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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: (2 Yes /4 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
	· Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) solicited input from teachers and their representatives for all three principles through a variety of forums.  Although a list of events and examples of group membership was provided, it was not clear how the input PDE gathered was used to make changes.

· Since PDE did not specifically mention what topics were covered with which groups, it is unclear how much input teachers and their representatives had, and it is not possible to determine whether the engagement is likely to lead to successful implementation of its request.  

	Strengths
	· PDE presented its plan to all Penn Link, an electronic communication tool for educators, account holders (p. ix).
· PDE appears to have presented information to teachers and their representatives throughout the formulation of many components of the request.  Roundtables, trainings, and website forums were used to communicate and solicit feedback.  Teacher representatives, higher education, and business community members presented the proposals with support to the State Board (p. ix, Att. 1 and 2).
· Pennsylvania’s Race to the Top grant included ongoing review, pilot implementation, and feedback loops with respect to the Educator Effectiveness Principle (p. ix).
· PDE provided samples of the feedback collected in response to the public notification posted on the PDE website (Att. 1).

· Three roundtable meetings were held to introduce the Common Core State Standards (CCSS); representatives from higher education, business, and education association communicated support of the CCSS (State Board minutes, June 30, 2010; appendices).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The SEA did not provide evidence of specifically what information was presented or discussed with various stakeholders, or how it modified any aspect of its request based on input from teachers and their representatives. 
· The SEA did not provide clear documentation of the number and diversity of teachers and the structures and strategies of their involvement in all three principles. 

· Numerous comments about the three components of the flexibility request were provided with the request; however, the SEA did not indicate how this feedback was used to modify the request.

· It is unclear how many individuals have Penn Link accounts.

· PDE did not provide letters of support from associations representing teachers.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide information on any changes it made, particularly for Principle 2, based on the input it received from teachers and their representatives.
· PDE should provide information as to what information was shared at the various meetings that were held.
· PDE should provide documentation in all three principles.  The documentation should also include a listing of the feedback received and how the feedback was addressed, specifically feedback related to the flexibility request components.


Consultation Question 2 Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes / 6 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
	· PDE did not identify how it solicited and received input from diverse communities such as community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities and English Learners.
· The SEA does not appear to have engaged many groups beyond educational organizations.  Given the evidence provided, it is unclear whether the flexibility request represents the interests or perspectives of students, parents, community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities, English Learners, or Indian tribes.

	Strengths
	· The SEA held special sessions to brief specific groups including the Urban League and the Pennsylvania Chamber of Commerce on Principle 2; minutes from State Board meetings indicate that business members and higher education representatives were included in committees (p. x).
· Appendix 3-F demonstrates that parents are participants on the Teacher and Principal Effectiveness workgroup.

· Although their surveys were incomplete, Appendix 3-C indicates that teachers of students with disabilities and English Learners were involved in the Phase I pilot feedback sessions.

· PDE consulted with its committee of practitioners regarding the contents of its ESEA flexibility request.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Because PDE submitted limited evidence specifying the organizations involved in the development of the SEA’s proposal, it is not clear that students, parents, community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities, English Learners, and Indian tribes were informed or engaged in providing input.

· It is unclear whether stakeholders outside of schools have Penn Link accounts (i.e., does Penn Link provide access to the necessary stakeholder groups, including diverse and special populations?).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide additional information as to how it will continue to engage with students, parents, community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities, English Learners.  In particular, PDE should develop and implement strategies to communicate with diverse communities, aside from Penn Link.


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 /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
	· Pennsylvania has adopted college-and-career-ready standards (CCRS) in English language arts and mathematics.  Extensive resources are available for districts and teachers in all core content areas.  The SEA has proposed a coherent plan; however, it is missing some of the detail found in a high-quality plan.

	Strengths
	· The SEA plans to adapt the 2012 version of WIDA’s framework and will build upon this framework by providing linkages to the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards (p. 10).
· PDE conducted a crosswalk and alignment study between the Pennsylvania standards and the CCSS.  The SEA also convened a task force of educators to review the state standards and the CCSS to create a set of state customized standards (the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards) that span  pre-k to 12 (p. 7).  PDE offers a variety of supports to assist in the transition from State Academic Standards to Pennsylvania Common Core Standards (pp. 14-17).  

· PDE has begun several initiatives, including development of pre-k standards, transition to revised PSSA tests based on the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards, development of the Pennsylvania School Performance Profile (SPP), and the Pennsylvania Alternate State Assessment (PASA) for reading and mathematics (p. 19).
· PDE created an online Education’s Standard Aligned System (SAS) portal, which houses a variety of resources and materials for districts and schools to transition to and implement the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards.  Educators are also provided training in the use of these tools through the SAS Institutes (p. 7).

· Intermediate Units (IUs) participated in the development of modules and will provide training to LEAs in their areas to use resources to implement voluntary curriculum alignment materials (p. 8).

· Pennsylvania Training and Assistance Network (PaTTAN) works with IUs to incorporate training focused on the inclusion of students with disabilities in the transition to the new standards (p. 9).

· Because they are a member of the National Center and State Collaborative (NCSC), the SEA has access to and intends to post on SAS curriculum resources and processional development  modules designed to support the application of the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards to students taking the alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards (AA-AAAS) (p. 9).

· To support the Response to Intervention (RtI) process, PDE offers districts and schools training in the use of the Pennsylvania Value Added Assessment System (PVAAS) results and online diagnostic assessments to inform instruction in the standards (p. 9).

	
	n/a

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The SEA provided an underdeveloped implementation plan.  Although there were a number of activities outlined in the proposal, PDE did not address action steps that included implementation strategies, timelines, and monitoring processes.   

· The SEA did not address how materials available through the SAS portal will be vetted for rigor, quality, and relevance to the new standards.  While the SEA provided the number of standards-related materials through SAS, it did not provide information on if and how teachers are using these materials in a meaningful way in their classrooms.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· The SEA might want to consider surveying teachers and principals to determine the current knowledge level about the standards and the current status of implementation for the English language arts and mathematics standards to see if districts are on track for full implementation for the 2013–2014 school  year.


1.B Peer Response, Part B Peer Response
Response: (1 Yes /5  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
	· Although PDE has provided a list of many activities that it has or will be conducting, and has included some significant milestones, it has not provided sufficient information about how it will transition from its current standards to the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards.  Specific details about generally low-achieving students are lacking in the SEA’s plan.  The plan describes work undertaken to support the needs of English Learners and students with disabilities, but it is not clear how or when these actions will be carried out or how implementation will be monitored to ensure that all students have access to and learn content aligned with the CCRS.  

	Strengths
	· The SEA is the recipient of a five-year State Personnel Development federal grant designed to focus on students with disabilities and how educators can access the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards and is also a member of NCSC, a collaborative currently developing curriculum frameworks and lessons aligned with the CCSS.  These resources will be made available on the SAS portal (p. 12).

· PDE is a member of the Assessment Services Supporting English Learners through Technology Systems (ASSETS) Consortium, and will use those resources to implement professional development to ensure educator and LEA preparedness for full operationalization of the ASSETS system in SY 2015-2016 (p. 11).
· PDE plans to address implementation of the Pennsylvania Common Core standards at its annual English Learner Symposium.  PDE has recently increased personnel to create and disseminate training focused on practices that support English Learners in the standards (p. 10).  All professional development will be available to content and English as a Second Language (ESL) area teachers and will be placed on the SAS for ease of access.
· PDE currently provides professional development and supports through the Pennsylvania Inspired Leaders (PIL) program, National Institute for School Leadership (NISL), and the Educator Effectiveness Training to prepare principals to provide strong, supportive instructional leadership based on the new standards (p. 15). 
· PDE incentivizes districts and schools to offer students a rigorous curriculum by awarding  points as part of the academic performance score for having students score three or higher in Advanced Placement courses (p. 18).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The description of how students with disabilities would be able to access the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards was limited.  Teachers of students who will be taking the AA-AAAS will have resources available to align curriculum with the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards.  The SEA’s plan did not indicate how their teachers would be included in current dissemination activities.

· PDE does not indicate how it will monitor that all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, have access to and are learning content aligned with the CCRS.

· PDE did not describe how it plans to conduct outreach to reach families about the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· The SEA should provide a more detailed plan for professional development delivery and the supportive resources that are available in a variety of formats to transition from its current standards. The plan should address how the SEA is targeting efforts to ensure success with the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards with low-achieving students. The SEA should address plans for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities with regard to timelines for implementation and plans for monitoring access.

· PDE should be sure to emphasize the importance of acquiring academic language development to ensure access to the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards for English Learners.
· PDE should provide additional detail about how students with disabilities will be able to access the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards.




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: (6 Yes /0  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
	· PDE is in the process of creating a set of assessments for grades 3 through 8 aligned with the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards for piloting during the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school years with full administration scheduled for 2014-2015.  High school end-of-course exams have been developed and will be administered statewide starting in 2012-2013.  While PDE described the rollout schedule for these assessments, PDE did not provided evidence of how these assessments are of high quality or a comprehensive plan that demonstrate how these assessments will be fully developed, piloted, and implemented.  The SEA also did not provide specifics about the standards-setting process.  

	Strengths
	· Although PDE is a member of the Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) and Smarter Balanced Assessment consortia, PDE has chosen to redesign the State’s assessments based upon the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards in grades 3 through 8.  Items for grades 3-5 are being field tested during the 2012–2013 PSSA tests with items for grades 6-8 field tested during the 2013-2014 school year.  Test blueprints for the new general assessment (PASSA) and alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards (PASA ) have been developed (p. 21).
· End-of-course exams in Algebra I, Biology, and Literature have been developed and aligned to the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards.  These assessments were initially administered in spring 2011.  If additional funding is available, the SEA intends to add a Civics and Government Keystone Exam (p. 21).

· PDE reports that standards setting for the new PSSAs will be scheduled after the first administration (p. 21).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· PDE did not provide a comprehensive, high-quality plan with actions, strategies, timelines, and resources needed to ensure these assessments will be fully developed, piloted, and implemented.  

· The SEA also did not provide specifics about the standards-setting process, including methodology, standards-setting panel, timelines, parties that will be involved, etc.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· The SEA should provide a more detailed plan outlining the action steps, strategies, timelines, resources, and responsibilities that will result in high-quality assessments, including steps for development, piloting, full administration, and standards-setting process.


Principle 1  Overall Review

Principle 1 Overall Review Peer Response 
Response: (3 Yes /3 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
	· PDE presents a plan for transitioning to and implementing college-and career-ready standards and developing and administering aligned assessments that measure student growth.  PDE does not offer sufficient information to determine whether its plan is likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement.

	Strengths
	· PDE’s participation in Race to the Top and its support through grant funding have provided a process for its transition to CCSS and aligned assessments.

· The SEA conducted an alignment study to analyze the degree of match between the State’s content standards and the CCSS and has developed the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards that span PK-12 (pp. 7, 8).
· Although PDE is a member of the PARCC and the Smarter Balanced Assessment consortia, the State is currently revising its assessments, including PSSA, PASA, end of course exams, and its testing program for new teacher licensing to align to the Pennsylvania Common Core (p. 21).  

· The SEA participates in NCSC and WIDA initiatives to address equitable access to CCSS aligned instruction and assessments for English Learners and students with disabilities.

· The SAS portal houses a variety of resources, modules, and materials for teachers and principals that are easily accessible and provide assistance in the transition to and implementation of the Pennsylvania Common Core standards (p 7). 

· The IUs are well-established as regional providers of professional development and a variety of support initiatives, including PIIC’s instructional coaches for the purposes of improving professional practices (p. 39).
· PaTTAN works with IUs to provide professional development for teachers, including training focused on the inclusion of students with disabilities and those students taking alternative assessments in the transition to the new standards (p. 9).

· PDE currently provides professional development and supports through the PIL program, NISL, and the Educator Effectiveness Training to prepare principals to provide strong, supportive instructional leadership based on the new standards (p. 15). 

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The SEA provided an underdeveloped implementation plan.  Although there were a number of activities outlined in the proposal, PDE did not address action steps that included implementation strategies, responsible parties, resources, timelines, and monitoring processes.

· The SEA also did not provide specifics about the standard-setting process, including method, standard-setting panel, timelines, parties that will be involved, etc.

· Some peers thought that the plan lacks adequate information to ensure that teachers of English Learners, students with disabilities and historically underperforming students are adequately prepared to ensure that all students have access to CCSS content and aligned assessments and attain college- and career-readiness.

· PDE does not indicate how it will monitor that all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, have access to and are learning content aligned with the college- and career-ready standards.

· PDE did not describe how the State plans to conduct outreach to inform families about the Pennsylvania Common Core standards.

· The SEA’s flexibility request did not indicate how teachers of students taking AA-AAS would be included in current dissemination activities.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide additional detail about how it will transition from its current standards, to the revised standards, to the Pennsylvania CCSS.  PDE should include the following information in its transition plan: (1) the process for ensuring that students with disabilities will be able to access Pennsylvania CCSS, (2) the type and regularity of professional development, monitoring, and support that will be available to teachers of English Learners, students with disabilities, and historically low-performing students, specifically the degree to which individualized support will be made available given the higher needs of those students, (3) information for professional development delivery and supportive resources in a variety of formats, and (4) how the SEA is targeting efforts to ensure success with CCRS for low-achieving students.


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/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
	· In general, missing details surrounding the implementation of indicators in the SPP make it difficult to determine if this will lead to improved student achievement and performance.

· PDE plans to transition to implementation of a system of differentiated recognition, accountability and support by 2013-2014.  Interventions will be implemented by 2014-2015.  However, the peers have identified the weaknesses listed below.

	Strengths
	· Multiple measures are included in the SPP.  Four annual measurable objectives (AMOs) are described (p. 33).  Academic achievement and closing the achievement gap are components.

· PDE proposes to include “historically underperforming students” group that includes a non-duplicated count of students with disabilities, English Learners, and economically disadvantaged students (p. 34).  Gap closure calculations are measures between the 2012-2013 baseline year and 100 percent proficiency.  The gap benchmark is closing the gap by 50 percent over a period of six years (p. 34).
· The “n size” is 11, rather than 40, helping to ensure that more students are included in the accountability system (p. 34).
· Third grade, a gateway learning year, is included as a separate component in school accountability (p. 28).

· School designations will be determined using data from 2012-2013 as baseline data.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Act 82 VI indicates “Advanced Placement Course participation”; however, PDE uses the less rigorous indicator “offerings”, whereas “participation” (and performance) is required by Act 82. 

· PDE’s proposed use of its accountability system results in 26 percent of all schools being identified as priority or focus schools.  This increases the number of schools needing additional supports and dilutes resources, whether human or financial.  PDE does not explain how it will meet this demand.  PDE proposes to identify focus and priority schools annually; it does not explain how it will meet this additional demand.
· PDE does not adequately describe whether its gap closure measure sets the expectation that a 50 percent gap closure will be achieved after six years.  It is acceptable if the gap closure is cumulative so long as the expectation remains 50 percent at the end of six years.  In response to the April 2, 2013 phone call, PDE provided subsequent documentation that illustrates that if a school misses a target in one year it is required to meet a more stringent target in the following year.  The request indicates that a school meets the accountability requirement if it satisfies 70 percent of the gap reduction target.  Therefore, it is unclear whether a school will actually achieve the 50 percent gap reduction target over six years.
· The rigor of the PVAAS growth model may not fully achieve the intended accountability outcomes when controlling for demographic variables.

· Because of the structure of the combined subgroup, including English Leaners, economically disadvantaged students, and students with disabilities, there is potential for specific gaps and performance related to specific subgroups to be minimized or hidden; however, other peers thought that this could be considered a strength because PDE is still required to report achievement by subgroup (p. 41).

· PDE includes attendance at 10 percent of its overall accountability calculation; this diminishes the importance of student academic achievement measures in the SPP.

· PDE includes a promotion rate in its accountability system; it does not describe how this promotion rate is calculated.  Additionally, the inclusion of promotion rates within an accountability system may provide perverse incentives to promote students inappropriately.

· PDE’s SPP weights graduation rate at 2.5 percent (p. 44).

· It is unclear how the SPP includes growth data based on the alternate assessments.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	See 2.A.i.a and 2.A.i.b.


2.A.i.a Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/ 6 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
	· The SEA’s system of accountability minimally includes the components required by ESEA flexibility; however, additional information is needed to clarify processes and procedures.  Some peers thought that some of PDE’s indicators are ill-defined and may not support rigorous expectations (e.g., promotion rates).

	Strengths
	· PDE’s proposed SPP, the keystone of its accountability system, differentiates schools based on six measures with the most weight assigned to Academic Achievement and Academic Growth in mathematics, reading, writing, and science.

· PDE proposes a fair and reasonable approach to accountability by using the SSP score and four AMOs: (1) Test Participation Rate, (2) Graduation Rate/Attendance Rate, (3) Closing the Achievement Gap – All Students; and (4) Closing the Achievement Gap – Historically Underperforming Students to determine school designations.  Student achievement data elements include: PSSA/Keystone Exam performance in mathematics, reading, writing, and science (95 percent participation); industry standards-based competency assessment performance; grade 3 reading proficiency; and SAT (1550 or higher)/ACT (22 or higher) college ready benchmarks (pp. 26 and 29).
· Some peers thought that it was a strength that PDE’s proposed SPP factors extra credit for advanced achievement into its academic performance scoring in addition to graduation rates for all students.

· PDE’s proposed system is based on student achievement in two additionally important subjects for grades 3-8: science and writing.  In high school, student achievement is based on Algebra 1, Literature, and Biology in accordance with current ESEA high school testing requirements.  
· PDE’s proposed supports for all LEAs align with the proposed accountability measures and provide an array of resources and tools aimed at impacting student achievement for each stakeholder in the school community (p. 25).

· PDE proposed “Standards-Aligned System” support specifically addresses the instructional and assessment needs of students with disabilities (in the most inclusive settings possible) and English Learners.

· The simplicity of the scale allows it to be understood by stakeholders. 

· The SPP indicators and weights are identified (pp. 26-33).

· Gap closure is measured against 100 percent proficiency.

· PDE is using an “n size” of 11, rather than its former “n size” of 40 (p. 27).
· PDE included 3rd grade as a separate component in its SPP.

· PDE included a comprehensive and user-friendly sample high school report that illustrates the SPP index (p. 46).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· PDE does not adequately describe whether its gap closure measure sets the expectation that 50 percent will be achieved after six years.  
· Some peers thought that given the expectation of 50 percent gap closure and higher levels of proficiency, the rigor of the PVAAS growth model may not fully achieve the intended accountability outcomes when controlling for demographic variables.

· Some peers thought that because of the structure of the combined subgroup, including English Leaners, economically disadvantaged students, and students with disabilities, there is potential for specific gaps and performance related to specific subgroups to be minimized or hidden; however, other peers felt that this could be considered a strength because PDE is still required to report achievement by subgroup (p. 41).

· PDE includes attendance at 10 percent of its overall accountability calculation; this diminishes the importance of student academic achievement measures in the SPP.

· PDE includes a promotion rate in its accountability system; it does not describe how this promotion rate is calculated.  Additionally, the inclusion of promotion rates within an accountability system may provide perverse incentives to promote students inappropriately.

· PDE’s SPP weights graduation rate at 2.5 percent (p. 44).

· PDE awards points for schools offering AP/IB/dual enrollment opportunities, but does not focus on participation or performance (p. 33).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide impact data regarding the number of bonus points that may be earned on average, at a minimum, and at a maximum, for elementary, middle, and high school, as well as how many schools change performance designations based on bonus points.  Specifically, PDE should provide specific data regarding the impact on elementary and middle schools versus high schools.
· PDE should describe the process for resetting AMOs in anticipation of more rigorous assessments in 2014-2015.

· PDE should explain the rationale for weighting graduation rate at 2.5 percent in the SPP.


2.A.i.b Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· PDE’s proposed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system provides a range of supports and creates limited score incentives that potentially could be effective in closing the achievement gap; however, the general plan for how focus and priority schools will increase student achievement does not have enough detail regarding technical assistance delivery to determine whether it is likely to be effective in closing the achievement gaps for all subgroups of students.

	Strengths
	· PDE provides a range of supports particularly for teachers (SAS Portal, Classroom Diagnostic Tools, Instructional Coaching, and Professional Development) and principals (PIL program, Data Tools, SPP resources, and Comprehensive Planning Tools) that have the potential to be effective in closing the achievement gap if educators are trained on how to use these supports and required to demonstrate how they will use them effectively to increase student achievement.

· PDE will annually measure the success rate of schools on closing the achievement gap and has created score incentives according to each school’s success rate.  

· PDE’s proposed timeline for implementation of differentiated accountability and recognition beginning in fall 2013.  At that time, PDE will require focus and priority schools to develop a plan with technical assistance through the Intermediate Units (IUs) and Pennsylvania’s Training and Technical Assistance Network (PaTTAN) supports.  Staff members of IUs and PaTTANs will support the plan implementation and PDE will monitor it.

· Focus and priority schools will have access to topic- and subject-specific experts, including experts for students with disabilities and English Learners, as they develop and implement their plans. 

· The SAS portal is the keystone of Pennsylvania’s system of accountability and support (p. 36).  Twenty-nine IUs and three PaTTANS are primarily tasked with the responsibility of providing technical assistance so that educators use the SAS portal and its components (e.g., Classroom Diagnostic Tests, PVAAS, and eMetric) effectively (p. 37).
· The system offers resources focused on English Learners and students with disabilities (p. 37). 

· Three PaTTANs support initiatives with a focus on students with disabilities, such as RtI (pp. 38-39).
· A Quality Review Team vets content before it is added to SAS (p. 37).
· The Pennsylvania Institute for Instructional Coaching (PIIC) and PIL are initiatives to support effective practice for teachers and leaders (p. 39).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The summary on page 24 states that historically underperforming student groups and low performing students require additional effort and more outreach on the part of LEAs; this recognition is evidenced by the low 2011-2012 academic achievement scores of English Learners and students with disabilities across all four subjects (p. 41).  Closing the achievement gap warrants explicit directives about how the needs of special populations (pp. 9-11) must be addressed.  The context for determining effectiveness for closing the achievement gap does not include evidence beyond statistical data.
· PDE relies upon IUs to be the primary providers, but has not provided evidence that IUs have been successful at turning around schools with priority and focus school characteristics.

· The calculation of the achievement gap fails to include a safeguard if the gap widens.  For example, schools on track or exceeding the cumulative rate needed to close the gap would earn 100 points whereas schools making no progress toward closing the achievement gap or even widening the achievement gap will receive a score of zero.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should outline the technical assistance plan for IU and PaTTAN staff to serve the almost 800 combined focus and priority schools and the frequency and details of PDE’s monitoring plan.
· Rather than indicate access to supports tailored to the needs of subgroups, PDE should include specific requirements for how each school designation must use support systems such as the SAS portal, IUs, and PaTTANs to meet the instructional and assessment (e.g., the use of approved accommodations for optimal performance) needs for all subgroups of students (in particular, English Learners and students with disabilities groups).  This information will provide a context for determining the effectiveness of closing the achievement gap beyond just the statistical data.


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
· Not applicable because the SEA selected 2.A, Option A 

Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· PDE did not provide enough information to determine if the weighting of the assessment results truly results in schools ensuring that all students achieve the Pennsylvania Common Core standards.
· It is not clear that the weighting of the included assessments will hold schools accountable for ensuring that all students achieve the Pennsylvania Common Core standards.  PDE’s weighting for indicators, specifically for high schools and Career and Technology Centers (CTCs), seems inappropriately focused on growth rather than achievement.

	Strengths
	· PDE’s weighting of the included assessments assigns equal weighting to the Academic Achievement indicator and the Academic Growth indicator, requiring evidence of annual academic progress for all students not only in reading and mathematics for grades 3-12, but in science and writing as well.

· PSSA assessments in grades 3-8 and Keystone Exams in Mathematics, Reading, Science and Writing are included.  Proficient or Advanced scores are weighted equally (p. 11).
· Industry-based competency assessments for which the scores are Competent or Advanced are scaled 1 to 1.

· Grade 3 Reading is given 1 to 1 weighting.

· SAT (1550)/ACT (22) scores based on the percent (40%) of the grade 12 cohort whose scores meet the minimum.  The weight is 2.5, which is greater than other assessment weightings in the SPP.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Mathematically, the varied weights assigned to multiple components seems to hold schools accountable for academic achievement and student growth; however, it is unclear if PDE’s weighting ensures that all students will achieve Pennsylvania’s Common Core standards.
· For the academic improvement of historically underperforming students, schools are only able to earn a total of five percent in the SPP; given that seven extra-credit points can be awarded for advanced performance there is a potential that higher performing students will compensate and mask the performance of historically underperforming students.  
· PDE did not provide the rationale for weighting the industry-based competency assessments at such a high percentage in CTCs or describe how these assessments are aligned to the Pennsylvania Common Core standards.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should see the specific comment regarding weights in 2.A.i.


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: (0 Yes/6 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
	· PDE provided a non-duplicated count of subgroups; however, it is unclear how each group’s academic achievement will be impacted by the inclusion of some subgroups in the “historically underperforming students” subgroup.
· PDE has described four new AMOs and the method used to set them; however, these AMOs may not be ambitious and achievable for all LEAs and schools.
· Although the method for calculating achievement gap closure was clearly explained, PDE did not provide performance data for the “historically underperforming students” subgroup; therefore, the peers could not determine whether the AMOs are ambitious and achievable.

	Strengths
	· PDE proposed a requirement that AMOs for LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind make greater rates of annual progress to meet the Closing the Achievement Gap AMOs.

· PDE proposed AMO rates of annual progress, including two examples of calculations, to demonstrate how LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind make greater rates of annual progress to meet the Closing the Achievement Gap AMOs.
· The Performance Formula is presented in a manner simple enough for stakeholders to understand.

· PDE proposes four AMOs for all schools and subgroups and clearly articulates its methodology.

· A graduation rate of 85%, where applicable, for four-, five-, and six-year cohorts or improvement from the      previous year is required.  An attendance rate of 90% applies to schools where there is no graduation consideration.

· Closing achievement gaps for all students and for all “historically underperforming students” by 50% over a six-year period are the third and fourth AMOs.  Those groups that are further behind must make greater progress to reach the goal (pp. 33-34).
· The “historically underperforming students” subgroup is an unduplicated count (“n size” =11) (p. 26).
· Graduation rates below 60 percent cause schools to be a focus school, if they are not already designated as a priority school (p. 52).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Although PDE’s emphasis on the Closing the Achievement Gap AMO for SEA, LEAs, and all schools is intended to increase the likelihood of improved student achievement across all students and subgroups, it is unclear if these AMOs will result in a significant number of children being on track to be college- and career-ready).
· PDE did not provide performance data regarding the “historically underperforming students” subgroup; without this information, the peers could not determine the ambition and achievability of this subgroup’s AMOs.

· PDE proposed four AMOs that are based on Closing the Achievement Gap as reflected in the proposed  method to set annual equal increments toward a goal of reducing by half the percentage of students who are not proficient within six years; however, the cumulative AMO requires to qualify that as being met as only 70 percent of the target.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide the rationale for closing the achievement gap within six years.
· PDE should clarify the process to ensure that 50 percent gap closure is met within six years.  In the event that a school fails to meet 100 percent of gap closure in any given year but meets 70 percent and is thus credited with meeting its target, will future targets have a higher expectation to ensure 50 percent gap closure is achieved in six years?


2.C
Reward Schools

 Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.C.ii.
2.C.i Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· PDE’s method for identifying highest-performing and high-progress reward schools is not consistent with the Department’s guidance.

	Strengths
	· None provided.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· PDE does not provide enough information and explanation to determine if its method for identifying reward schools is educationally sound.  It does not appear that PDE’s definitions of highest-performing and high-progress reward schools are consistent with the Department’s definition of these categories because PDE’s definitions are based on its SPP, rather than assessment results.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should include detailed information, including the research-based nature of the SPP, to explain the educational soundness of its method for meaningful identification of highest-performing and high-progress reward schools.

· PDE should explain why it chose to list reward schools in Table 2 that are not consistent with the definition of reward schools, per the Department guidance.
· PDE should demonstrate that its method meets the Department’s definitions of highest-performing and high-progress reward schools.


2.C.iii  Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· PDE did not consult with LEAs and schools in designing its proposed recognition for its reward schools.  Therefore, the proposed recognition is unlikely to be considered meaningful by the schools

	Strengths
	· PDE’s reward strategy of competitive grants, in which reward schools commit to working with focus schools by applying with the focus school and must include measureable outcomes for one or more defined areas of need.

· Recognitions include presentation of the Keystone Award at the annual PDE Institute where the Governor/First Lady may be presenters (p. 55).
· Opportunities to share strategies that have been successful in professional settings are offered.

· Schools can participate in Collaboration and/or Innovation Grants competitions.

· The invitation to collaborate with PDE to develop new policies and design and pilot new practices could be especially motivational (pp. 55-56).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· PDE proposed recognition for reward schools without consulting with LEAs and schools so the proposed recognition is unlikely to be considered meaningful by the schools.
· PDE did not discuss funding for its recognition initiatives.

· PDE did not differentiate recognition based on highest-performing or high-progress schools, nor did it provide a method for identifying practices that are driving change.  Therefore, schools could be inappropriately paired.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should consult with LEAs and schools in designing its proposed recognition for their reward schools and then modify the recognition accordingly in order to be considered meaningful by the schools.
· Since reward schools will be paired with focus schools within the geographic area for the collaborative grant and may become an innovative grant project, PDE should verify that reward schools are implementing research-based practices that result in achievement for all students.  Additionally, PDE should identify with which schools it should be collaborating to develop effective new policies and design new practices.


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

(iii) 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; 

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

(v) 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

(vi)  providing ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement?

2.D.iii
Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· PDE provided a chart listing its theory of action and turnaround principles; however, it did not provide specific examples of interventions or its evaluation criteria for approving its priority schools’ intervention plans.

	Strengths
	· The proposed interventions will be generated via questions the school will respond to on the online Comprehensive Planning Tool which is organized around characteristics of high-performing schools.  Pennsylvania’s Educator Effectiveness frameworks also align with the Comprehensive Planning Tool.  Questions within the Comprehensive Planning Tool serve to determine root cause analysis of the problems.

· PDE will require participation and will assign an Academic Recovery Liaison (ARL) to monitor that priority schools are participating in technical assistance, training, and monitoring implementation of practices provided by the IUs (p. 59).  PDE will ensure that the connections between PaTTAN and Title III offices will be facilitated by ARLs.  ARLs will be dedicated to priority schools for three years.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The proposed interventions that PDE describes do not clearly align with the turnaround principles.

· PDE’s description of meaningful interventions is quite ambitious and lacks the necessary coherence (i.e., the six components of a high-quality plan) to likely result in dramatic, systematic change in priority schools.

· PDE provides an “Alignment of Meaningful Interventions” chart aligning Characteristics of High Performing Schools, Turnaround Principles, School Level Guiding Questions, Danielson Framework, and Pennsylvania Inspired Leaders elements (Principle 2 – App. A, p. 1).  Although interventions are aligned with the turnaround principles, specific turnaround strategies are not identified (pp. 57-58).  It is unclear that PDE is requiring intensive supports that truly address the turnaround principles; therefore, it appears that schools may linger as low-achieving.  
· The extent to which employment decisions will be affected when principals or teachers prove to be ineffective is not clear (2.D.iii, i and ii).
· The SEA will continue to rely on the comprehensive plan improvement process, yet provides no evidence of past success in turning around low-performing schools.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should clearly state how the interventions align with the turnaround principles and then make the logical connections to its theory of action, characteristics of high-performing schools, and Pennsylvania’s initiatives, including the Danielson Framework for Teaching and the PIL professional education program.

· PDE should provide more specifics related to interventions that implement the turnaround principles, especially related to replacing ineffective principals and personnel decisions related to consistently ineffective teachers.
· PDE should provide examples of actual intervention strategies its schools can implement.  
· PDE should provide the evaluation criteria it intends to use to approve its priority schools’ intervention plans.


2.D.iii.b Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/6 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 the plan includes interventions in priority schools, the descriptions are not adequate to make clear that they differ from previous strategies or will increase the quality of instruction, increase the effectiveness of teachers and leaders, or improve student achievement and graduation rates for all students.

	Strengths
	· PDE has identified several support capacities for implementing interventions; however, interventions have yet to be clearly defined.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Although IUs are contracted to provide technical assistance in developing safe schools by implementing Student Assistance Team training and anti-bullying programs, other efforts to ensure safe schools are not described (p. 59).
· PDE’s intervention strategies are not provided.

· PDE did not explicitly address interventions for English Learners, students with disabilities, and the lowest-achieving students.

· PDE did not explicitly address interventions for improving graduation rates for all students.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should explicitly state which interventions will be used and how they will address the identified interventions in order to satisfy the provisions of this question.  PDE should provide explicit strategies for providing supports for English Learners and students with disabilities, and the lowest-achieving students. 
· PDE should provide additional detail for these interventions and how PDE’s support structure will assist with implementation.


b. Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.D.iii.c
2.D.iv Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes/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
	· PDE’s proposed timeline provides evidence that LEAs that have one or more priority schools will implement interventions in each priority school no later than the 2014-2015 school year.

	Strengths
	· PDE’s proposed timeline for implementing meaningful interventions seems to be paced appropriately beginning in October 2013 with PDE’s assignment of ARLs to priority schools to facilitate and oversee their use of the training, technical assistance, and tools available from PDE.

· PDE provides a timeline of implementation that meets ESEA flexibility requirements (p. 60).
· An ARL cadre will be developed throughout the summer of 2013.

· In July 2014, priority schools officially begin implementation of improvement plans (p. 60).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The number of priority schools, including those that are not Title I, may present a challenge in implementing the interventions by 2014-2015.

· PDE’s proposed timeline limits any phased distribution of implementation.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should indicate in the timeline the anticipation that priority schools will exit priority status within the three-year improvement planning cycle.
· PDE could consider requiring partial implementation specifically related to the School Improvement Grant (SIG) principles for its lowest-performing schools in the 2013-2014 school year, so that its planning year includes action beyond planning.


2.D.v Peer Response
Response: (3 Yes/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
	· PDE provides criteria to determine when a school is making significant progress in improving student achievement to exit the priority status.  However, some peers have concerns that it is unclear that PDE can ensure that schools that achieve a 60.0 on the SPP for two consecutive years have made significant progress.

	Strengths
	· Priority schools improving their academic score to 60.0 or above for two consecutive years will exit priority status and be designated according to the appropriate recognition criteria.

· Having priority schools remain in the priority status for an additional year of monitoring adds some assurance that sustained improvement in these schools is likely.

· The explanation of the exit criteria includes an example of how those criteria are applied to a priority school that is making significant progress in improving student achievement.  

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· It is unclear whether PDE intends to implement interventions for three full years (given that its three-year cycle is a three-year improvement planning cycle) (p. 61).
· It is unclear what PDE intends to do during monitoring (p. 61).

· It is unclear whether a school that exits priority status after two years is still required to implement interventions for a third year.

· It is unclear whether priority schools can exit priority status based on student achievement alone, or based on SPP scores.
· Priority identification criteria require a score below 60.0, yet a score of 60.0 is the score required to exit priority status.  This may not be a dramatic difference resulting in significant progress toward student achievement for some schools that are identified.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should consider monitoring priority schools for multiple years after a school’ exits priority status to ensure that the school sustains improvements.

· PDE should provide clarification regarding what it means by “academic score of 60 or above for two consecutive years” (p. 61).
· PDE should consider redefining its priority school exit criteria so that the difference between entering and exiting priority status represents a significant achievement gain.


2.E
Focus Schools  

2.E.i Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/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
	· PDE describes its method for identifying a number of focus schools that includes at least ten percent of its Title I schools; however, its criteria for identifying focus schools is inconsistent with the Department’s definition.

	Strengths
	· None provided.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Greater than ten percent of schools are identified as focus schools.  PDE does not address its capacity to adequately implement appropriate strategies and monitor effectiveness.
· Although PDE described its rationale for using the criteria of a score of 60.0 – 69.9 on the SPP for focus schools’ identification, PDE did not submit evidence demonstrating that this score range targets those schools that have demonstrated lack of progress over a number of years for one or more subgroups of students. 

· PDE’s definition of focus schools is inconsistent with the Department’s definition of focus schools.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should ensure that its method of identification of focus schools is consistent with the Department’s definition of focus schools.


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

Response: (0 Yes/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
	· The SEA provides a timeline with implementations for focus schools (p. 62).  However, implementation does not begin at the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year, as required by ESEA flexibility.

	Strengths
	· None provided.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Although LEAs must list resources to address LEA needs, develop improvement plans based on selected interventions, submit plans to PDE, build capacity, and begin implementation, the specific interventions or their effectiveness are not clear (p. 62).
· Implementation of meaningful interventions as per the improvement plans for focus schools are to begin July 2014 (i.e., the 2014-2015 school year) (p. 62).

· PDE did not provide sufficient detail regarding the selected interventions.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide a list of interventions and a process by which it is approving schools’ intervention plans, including for which grades and students interventions are appropriate, as delineated by subgroup needs.
· PDE should have a monitoring system that looks across all focus schools’ interventions to determine the progress and success of those interventions.

· PDE should consider identifying for its focus school strategies specific research-based interventions for closing achievement gaps for low-performing students.

· PDE should provide the Department with subgroup impact data to demonstrate that its historically underperforming subgroup does not result in masking gap closure for certain subgroups.


2.E.iv Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· Exit criteria for focus schools are provided; however, the criteria do not ensure that schools that exit focus status have made significant progress in narrowing achievement gaps for all ESEA subgroups.

	Strengths
	· After two years, if a school does not exit focus status, it enters priority status, regardless of SPP score (p. 63).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The number of focus schools, including those that are not Title I, may present a challenge in implementing the interventions by 2013-2014.

· PDE’s proposed timeline precludes implementation of interventions in the first semester of the 2013-2014 school year.
· The SEA does not indicate how it will monitor and evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of strategies if schools fail to exit focus status within three years.

· The SEA does not require monitoring of schools after exiting focus status.

· It is unclear whether an SPP of 70.0 represents significant progress in improving student achievement to warrant exiting focus status.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should indicate in the timeline the anticipation that focus schools will exit focus status within the Pennsylvania’s three-year improvement planning cycle.

· PDE should consider a concurrent timeline for schools to begin capacity building once initial identifications are made in October 2013, while they are developing their school improvement plans and PDE is reviewing the plans to be ready for implementation upon PDE plan approval in February 2014, given that there should be strong evaluation criteria for selected interventions in focus schools.
· PDE should consider including a menu of intervention options that can be implemented immediately.

· PDE should verify that an SPP of 70.0 represents significant progress in improving student achievement to warrant exiting focus status.


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

2.F.i Peer Response 

Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· PDE’s description includes support and limited monitoring for accountability.  If schools progress to become reward schools, recognition is offered.  However, the descriptions are limited.

	Strengths
	· PDE’s plan for other Title I schools that are not making progress is that they have access to strategies that may improve student achievement (p. 65).
· Title I school improvement funds under ESEA section 1003(a) and funds previously -set aside for choice and Supplemental Educational Services and competitive grants provide fiscal support (p. 65).
· The Title I “Improving School Performance,” conference, regional workshops, and principal academies will offer professional development to teachers and leaders (p. 66).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· SEA monitoring for accountability for focus and other Title I “schools that do not require very high [SEA] engagement” is not clear (p. 66).
· The SEA proposes using remaining Title I school improvement funding for competitive grants for schools that show improvement (p. 65).  This may not be an allowable use of those funds.

· PDE does not address what funding it intends to use provide incentives and supports to its non-Title I schools since it is not permissible to use Title I funds for non-Title I schools (p. 65).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should expand the strategies and resources, described in its chart (p. 66), provided to other Title I schools that are not making progress in raising student achievement. 


2.F.ii Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes/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
	· PDE did not provide information on how incentives and supports will impact the quality of instruction for students, including students with disabilities, students who are English Learners, and students that are low achieving.

	Strengths
	· None provided.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· PDE did not provide information on how incentives and supports will impact the quality of instruction for students, including students with disabilities, students who are English Learners, and students that are low achieving.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should explain how the incentives and supports will engage special populations and increase student achievement for all students.


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: (0 Yes/6  No)
	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? (including components i.-iii. above)

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	· PDE’s process for building capacity at all levels is limited and does not clearly ensure success in closing achievement gaps and improving learning in low-performing schools.

	Strengths
	· PDE described a process for timely and comprehensive monitoring of LEAs with focus and priority schools by federal program staff and an SEA turnaround district liaison to conduct onsite and desk reviews to assess the quality of interventions being implemented in each focus and priority school.

· In addition to federal program coordinators, an SEA turnaround district liaison will review the efficacy of interventions implemented in each focus and priority school (p. 67); however, PDE does not provide information about how this will increase school capacity.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· There is no description for rigorous review and approval of external providers. 

· How LEAs will be held accountable is not clear. 

· PDE did not provide a description as to how it is building SEA, LEA, and school capacity for implementation and monitoring (e.g., increasing staff, utilizing external partnerships, etc.). 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should describe how it intends to build capacity for LEAs.
· PDE should clarify the roles and responsibilities of the individuals involved in this work with emphasis on the results of the monitoring visits.

· PDE should consider leveraging its work across Principles 1, 2, and 3 at the LEA level.


Principle 2 Overall Review

Principle 2 Overall Review Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes /6 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
	· While the framework of the accountability system and differentiated recognition have strong components, the detail for each of the components must be more developed and explained in detail.  Overall, the plan is coherent but does not provide the details to determine if the comprehensive systems of support will lead to improved student achievement.

	Strengths
	· The Statewide System of Support provides training, modules, planning instruments, instructional strategies, and a variety of resources to all schools.

· An ARL cadre will be developed throughout the summer of 2013 to facilitate and monitor priority schools’ training and implementation of interventions.

· Multiple measures of academic achievement are included in the SPP.

· PDE uses a “historically underperforming students” subgroup that includes non-duplicated counts of ESEA subgroups with an “n size” of 11 which increases representation of subgroups.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· PDE uses four-, five-, and six-year cohort graduation rates; it is not clear how PDE intends to differentiate between these various graduation rates in its SPP.

· Adequate resources may not be available to support the number of focus, priority, and other Title I schools identified.

· The academic performance or growth over time, or lack thereof, for specific ESEA subgroups may be masked by using the “historically underperforming students” subgroup.
· The system is not well-defined and includes many statements of support, but does not demonstrate how they will be implemented or monitored.

· PDE’s identification of its reward, priority, and focus schools is not aligned with the Department’s requirements for ESEA flexibility.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· Please see specific suggestions above.


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
· 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
	N/A.

	Strengths
	N/A.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	N/A.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	N/A.


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
	N/A.

	Strengths
	N/A.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	N/A.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	N/A.


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: (2 Yes / 4 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
	· At this time the State has only formally adopted legislation requiring a teacher and principal evaluation system.  As a result of work completed in conjunction with a Race to the Top (RTT) grant, the SEA has created draft regulations and a policy manual outlining requirements and practices for educator evaluation systems; however, the SEA’s system is not sufficiently well-developed at this time to determine if it will lead to the development of evaluation and support systems that increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student learning.

	Strengths
	· Act 82, passed in June 2012, provides a broad framework for developing teacher and principal evaluation systems.  Act 82 requires the use of student performance data as a significant (50 percent) portion of an educator’s evaluation.  The language in Act 82 was informed by information and experience gathered during educator evaluation pilot phases implemented in Pennsylvania over the last few years (p. 70).  Final regulations are scheduled to be promulgated by June 30, 2013.  

· The law and developing guidelines include multiple measures including observational evidence and student achievement. Act 82 specifies that the teacher evaluation system contain observational evidence, building level evidence, elective data, and teacher specific data.  The types and weighting of these measures varies by whether a teacher has eligible PVAAS scores.  Act 82 specifies that principals will be evaluated on observational evidence, building level data, correlation data (between student performance and teacher evaluation), and elective data.

· PDE has selected the nationally recognized Danielson Rubric for its rubric and has contracted with TeachScape to train evaluators on the system.  Evaluators can access online modules on effective observational and rating practices and can take a test to measure their ability.   LEAs can use an alternative rating process but it must align with the Danielson Framework and be approved by the PDE.

· Each evaluation system differentiates educator performance by four levels:  Distinguished, proficient, needs improvement, and failing.  

· PDE is engaged in piloting both systems and is making refinements that will inform the final regulations. In addition, the SEA has contracted with Mathematica Policy Research (MPR)to review the PVAAS measures and provide recommendations on the model.
· The educator evaluation plan will be well documented given implementing educator evaluation begins with Act 82, and is followed by a more detailed document of regulations and further guidelines detailed in a manual that will likely be informed by the pilot phases if implementation that occurred in 2012-2013 (p. 71).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Although the SEA selected Option B, the guidelines are still being developed as the SEA establishes final regulations that are scheduled for release in June 2013.  In addition, LEAs have flexibility in implementing several aspects of the systems.  Until the final regulation and guidance are issued, it is difficult to determine if these systems ultimately will lead to improvements in the educator workforce and student learning.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide evidence that the guidance policies are complete and formally adopted by the State board.


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

Response: (5 Yes / 1 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
	· Based on the information in the waiver request, it demonstrates that there was educator involvement, but does not detail what that involvement entailed and whether that involvement included consultation on Act 82, the regulation and/or manual (p. 71).

	Strengths
	· Although information was not provided to address the involvement of teachers and principals in the development of the evaluation system guidelines prior to the adoption of Act 82, the SEA has been engaged in piloting the systems in order to inform the promulgation of the final regulations and the development of an educator effectiveness manual.  The SEA has conducted two pilots of the teacher evaluation system. The first included five LEAs and the second expanded to 290 LEAs for the final phase (p. 73).  The principal evaluation system is in its second phase of piloting and includes 194 LEAs (p. 84).  The SEA has made refinements to the systems based on the pilot findings including feedback from educators.

· The SEA convened a Teacher Evaluation Steering Committee and Principal Evaluation Focus group to guide the development of evaluation systems.  The SEA reported that it selected the Danielson Framework as its recommended rubric based on stakeholder feedback.
· Several steering committees and focus groups comprised the consultation efforts completed as listed in Appendix P3-B4. 

· PDE piloted educator evaluation systems in previous years and presumably learned a lot about what should be included for effective educator evaluations (p. 70).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· While the SEA indicated that it convened a Teacher Evaluation Steering Committee and Principal Evaluation Focus group, it did not provide names and titles of the membership as evidence that practicing educators were part of these groups.

· Although Act 82 provides a broad framework for both educator evaluation systems, LEAs have significant control and flexibility on how they are implemented.  It is not clear if certain provisions of the systems may need to be collectively bargained.
· There were no special educators or teachers of English learners on the Teacher and Principal Effectiveness Stakeholder Group.  It was not clear from the descriptors if any of the participants were parents of students with disabilities of English Learners (3-E).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide evidence of its communication plan for continuing to involve educators in the development of its guidelines.


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: (1 Yes /5 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
	· Act 82 requires half of the evaluation to be based on student outcomes, lending to the belief that this will improve instructional practice (p. 70).  However, PDE did not include information specific to students with disabilities and English Learners, stating only in its flexibility request that the evaluation will be “aimed at achieving effective instruction and leadership in PDE’s public schools.”  Nor did legislative intent describe student achievement as primary goal and the Appendix did not specifically cite in either the PowerPoint presentation or research report that the intent of PDE’s educator evaluation systems is to improve student achievement through effective teaching.

	Strengths
	· Rubrics based on Danielson’s Framework were adopted for the classroom observation portion of the rating.  Pilot feedback indicated that both teachers and principals viewed this tool favorably (3-C, p. 3).  Evaluation components include observations as well as at least one additional measure for every group (p.73).  
· PDE adapted the Danielson Rubric to observe practice of teachers of students with disabilities and English Learners.
· PDE includes student outcome data as 50 percent of its teacher and leader evaluation systems.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Although the SEA selected Option B, the guidelines are still being developed as the SEA establishes final regulations that are scheduled for release in June 2013.  In addition, LEAs have flexibility in implementing several aspects of the systems.  Until the final regulation and guidance are issued, it is difficult to determine if these systems will ultimately lead to improvements in the educator workforce and student learning.  

· The SEA did not adequately address the supports available to teachers and principal to continuously improve their practice, including those who work with students with disabilities and English Learners.

· The SEA has significant work to do around the non-tested grades and subjects.  Act 82 and the developing guidelines allow for several options to address non-tested grades and subject including using national recognized and local developed assessments as well as developing student learning objectives.  However, the Request did not address assessment coverage in addition to the PVAAS and Keystone assessments or discuss the guidance and support it would give to LEAs to develop and measure rigorous SLOs.
· There is no specific mention of improving student achievement in Principle 3 in PDE’s flexibility request.

· Act 82 does not specifically state that results of the evaluations must be used for the purpose of improving instructional effectiveness’ the only use cited is termination (Att. 10).  Although the purpose of educator evaluations may be in current law, it is not explicitly stated in PDE’s flexibility request or Act 82.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE’s educator evaluation system will be strengthened if the intended outcomes are clearly defined by PDE and articulated to educators.  The system validity will be strengthened by a description of the alignment between the measures in its educator evaluation system and its intended outcomes.  
· PDE should provide a rationale and a justification for its decision to analyze the attribution of scores at the school level to determine whether it results in fair and accurate results at the teacher level.


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

Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· Act 82 and draft guidelines differentiate four performance ratings.  However, the use of “satisfactory” and “unsatisfactory” final ratings diminishes the meaning of the four ratings.

	Strengths
	· Both the teacher and principal evaluation systems differentiate educator performance by four performance levels:  distinguished, proficient, needs improvement, and failing.  
· Value-added is used in teacher evaluation with 15 percent at the building level and 15 percent at the teacher level (Att. 10).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Teachers earning a rating of “needs improvement” can remain in the classroom for up to a decade without consequences.  An overall performance rating of “needs improvement” shall be considered satisfactory, except that any subsequent rating of “needs improvement” issued by the same employer within ten years of the first overall rating of “needs improvement” shall be considered unsatisfactory. 

· It is not clear how PDE will include “significant growth” as a component in the principal evaluation system.  Although student growth is a component of the SPP, growth on the PVAAS and Keystone Exams is not a separate component in the principal evaluation system.  
· While 30 percent of the educator’s evaluation is based on value-added data, only 15 percent is based on teacher specific data, possibly masking the performance of great teachers in lower performing schools and less effective teachers in great schools.  The use of only 15 percent teacher level value-added data in the overall evaluation will make it difficult to distinguish between effective and less effective teachers when reviewing overall evaluation ratings (Att. 10).
· PDE’s flexibility request states that an educator will earn one of four performance designations: distinguished, proficient, needs improvement, and failing.  However, Principle 3 states that an educator will have the four performance category ratings result in a final rating of satisfactory or unsatisfactory (App. I).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide data from the pilot that demonstrates that overall educator evaluations are distinguishable based on teacher level value-added scores.  Specifically, provide the overall rating for teachers ordered by highest to lowest teacher value-added data.

· The credibility of the system may be enhanced if teacher’s ratings are based on a greater percentage of teacher specific growth rather than school level growth.  PDE might evaluate the impact of including teacher specific data at a greater percentage in the overall evaluation.


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: (0 Yes/6 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
	· PDE has implemented a process for ensuring that some of the measures related to increasing student academic achievement are valid, reliable and consistently administered.  PDE provided limited detail, however, on how the elective data performance measures are selected and evaluated in determining a valid tool.   This key component carries substantial weight in all teachers’ and principals’ evaluations.

	Strengths
	· As described above, both systems use multiple measures of educator practice including observational evidence and student performance.  Student growth is part of the SPP (building level) and perhaps elective data in both systems.  Student growth is a separate indicator for teachers with PVAAS or Keystone Exam scores.

· The SEA has contracted with MPR to review the PVAAS measures and provide recommendations on the model.  It appears that the SEA plans to incorporate the technical recommendations for the value-added model into the final model.

· The evaluation system for principals includes an indicator correlating teacher evaluations with student performance.  This could help identify where principals may be scoring observations too high or too low in relation to student growth or achievement.  MPR is working with the SEA to develop a method for calculating and reporting this measure.
· The MPR report in Value-Added Estimates for Phase 1 of the Pennsylvania Teacher and Principal Evaluation report provide some assurance that the measure is a valid for student growth (App. D).
· Peers regard the framework selection of the Danielson model as a valid measure of educator observation (App. F).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· While the SEA has contracted with an outside vendor to support inter-rater reliability in scoring the Danielson rubric, the SEA did not provide specific information on how it will assure inter-rater reliability within or across LEAs.

· Data provided in the MPR report suggest that there are issues of validity in the rubric scoring (p. 34 of the MPR report).  Although ratings distribution on the Danielson rubric was based on a small sample, it appears that evaluators are scoring most teachers (95 percent) as either “proficient” or “distinguished”.  These ratings translate into satisfactory performance and provide little differentiation of the teaching workforce.  This suggests a need for additional training of observers.  

· The SEA has significant work to do around the non-tested grades and subjects.  Act 82 and the developing guidelines PDE is developing allow for several options to address non-tested grades and subject including using national and local assessments and developing student learning objectives (SLOs).  However, PDE’s request did not address assessment coverage in addition to the PVAAS and Keystone Exams or discuss the guidance and support PDE would give to LEAs to develop and measure rigorous SLOs.

· The correlation between teacher observations and student performance may be difficult to construct and interpret.  PDE is still developing this indicator.
· There is no detail on the 20 percent elective data, local district assessments, and the review process for determining validity (Att. 10).
· It is not clear how principals are held accountable for consistency and accuracy in their ratings of teachers.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE’s flexibility request could be strengthened by describing what additional steps the SEA is taking to ensure evaluators are sufficiently trained to observe and rate teachers in a valid and reliable manner.
· Using pilot data, PDE should provide details of how data /tools were selected, collected, implemented, reviewed, and ultimately used in the educator evaluation system.  PDE should focus on the selection process and determination of validity and the final results to determine if these tools were able to differentiate performance of educators and if there was consistency among the measures for individual educator ratings.
· PDE is encouraged to continue the evaluation and refinement of its evaluation system just as it has they have done after the pilot phases.


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

Response: (6 Yes / 0 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
	· For grades and subjects in which assessments are required under ESEA section 1111(b)(3), the SEA defines a statewide approach for measuring student growth on these assessments.  PDE will be use a value-added model for implementing student growth measures in educator evaluations.

	Strengths
	· The SEA is using its PVAAS student growth model in both its accountability and educator evaluation systems.

· The SEA has contracted with MPR to review the PVAAS measures and provide recommendations on the model.
· PDE has selected a strong statistical model for determining student growth on statewide assessments.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The PVASS Growth Index is explicitly described in Appendix D.  The growth index accounts for control variables including race, economic status, and gender which will result in different standards being set for different students based on demographic characteristics.  Given that prior student scores account for most of the variance in the predicted score, it seems unnecessary and gives the perception of setting lower expectations because of race, economic, and gender differences when expectations for all students should be consistent (p. 30).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· The use of the value-added model is controversial because it confounds the contributions of students and teachers.  PDE should consider an analysis of the PVASS scores without the use of demographic control variables.  


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

Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· Act 82 specifies that local assessment will be used, but does not describe the approach to measuring growth (Att.10).  Nor is there any provision in PDE’s request for the development or guidance for these models by PDE at this point.  It is possible that these elements could be included in the regulations and manual due later this summer.

	Strengths
	· Act 82 addresses non-tested grades and subjects by requiring the use of elective measures such as nationally recognized assessments, locally developed assessments, and SLOs or other measures of student learning.  

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The SEA has significant work to do around the non-tested grades and subjects.  Act 82 and the guidelines PDE is developing allow for several options to address non-tested grades and subject including using national and local assessments and developing SLOs.  However, the request did not address assessment coverage in addition to the PVAAS and Keystone Exams or discuss the guidance and support it would give to LEAs to develop and measure rigorous SLOs.
· PDE describes SLOs that will be used for the elective data component.  However, there is no specific example of SLOs, how many, or what are the expectations for SLOs.  PDE only mention that SLOs will be developed by practitioners who have been trained through a train the trainer model.  PDE’s flexibility request does not specify who sets the standards for the SLOs, who develops the SLOs, who approves to SLOs, or who determines if the SLOs have been met (p. 79).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should ensure that the regulations and manual will include guidance on the growth measures for local assessments.


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

Response: (2 Yes / 4 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
	· Act 82 is consistent with Principle 3, however, given that the regulations and manual have not been drafted, it is not clear if educators will be evaluated on a regular basis and no explicit statement is made in PDE’s flexibility request about the evaluation frequency.

	Strengths
	· Act 82 requires that full-time employees are to be rated at least once a year and part-time employees twice a year.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· PDE is proposing as system of differentiated supervision based on the experience and effectiveness of a teacher.  LEAs would have the flexibility of creating a “cycle of supervision”.  How teacher performance is evaluated, frequency of formal observations, and the level of supervision could vary based on whether the teacher is tenured and her level of effectiveness.  While this might be a worthwhile approach, it is not fully developed and the quality of such a system ultimately will rest with the quality of LEA implementation.  There is some concern that an LEA could establish a lengthy evaluation cycle with few opportunities for meaningful formal evaluations of veteran teachers.  Act 82 requires that full time principals and teachers should be rated annually, but these can be done through informal observations for formative purposes.  


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide a description of when educators will be evaluated and how frequently.


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

Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· The SEA’s waiver request provides limited information regarding whether the evaluation systems will provide clear, timely, and useful feedback, including feedback that identifies needs and guides professional development.

	Strengths
	· The formal observation process for both teachers and principals requires a pre-observation conference, an observation, a reflective session of the observed lesson, and a post-observation conference to determine areas of growth.

· Educators receiving a rating of “needs improvement” or “failing” are placed on a PIP and are to receive intensive supervision to help them improve their practice.
· PDE is in the process of developing a guided, online professional development system that will include modules aligned with the Danielson Framework.  These modules are intended to support teachers in the areas of identified needs within their PIP.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The SEA does not adequately describe the feedback loop for educators including when feedback must be given.  Other than noting that teachers who receive a rating of “needs improvement” “or “failing”, are placed on a PIP, the narrative does not describe these plans in detail nor indicate how educator progress will be monitored or measured.  The flexibility request also does not provide sufficient information on the supports available to teachers to help them meet their growth or improvement goals.
· PDE is in the process of designing a number of tools to support the professional development of its teachers.  However, given the results of studies indicating that current principals rating of teachers are nearly all satisfactory, teachers may not be receiving accurate feedback to inform their evaluation or professional development to change their practice to deliver more tailored instruction.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide a description of when educators will receive feedback on their evaluation ratings, what the process will be for proving feedback (written, conference, etc.), what type of feedback will be provided, how/if actions will be recommended (additional professional development, etc.),  and how frequently the feedback will occur.


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

Response: (0 Yes/6  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
	· The SEA’s request did not provide sufficient information to determine whether information from the evaluation systems will be used to inform personnel decisions.  However, PDE’s system is not fully developed at this time.

	Strengths
	· Act 82 prohibits the dismissal of an employee without conducting ratings of their performance. 

· Educators receiving a rating of “needs improvement” or “failing” are placed on a Performance Improvement Plan and are to receive intensive supervision to help them improve their practice.
· Ratings are used to inform the differentiated supervision models.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The SEA’s request did not indicate whether LEAs will use evaluation systems results for tenure, compensation, promotion, or dismissal.
· Act 82 does not specifically state that results of the evaluation be used for a purpose of improving instructional effectiveness, only use cited is termination (Att. 10).  This information may be in the current law (i.e., what the educator evaluation will be used for), but it is not explicitly stated in the flexibility request or Act 82.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· Please provide details on how the evaluation rating will be used in personnel decisions.
· PDE should clearly state what its process will be as it moves forward with its teacher and leader evaluation system.


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: (3 Yes/3 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
	· Although PDE has developed guidelines and set a framework process for review and approval of LEA evaluation and support systems, it has not completely defined how PDE will make determinations about whether LEA plans meet the foundations of Principle 3.  

	Strengths
	· The SEA has conducted two pilots of the teacher evaluation system; the first (during SY 2011-2012) included five LEAs and the second (during the 2012-2013 school year) expanded to 290 LEAs for the final phase (p. 73).  The principal evaluation system is in its second phase of piloting and includes 194 LEAs (p. 84).  The SEA has made refinements to the systems based on the pilot findings including feedback from educators.

· Both pilots have been evaluated by independent researchers and recommendations have been incorporated into system refinements.
· PDE provided substantial training in the Danielson observation tool to evaluation observers and teachers (p. 80).
· PDE has a plan that allows LEAs to submit alternate proposals to meet the teacher and principal effectiveness requirement the observation tools must align to the PIL requirements (based on the Danielson framework) (p. 86).

· PDE provides a number of incentives for teachers and principals to use the system to improve their practice, such as professional development credits (p. 81).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· It is unclear whether the pilots represent the full demographic and geographic diversity of PDE’s LEAs.

· PDE’s flexibility request nominally responds to this component of the waiver request; it is unclear how LEAs’ teacher and leader evaluation plans will be approved, reviewed, and monitored for implementation (p. 82).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should provide more detail on the use of educator evaluation results to improve instructional effectiveness.

· PDE should provide detail on how an LEA’s educator evaluation plans will be reviewed, approved, and monitored to ensure alignment and compliance with Act 82 and subsequent regulations.
· PDE should indicate which LEAs have participated in the pilots to determine if there is adequate representation of diverse communities (e.g., rural LEAs).


Principle 3 Overall Review

Principle 3 Overall Review Peer Response 

Response: (0 Yes/6 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
	· The SEA’s guidelines and the SEA’s process for ensuring LEA development, adoption, piloting and implementation of evaluation and support systems are not fully developed to determine whether PDE fully meets the Department’s requirement for this waiver request.  Specifically, it is unclear whether PDE meets the requirements to: differentiate among educators to at least three performance levels, use valid measures of student growth, and use information derived from the educator evaluation system to inform personnel decisions related to tenure, compensation, placement, retention, etc.  PDE provides some information, albeit incomplete, on continual improvement of instructional strategies, clarity on regularity of principal evaluations, type of feedback provided in pre-post observation conferences, specifically to guide satisfactory teachers.  

· PDE selected Option B requiring that the SEA had developed and adopted all guidelines with consistent with Principle 3.  Peers acknowledge that PDE has done much work that is not yet finalized but required under Option B.

	Strengths
	· PDE has laid a strong foundation to develop new generation evaluation systems for both teachers and principals.  Act 82, passed in June 2012, provides a broad framework for developing teacher and principal evaluation systems.  Final regulations are scheduled to be promulgated by June 30, 2013.  

· The law and developing guidelines include multiple measures including observational evidence and student achievement. Act 82 specifies that the teacher evaluation system contain observational evidence, building level evidence, elective data, and teacher specific data.  The types and weighting of these measures varies by whether a teacher has eligible PVAAS scores.  Act 82 specifies that principals will be evaluated on observational evidence, building level data, correlation data (between student performance and teacher evaluation), and elective data.

· The SEA has selected the Danielson Rubric for its rubric and has contracted with TeachScape to train evaluators on the system.  Evaluators can access online modules on effective observational and rating practices and can take a test to measure their ability.  LEAs can use an alternative rating process but it must align with the Danielson Framework and be approved by the PDE.

· PDE is engaged in piloting both systems and making refinements based on stakeholder feedback and external evaluations that will inform the final regulations (p.80).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Although the SEA selected Option B, the guidelines are still developing as the SEA establishes final regulations that are scheduled for release in June 2013.  In addition, LEAs have flexibility in implementing several aspects of the systems.  Until the final regulation and guidance is issued to districts it, it is difficult to determine if these systems ultimately with lead to improvements in the educator workforce and student learning.

· Peers noted several weaknesses in PDE’s current guidelines.  Specifically:

· The SEA does not adequately describe the feedback loop for educators including when feedback must be given.  Other than noting that teachers who receive a rating of “needs improvement” “or “failing”, are placed on a Performance  On the Performance Improvement Plan, the narrative does not describe these plans in detail or indicate how educator progress will be monitored or measured. Teachers who receive a rating of “needs improvement” and “failing” are placed on a Performance Improvement Plan that requires “intensive supervision”.  However, little information is provided on the nature of these plans, the supports available to teachers, or how improvement (or lack of) is monitored (App. J). 

· An overall performance rating of “needs improvement” shall be considered satisfactory, except that any subsequent rating of “needs improvement” issued by the same employer within ten years of the first overall rating of “needs improvement”. 

· While 30 percent of the educator’s evaluation is based on value-added data, only 15 percent is based on teacher specific data, possibly masking the performance of great teachers in lower performing schools and less effective teachers in great schools. 

· The waiver request states that the educators will earn one of four performance designations: distinguished, proficient, needs improvement, and failing.  However, Principle 3 – Appendix I states educators will earn one of four designations but the final performance classification results in a rating of Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory.  This does not meet flexibility waiver requirements.

· The PVASS Growth Index is explicitly described in the Appendix D.  The growth index accounts for control variables including race, economic status, and gender which will result in different standards being set for different students based on demographic characteristics.  Given prior student scores account for most of the variance in the predicted score, it seems unnecessary and gives the perception of setting lower expectations because of race, economic, and gender differences when expectations for all student should be consistent (p. 30).
· There is no detail on the 20 percent elective data, local district assessments, and the review process for determining validity (Att.10).

· Furthermore, there are areas of the systems that are being developed and could not be fully evaluated at this time.  Specifically :

· The principal evaluation system is less developed than the teacher evaluation system.  

· The SEA has significant work to do around the non-tested grades and subjects.  Act 82 and the developing guidelines allow for several options to address non-tested grades and subject including using national and local assessments and developing student learning objectives.  However, the waiver request did not address assessment coverage in addition to the PVAAS and Keystone assessments or discuss the guidance and support it would give to LEAs to develop and measure rigorous SLOs.

· The SEA’s request did not indicate whether LEAs will use evaluation systems results for tenure, promotion, or dismissal.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· In order for PDE to ensure it is on track in developing and adopting all guidelines that meet Principle 3 by the end of the 2012-2013 school year PDE should refer to the specific technical assistance requests outlined in each subsection.  


Overall Evaluation of Request

Overall Evaluation Peer Response

	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
	· Overall, the SEA provided a plan for implementing its waivers and principles in its request for the flexibility. While PDE has made strong commitment to increasing student achievement and has documented some of this evidence in the flexibility request; however, some details that are imperative to make the judgments about whether the flexibility request is likely to improve student achievement are missing.  Additional information to improve the clarity of the waiver request is provided in the individual principles and sub sections and is not relisted in this overall section.   

	Strengths
	· PDE provided evidence that is has a solid foundation and since 2010 has worked to transition to the Pennsylvania Common Core and its new assessments.  The evidence suggests that PDE is on track in implementing college-and career ready standards and assessments by the 2013-2014 school year.  PDE has provided multiple resources for educators, training, and has met some significant milestones. 

· PDE selected Option B requiring that the SEA has developed and adopted all guidelines with consistent with Principle 3.  Peers acknowledge that PDE has done much work that is not yet finalized but required under Option B.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· While the frameworks of the accountability system and differentiated recognition have strong components, the detail for each of the components must be more developed and explained in detail.  Overall, the plan is coherent but does not provide the detail to determine whether the comprehensive systems of support will lead to improved student achievement.  

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· PDE should refer to the specific technical assistance requests outlined in each subsection.  
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