respond to peer review question 3.A.ii below.

3.A.ii.a Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.ii.a
	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….be used for continual improvement of instruction?

Consideration:

· Are the SEA’s guidelines likely to result in support for all teachers, including teachers who are specialists working with students with disabilities and English Learners and general classroom teachers with these students in their classrooms that will enable them to improve their instructional practice? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The guidelines appear to be consistent with Principle 3 in general, and offer regular opportunities for teachers of English Learners and students with disabilities to receive tailored professional development.



	Strengths
	The teacher and principal evaluation systems use the same six design principles, and have a clear relationship to ESEA Principle 3 (p. 114).

There are supports specifically provided for those teachers who work with students with disabilities and English Learners.  The five phases of professional development offer access to all educators to learn about and deepen their instructional practices (pp. 29-31).  Specific programs, such as Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol Model (SIOP) and Guided Language Acquisition Design (GLAD), attend to the linguistic and cultural needs of English Learners.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Unique guidelines for specialists are not articulated.

The request is heavily focused on teacher evaluations with limited information about principal evaluations and supports.  Given principals’ role in hiring and evaluating teachers, principal evaluation is not adequately addressed. 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should further flesh out principal evaluations and align them with the teacher evaluation system. 

HIDOE should develop guidelines for related service personnel (e.g., non-classroom teachers).


3.A.ii.b Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.ii.b

en text
	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….meaningfully differentiate performance using at least three performance levels? 

Consideration:

· Does the SEA incorporate student growth into its performance-level definitions with sufficient weighting to ensure that performance levels will differentiate among teachers and principals who have made significantly different contributions to student growth or closing achievement gaps?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE’s guidelines incorporate student growth into its system of four performance levels for both teachers and principals.



	Strengths
	HIDOE guidelines provide four ratings for both teachers and principals – Highly Effective, Effective, Marginal, and Unsatisfactory (p. 115).  One-half of the weighting must be based on student growth and learning.

Ratings will be regularly reviewed.


HIDOE’s initial pilot will inform evolution of the guidelines.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None.


3.A.ii.c. Use multiple valid measures in determining performance levels, including as a significant factor data on student growth  for all students (including English Learners and students with disabilities), and other measures of professional practice (which may be gathered through multiple formats and sources, such as observations based on rigorous teacher performance standards, teacher portfolios, and student and parent surveys)?

3.A.ii.c.(i) Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.ii.c.(i)
	Does the SEA have a process for ensuring that all measures that are included in determining performance levels are valid measures, meaning measures that are clearly related to increasing student academic achievement and school performance, and are implemented in a consistent and high-quality manner across schools within an LEA?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE has demonstrated that it has a process for ensuring that it is using multiple measures, and that those measures are clearly related to student achievement.  Because Hawaii is a unitary SEA/LEA, its implementation will be consistent across regions and islands.



	Strengths
	HIDOE is using four components in the teacher evaluation model:  Student Growth Percentile, Student Learning Objectives (SLOs), Tripod Student Survey, and Danielson’s Classroom Observation Protocol (pp. 116-118).  HIDOE stated it will test the validity of each component (p. 119).  

HIDOE uses the TAC to assist it in validating its measures.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	There is less clarity on the components to be used in the principal evaluations, although the evaluations will include both principal practice and performance (partly based on student performance) (p. 123).

It is not clear how SLOs and the Tripod Student Survey will be used or validated. 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should have a process to validate the rigor of the SLOs. 


3.A.ii.c(ii) Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (3 Yes or 3 No)
	3.A.ii.c(ii)
	For grades and subjects in which assessments are required under ESEA section 1111(b)(3), does the SEA define a statewide approach for measuring student growth on these assessments?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Although HIDOE defines a statewide approach for calculating student growth (Colorado’s growth model), it does not identify the validity of the measures for all components of the system.



	Strengths
	HIDOE is using a known growth model, derived from Colorado (p. 116).

HIDOE has also adopted a roster verification process and software, which has been piloted in the 81 schools in the current pilot to link students with teachers (p. 116).

HIDOE’s evaluation model does include every tested student on the general assessment, including English Learners and some students with disabilities.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	HIDOE’s model does not include students with disabilities who take the alternate assessment.

It is not clear how the four components demonstrate 50 percent student growth and learning or how the weights are determined (p. 115).



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should be more transparent in what it is doing within the specific components of the formula.


3.A.ii.c(iii) Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.ii.c(iii)
	For grades and subjects in which assessments are not required under ESEA section 1111(b)(3), does the SEA either specify the measures of student growth that LEAs must use or select from or plan to provide guidance to LEAs on what measures of student growth are appropriate, and establish a system for ensuring that LEAs will use valid measures?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Although still in the early pilot stage, HIDOE’s system of developing SLOs to assess the performance of teachers in non-tested grades and subjects is promising; however, there are no specifics as to how validity will be ensured. 



	Strengths
	The SLOs are being identified by the 81 schools participating in the pilot phase, and will serve as a bank of exemplars for all schools.  A set of 32 SLO exemplars across nine content areas and multiple grade spans has been developed to date (p. 117).

Because HIDOE is a unitary K-12 SEA/LEA system, this site level development has a strong chance of being accepted by schools outside the pilot.

The first phase of adoption of SLOs wrapped up in June 2012.

HIDOE’s initial adoption focused on ensuring alignment between SLOs and the Academic Financial Plan.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Applying student survey data to individual teachers is a concern to peer reviewers. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None.


3.A.ii.d Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.ii.d


	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….evaluate teachers and principals on a regular basis?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Both systems will be used on a regular basis.



	Strengths
	State statute requires HIDOE to annually evaluate every teacher and principal, and to receive a performance evaluation rating each year.  For teachers, this will change from a five-year evaluation cycle to an annual cycle in 2013–2014 (p. 123).

Principals are evaluated on practice and performance annually. 



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None.


3.A.ii.e Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.ii.e


	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….provide clear, timely, and useful feedback, including feedback that identifies needs and guides professional development? 

Considerations:

· Will the SEA’s guidelines ensure that evaluations occur with a frequency sufficient to ensure that feedback is provided in a timely manner to inform effective practice?  

· Are the SEA’s guidelines likely to result in differentiated professional development that meets the needs of teachers?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Clear and timely feedback has been built into the regular evaluation cycles for both teachers and principals.



	Strengths
	For teacher evaluations, classroom observations will be followed immediately by a post-observation feedback session.  Teachers will receive student survey data in January and June of each year.  A mid-year review will be held annually on the student growth component (p. 124).

For principal evaluations, there are three individual meetings annually between principal and supervisor, including goal-setting and review of performance (p. 124).

HIDOE has included the option of stretch goals (e.g. demonstrating initiative beyond one’s job description) for all teachers and principals.

Personnel decisions are to be based on evaluations (i.e., there will be consequences for repeated unsatisfactory ratings).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Timeliness of student achievement reporting and SLOs.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should fully examine the requirements of the human resource timeline, testing, and SLO data.


3.A.ii.f Peer Response

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.A.ii.f
	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….be used to inform personnel decisions?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE guidelines already call for evaluation results to support decisions related tenure, compensation, removal, and exit.



	Strengths
	HIDOE is to be commended for initiating policy and legislation to lengthen the time prior to teacher tenure and to require two consecutive ratings of Effective prior to receiving tenure (p. 125).

Tenure for principals is already performance-based (p. 125).

HIDOE is committed to make stronger use of its existing authority to remove teachers and principals who are rated as Unsatisfactory (p. 125).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Peers were unclear about the term “tenure” as relates to principals (p. 125).  

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None.


3. B
Ensure LEAs Implement Teacher and Principal Evaluation and Support Systems

3.B
Is the SEA’s process for ensuring that each LEA develops, adopts, pilots, and implements, with the involvement of teachers and principals, evaluation and support systems consistent with the SEA’s adopted guidelines likely to lead to high-quality local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems?


Considerations:

· Does the SEA have a process for reviewing and approving an LEA’s teacher and principal evaluation and support systems to ensure that they are consistent with the SEA’s guidelines and will result in the successful implementation of such systems? 

· Does the SEA have a process for ensuring that an LEA develops, adopts, pilots, and implements its teacher and principal evaluation and support systems with the involvement of teachers and principals?

· Did the SEA describe the process it will use to ensure that all measures used in an LEA’s evaluation and support systems are valid, meaning measures that are clearly related to increasing student academic achievement and school performance, and are implemented in a consistent and high-quality manner across schools within an LEA (i.e., process for ensuring inter-rater reliability)?
· Does the SEA have a process for ensuring that teachers working with special populations of students, such as students with disabilities and English Learners, are included in the LEA’s teacher and principal evaluation and support systems? 

· Is the SEA’s plan likely to be successful in ensuring that LEAs meet the timeline requirements by either (1) piloting evaluation and support systems no later than the 2014(2015 school year in preparation for full implementation of the evaluation and support systems consistent with the requirements described above no later than the 2015(2016 school year; or (2) implementing these systems no later than the 2014(2015 school year?

· Do timelines reflect a clear understanding of what steps will be necessary and reflect a logical sequencing and spacing of the key steps necessary to implement evaluation and support systems consistent with the required timelines?

· Is the SEA plan for providing adequate guidance and other technical assistance to LEAs in developing and implementing teacher and principal evaluation and support systems likely to lead to successful implementation?

· Is the pilot broad enough to gain sufficient feedback from a variety of types of educators, schools, and classrooms to inform full implementation of the LEA’s evaluation and support systems?

3.B Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)
	3.B t
	Is the SEA’s process for ensuring that each LEA develops, adopts, pilots, and implements, with the involvement of teachers and principals, evaluation and support systems consistent with the SEA’s adopted guidelines likely to lead to high-quality local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems?  (See italicized considerations above.)

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE is a unitary K-12 system, acting as both SEA and LEA.  Therefore, its uniformity in training, communication, and monitoring allows HIDOE to exercise unusually coherent oversight of its schools and local regions.



	Strengths
	All improvement and support systems will be based on the processes described in the HIDOE guidelines.

The use of pilot schools allows HIDOE to pilot its evaluation systems across complexes. 

Teachers and principals appear to have been consistently involved in the development of the guidelines for the evaluation systems, and will remain so by design (p. 129).

The timeline for implementation contains key actions with roles and responsibilities delineated (p. 130).



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It is unclear how Complex Area Superintendents (CAS) will be held accountable for performance as key actors in implementing the evaluation and support systems.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	The timeline would be improved by the addition of documentation of evidence and resources.


Principle 3 Overall Review

Principle 3 Overall Review Peer Response 

Response: (6 Yes or 0 No)

	Principle 3 Overall Review
	Are the SEA’s guidelines and the SEA’s process for ensuring, as applicable, LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of evaluation and support systems comprehensive, coherent, and likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Although still in its early stages, the HIDOE’s guidelines and process for ensuring appropriate complex and school participation in all aspects of teacher and principal evaluation systems appears to be on-track, and is likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement.



	Strengths
	HIDOE is using four components in the teacher evaluation model:  Student Growth Percentile, SLOs, Tripod Student Survey, and Danielson’s Classroom Observation Protocol (pp. 116-118).  HIDOE stated it will test the validity of each component (p. 119).  

HIDOE has also adopted a roster verification process and software, which has been piloted in the 81 schools in the current pilot to link students with teachers (p. 116).

Although still in the early pilot stage, HIDOE’s system of developing SLOs to assess the performance of teachers in non-tested grades and subjects is promising; however, there are no specifics as to how validity will be ensured. 



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The HIDOE structure poses some unique challenges, but they are not insurmountable (e.g., lack of an LEA-level actor to serve as an entity between the SEA that sets policy and schools that are implementing). Peers expressed concern over whether the SEA has capacity to fulfill the LEA role in terms of holding school-level personnel accountable for changes necessary to drive and support targeted improvement efforts.

Applying student survey data to individual teachers is a concern to peer reviewers.



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should further flesh out principal evaluations and align them with the teacher evaluation system. 

HIDOE should develop guidelines for related service personnel (e.g., non-classroom teachers).

HIDOE should fully examine the requirements of the human resource timeline, testing, and SLO data.

The timeline would be improved by the addition of documentation of evidence and resources.


Overall Evaluation of Request

Overall Evaluation Peer Response

Response: (Yes or No)
	Overall Evaluation
	Did the SEA provide a comprehensive and coherent approach for implementing the waivers and principles in its request for the flexibility?  Overall, is implementation of the SEA’s approach likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	HIDOE has presented a comprehensive plan for implementing flexibility waivers and principles that are likely to improve instruction and increase academic achievement; however, its methodology for calculating the API, which serves as the foundation of the interventions, raises concerns.

	Strengths
	HIDOE developed a high-quality plan to transition to, implement, and assess college- and career-ready standards statewide in reading/language arts and mathematics. 

The flexibility request proposes a differentiated plan of recognition, accountability and support designed to lead to positive results for all students.

A focus on continual improvement and leveraging an RtI approach to target interventions should lead to providing effective support where required.  A variety of supports specifically address the needs of teachers who work with students with disabilities and English Learners.

The HIDOE recommendation to the WASC accreditation committee for the full six-year school accreditation is a very strong incentive for highest-performing and high-progress schools.

HIDOE has adopted guidelines for teacher and principal evaluations that meet ESEA flexibility requirements and has piloted the evaluations to inform changes.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Because of its weight in the Hawaii API, the readiness measures have the potential of compensating for lower achievement or growth measures.  It is also a concern that the graduation rate accounts for only 20 out of 180 points. 

The non-achievement data in the API do not meet ESEA flexibility requirements for identifying focus schools.

While HIDOE proposes to include two-year and four-year college attendance as evidence of college readiness, it is not clear how career readiness will be assessed for the readiness measure (55% of API) for high school.

HIDOE’s plan includes calculating API for high-needs students and non-high-needs students and giving each group equal weight in the school’s total calculation, regardless of the number of students in each group. Peers are concerned that, in some cases, this process may skew the results.

Although HIDOE’s proposed interventions for priority schools are consistent with the turnaround principles, the plan indicates that “schools must choose at least one of the supports and interventions for each of ED’s turnaround principles,” rather than all required components.  The peers are concerned this statement opens the door for schools to implement minimal change. 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	HIDOE should consider the validity and reliability factors for SLOs and the Tripod Student Survey measures used in teacher evaluations across the islands.

HIDOE should develop guidelines for evaluations of service personnel, such as speech therapists.

HIDOE should consider using only the achievement measures of the API for identifying focus schools.

HIDOE should evaluate the effectiveness of the five-phase professional development plan and revise strategies as needed.

HIDOE should develop an intentional plan to hire and supervise TSI members to ensure they have the necessary skills to support interventions. 
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