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REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF REQUESTS

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

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

In addition to this guidance, reviewers will also use the document titled ESEA Flexibility, including the definitions and timelines, when reviewing each SEA’s request.  As used in the request form and this guidance, the following terms have the definitions set forth in the document titled ESEA Flexibility:  (1) college- and career-ready standards, (2) focus school, (3) high-quality assessment, (4) priority school, (5) reward school, (6) standards that are common to a significant number of States, (7) State network of institutions of higher education, (8) student growth, and (9) turnaround principles. 

Review Guidance

Consultation

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

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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response (LC)

	Rationale
	Puerto Rico Department of Education (PRDE) did include teachers and their representatives in the preparation of its ESEA flexibility request.


	Strengths
	Four stakeholder meetings were held in July and August 2012, which included teachers (p. 13).
The State educational agency (SEA) outlined its feedback according to the three principles.

The SEA sought feedback through multiple channels and modes.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Although PRDE provided summaries of the feedback concerning each of the principles, it did not indicate which suggestions resulted in any modifications to the draft request (p. 13).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should make more substantive use of electronic communication opportunities (e.g., dedicated websites, webinars, electronic forums, etc.) to continue to disseminate information about the request and upcoming key actions.


Consultation Question 2 Peer Response
Response: (4 Yes 2 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 (LC)

	Rationale
	PRDE did include members of diverse communities in the preparation of its request; however, some reviewers were concerned regarding the extent of outreach to individuals and organizations representing students with disabilities and limited Spanish proficiency students.


	Strengths
	Four stakeholder meetings were held in July and August 2012, which included members of diverse communities.  One forum was dedicated to community leaders (p. 13).
Four meetings were held with the University of Puerto Rico (UPR) in November and December of 2011 to familiarize representatives of the university with the ESEA flexibility process and to prepare for an alignment analysis between state standards and college- and career-ready expectations (p. 13).
PRDE met with its Title I Committee of Practitioners in August 2012 (p. 13).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Although PRDE provided summaries of the feedback concerning each of the principles, it did not indicate which suggestions resulted in any modifications to the request (p. 13).
The quick turnaround inherent in an August opportunity for feedback regarding a September deadline for submission creates concerns about the meaningfulness of engagement with other diverse stakeholders.

It is unclear to what extent PRDE actually solicited input from individuals or organizations representing diverse groups of students (e.g., limited Spanish proficiency students, students with disabilities).



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should make more substantive use of electronic communication opportunities (e.g., dedicated websites, webinars, electronic forums, etc.) to continue to disseminate information about the flexibility request and upcoming key actions.

PRDE should involve other private IHEs in the overall process other than UPR.
PRDE should seek additional, meaningful engagement with special populations in order to substantively inform Principles 1 through 3 of its request.


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: (0 Yes 6 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
	PRDE has in place its 2007 academic standards that provide a foundation for implementation of college- and career-ready standards (CCR) by 2013–2014; however, peers expressed significant concerns regarding the rigor of the standards.

	Strengths
	The SEA plans to continue to implement the 2007 academic content standards based on outside evaluations of rigor (NCES, crosswalk with Common Core State Standards (CCSS), and UPR alignment analysis). 
The professional development (PD) boot camp held in 2011–2012 has potential to improve educator effectiveness to deliver the standards (p. 31).
PRDE and UPR have been collaborating with the ASPIRA and TRIO programs to increase the participation of traditionally underserved students in post-secondary education (p. 34).
PRDE developed curriculum documents using the Understanding by Design (UbD) approach, implementing the curriculum in different phases including instructional coaching for teachers in six pilot schools and PD sessions (boot camp model) for teachers and content area facilitators (p. 30). 

A two-phase PD plan is outlined for curriculum frameworks based on alignment with the standards.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It is unclear how PRDE is working to fill the gaps between its current standards and the CCSS.
PRDE did not identify how it would address the results of the alignment study in Exhibit 5 (“Coverage of PRDE Content Standards by Common Core State Standards”). 

Given that the crosswalk study indicates that the depth of knowledge (DOK) for PRDE’s standards is slightly less than for CCSS, with the exception of 12th grade mathematics (Exhibits 6 and 7, “Average Depth of Knowledge by Grade, Math and English” p. 29), and the low performance levels in Exhibits 8 and 9 (proficiency levels 2009-2012), questions remain about whether students are adequately prepared for CCR standards under PRDE’s current standards.
The findings that “a significant proportion of teachers do not feel prepared to implement standards-based instruction and have a superficial understanding of the academic content and skills reflected in the standards and grade-level expectations” is a serious concern (p. 30).  Peers were concerned about underlying issues associated with teacher preparation, PD, and content mastery.
The standards and assessment release in 2013 (World Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA)) may present challenges for the timeline of piloting in 2013–2014 and full implementation in 2014–2015.

While PRDE collaborates with the public higher education system, it is not clear that university coursework will be revised to include academic standards that compare to the rigor of CCSS, or that teacher candidates will have the content knowledge that is essential for them to be successful in instructing students.  Revision of the teacher certification exams to ensure this is not discussed.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE may wish to consider a review of the coverage and alignment identified in the Webb study described at Exhibit 5 on p. 29 of the request (overlap between 2007 standards and CCSS).
PRDE should focus on improving teachers’ skills to ensure they are prepared to teach to rigorous standards.
PRDE should address gaps between 2007 standards in place and CCR standards.




1.B Peer Response, Part B Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes 6 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 PRDE’s request does address students with disabilities and limited Spanish proficiency students, it does not reference low-achieving students and does not articulate specific strategies to ensure they have access to gaining access to and learning content aligned with CCR standards. 

	Strengths
	WIDA is assisting with limited Spanish proficiency students through an Enhanced Assessment Grant (EAG) to develop Spanish language proficiency standards and accompanying assessments.
PRDE acknowledges the need to focus on building special education teacher skills.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	PRDE did not address the differentiation and access within the alignment for students with disabilities, low achieving students, and limited Spanish proficiency students. 

20% of students in PRDE are identified as having a disability.  This is a concern given that the national average is closer to 11% or 12%.  This percentage indicates that PRDE does not focus enough on early interventions and most likely, elementary literacy, by implementing, for example, a robust Response to Intervention (RtI) program.  
Statements related to the need to provide students with disabilities with access to the general education curriculum do not provide details about how that will occur (p. 31).
PRDE does not address the importance of ensuring that general education teachers are adequately trained to educate students with disabilities.

PRDE does not specifically address how it plans to ensure that low-achieving students have access to CCR standards.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE may wish to consider a review of the coverage and alignment identified in the Webb study of the curriculum documents to address students with disabilities and low achieving students. 

PRDE should focus on educating all teachers about early interventions and supports for struggling students in order to decrease the percentage of students referred to special education and limit the extent to which students are taught by special education teachers, as opposed to general education teachers with specific content expertise.


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
Response: (0  Yes or 6  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
	Due to Puerto Rico’s Spanish-speaking population, PRDE has not joined either RTTA consortium.  Its own assessment system, the Pruebas Puertorriquenas de Aprovechamiento Academico (PPAA), is awaiting approval from the U.S. Department of Education (the Department).  The forthcoming approval letter will address only the requirements for assessments under current law, rather than addressing flexibility requirements for high-quality assessments.

	Strengths
	PRDE began discussions to review growth models and discussions with its Technical Assistance Committee (TAC) in September 2012. 

A plan and timeline to develop a growth model and student learning objectives (SLOs) are provided (p. 38).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	PRDE commissioned a study (by Webb) to evaluate alignment of its current standards and current assessments.  However, it is not clear how this was used, how it modified the existing assessment, or how it addressed alignment to the CCSS or the measurement of growth.
Outcomes in range of knowledge (ROK) are identified as weak to moderate for Spanish/language arts and mathematics.  At least 50% of the expectations within each standard were not addressed or the items did not represent the entire range or number of expectations included in the broad concepts listed (p. 37).


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should determine if the item development schedule is adequate to fill the gaps between its 2007 standards and the CCSS, and bring forward an improvement plan that improves the technical quality of assessments.

PRDE should seek TAC guidance on standards validation, as necessary.


Principle 1  Overall Review

Principle 1 Overall Review Peer Response 
Response: (0 Yes or 6 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
	Although PRDE has in place 2007 content standards that are described as meeting the rigor required by current law, the evidence that these standards and current assessments meet the rigor of the ESEA flexibility requirements is not compelling.

	Strengths
	PRDE has a foundation on which to build standards and assessments that prepare students for CCR standards and assessments.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It is not clear how the studies have been used to modify the existing standards and assessments.  
PRDE acknowledges that a study revealed that teachers have only a “superficial understanding of [the] academic content and skills” required to be successful in the goal of increasing student academic achievement (p. 30).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should rigorously examine and address the gaps between its 2007 standards and the rigor of CCSS, in collaboration with a third party.

PRDE should determine if the item development schedule is adequate to “fill the gaps,” and bring forward an improvement plan that improves the technical quality of assessments.

PRDE should seek TAC guidance on standards validation, as necessary.
PRDE should conduct intentional, meaningful engagement of experts on identified subgroups in the planning, development, and implementation of standards and assessments.




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
	Although PRDE does propose a differentiated system, there are concerns about the ability of current and future initiatives to positively impact student performance.

	Strengths
	PRDE has initiated a number of PD strategies including boot camps, a pilot in instructional coaching and communities of practice, and the PRDE School Culture Project (p. 46).
PRDE will conduct needs assessments.

External providers will be hired to support targeted improvement efforts.

PRDE will use a three-year intervention cycle plan to ensure sustainability of interventions.

Schools are required to develop an action plan for continuous improvement.
All public schools in Puerto Rico are included in the accountability system, not just Title I schools (p. 56).



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Given concerns articulated under Principle 1, some peers are concerned about the ability of the proposed system to lead to improvements.  Since CCR standards are the foundation of the accountability system, efforts to identify schools according to performance is influenced by the continued use of 2007 standards and assessments.
PRDE’s request lacks details regarding supports provided for subgroups of students.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	Given single-digit mathematics proficiency, it is unlikely that a few initiatives will have the intense impact on instruction, closing achieving gaps and improving instruction that is anticipated.  We would encourage PRDE to think creatively about a variety of strategies to improve instruction and about recruiting teachers, principals and consulting experts that have a record of effective practice.


2.A.i.a Peer Response
Response: (1  Yes  5 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
	Development of the system is in process, but based on information provided, peers are concerned that the system doesn’t meet flexibility requirements.

	Strengths
	Two of the three components appear to be included (student achievement and school performance and progress over time).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	PRDE does not use graduation rate targets as AMOs.  PRDE does state that it will use the ACGR graduation rate after the 2012-13 school year.

Although interim graduation rate calculations are mentioned as factors in identifying priority and focus schools, to some peers it seems that PRDE does not actually incorporate this factor into its current school identification steps.
PRDE does not use school progress over time in its identification of schools.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should provide significant detail on how calculations are made to support school identification, which demonstrates that the requirements of ESEA flexibility are being met.


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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	PRDE’s system of differentiation provides support that could provide positive results in closing achievement gaps.  A lack of details regarding specific strategies is a concern to some peers.


	Strengths
	PRDE has initiated a number of PD strategies including boot camps, a pilot in instructional coaching and communities of practice, and the PRDE School Culture Project (p. 46).
PRDE has also begun two initiatives to promote bilingualism in its schools — one for existing bilingual schools and one for new programs (p. 47).  Peers think this program will help close achievement gaps.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	PRDE does not adequately outline incentives.

PRDE’s request lacks details regarding supports provided for subgroups of students.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE might consider providing principals with increased operational flexibility to implement changes necessary to close achievement gaps.


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
X FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 2.A, Option A 

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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
X FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 2.B, Option A or Option B 

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


2.C
Reward Schools

 Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.C.ii.
2.C.i Peer Response
Response: (4 Yes  2 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
	PRDE will identify two categories of reward schools:  high-performing schools and high-progress schools.  The formula will identify the top 5% of each category.

	Strengths
	Some peers felt that PRDE meets the requirements of ESEA flexibility for the identification of high-performing schools.

 

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	High progress schools will not be identified until 2013–2014 because the growth model is under development (p. 54).
Some peers felt that reward schools are not being identified using the “making progress” requirements.  

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should consider implementing an improvement metric based on the current year as compared to prior years in order to identify high–progress schools as required.


2.C.iii  Peer Response
Response: (5 Yes 1 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
	PRDE has selected a number of Statewide and regional approaches to providing recognition to high-performing and high-progress schools.

	Strengths
	Highlighting the knowledge and skills of the faculties of these schools is an innovative suggestion, if the best practices are about instruction (p. 55).
PRDE has listened to the feedback of teachers and community members in designing its reward system for schools (p. 55).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It is unclear that the rewards will be meaningful and commitment to financial awards seems tentative (i.e., if funds are available) as opposed to a prioritized budget item.
Peers are concerned that the reward structure was not robust enough to drive changes in behavior at the school level.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should consider extending greater autonomy and flexibility to reward schools to encourage creative problem-solving associated with the host of challenges facing schools at the individual school level.
Given the close relationship between PRDE and the UPR, PRDE should consider some recognition/reward possibilities linked to the university.


2.D
Priority Schools  

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

2.D.iii Are the interventions that the SEA described aligned with the turnaround principles and are they likely to result in dramatic, systemic change in priority schools?
a. Do the SEA’s interventions include all of the following?  

(i) providing strong leadership by:  (1) reviewing the performance of the current principal; (2) either replacing the principal if such a change is necessary to ensure strong and effective leadership, or demonstrating to the SEA that the current principal has a track record in improving achievement and has the ability to lead the turnaround effort; and (3) providing the principal with operational flexibility in the areas of scheduling, staff, curriculum, and budget;

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.D.iii
Peer Response
Response: (6  YES 0 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
	PRDE’s proposed interventions appear to be in line with ESEA flexibility requirements, particularly with requirements for the School Improvement Grants (SIG) program transformation model, one of the intervention models that may be implemented in priority schools.


	Strengths
	PRDE’s interventions are aligned with the Department’s turnaround principles (p. 61).
Schools will remain in priority status for a minimum of three years, highlighting the longer-term nature of reform and the goal of sustainability (p. 56).
PRDE will consider only two turnaround models for priority schools — transformation and school closure (p. 57).
PRDE operates a transformational leadership director’s academy.

PRDE has already replaced some school leaders for priority schools and is planning on replacing additional principals (p. 61).


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Given PRDE’s students’ performance on mathematics assessments, peer reviewers would have liked to have seen more specific strategies identified as “comprehensive instructional improvement initiatives” (p. 63).
Given PRDE’s reliance on external providers, its request lacks detail about the selection of providers or the means of holding them accountable (p. 61).
There is a lack of information regarding the pipeline of leaders.  
There is a lack of information regarding the “reliable system” to attract and retain highly-skilled teachers (p. 62).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	Given the number of principals requiring replacement, it is critical that PRDE develop an intentional pipeline of leaders prepared to initiate turnarounds.


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
	Although descriptions of interventions are aligned with the transformation model, there is little specificity about the quality and effectiveness of those interventions.


	Strengths
	There is a strong emphasis on outside providers in this model of interventions.  The description of the appropriateness of provider roles is a necessary first step to ensure consistency of effort (p. 60).
The described commitment to increase the school day by an hour creates opportunities to provide more instruction.

The apparent focus on teacher effectiveness (e.g., embedded on-the-job PD) has the potential to improve instruction.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Descriptions of interventions are listed on pages 62-64, but provide few specifics, especially for limited Spanish proficiency students and students with disabilities.
The push to replace principals creates opportunity to hire strong leaders, but details regarding cultivating new talent are unclear.
PRDE did not identify the “13 measures” that it indicated will track improvements (p. 61).
Given its centralized, unitary system, PRDE did not provide enough information about the role of the system in establishing valid and reliable assessments that will drive decision-making (p. 64).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should leverage its unitary system to implement system-wide assessments that are valid and reliable.


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
	PRDE’s prior experience in SIG interventions will help it to prioritize and balance its support for priority schools according to the required timeline.


	Strengths
	SIG schools have already begun implementation of interventions.  24 cohort II SIG schools will begin implementation during the 2013–2014 school year (p. 65).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should consider building capacity related to the monitoring of multiple outside providers.


2. D.v Peer Response
Response: (5 Yes  1 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
	Criteria are described for exiting priority status (pp. 65-66).


	Strengths
	Schools are required to remain in priority status for at least three years before exiting.  This ensures that the interventions selected by the school have time to take root (p. 66).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Focus on annual milestones may overlook important early indicators of positive change or lack of change (p. 65).
Timing of receipt of annual student and school performance data may limit practical application of data to drive critical decisions, e.g., personnel decisions.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should consider early indicator mechanisms, implemented on a quarterly or bi-annual basis, to identify change initiatives that are not progressing.


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
	PRDE will identify as focus schools the 10% of all schools that have the largest within-school achievement gaps (pp. 67-68).
PRDE has provided a methodology for identifying focus schools; however, to date, PRDE has not provided a demonstration of how its focus school definitions meet the ESEA flexibility requirements.

	Strengths
	Schools identified as focus schools will remain in that category for at least three years (p. 67).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Currently, PRDE’s methodology for focus school identification does not include graduation rates or lack of progress over time.  No high schools will be identified in this category based on graduation rate gaps until after 2012–2013.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should provide a demonstration of how its identification of focus schools meets the ESEA flexibility requirements and refer to the Department’s guidance on this demonstration.


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
	It appears that interventions will have begun by the start of the 2013–2014 school year; however, the SEA did not articulate the details necessary to provide interventions based on the needs of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including limited Spanish proficiency students and students with disabilities.

	Strengths
	A list of types of possible interventions for focus schools appears on pages 69-70.

PRDE will require schools to complete a self-assessment developed by the Florida and Islands Comprehensive Center (FLICC) to assist in meeting the needs of low-performing students.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The language in the request does not clearly indicate that the 2013–2014 timeline will be met (i.e., the language regarding starting interventions 90 days after identification isn’t grounded in a specific year).
PRDE does not identify specific interventions by school level for focus schools.  It indicates only that it will “require schools to select research-based interventions” and provides criteria for effective interventions.

The roles within the unitary system in supporting focus schools’ efforts to determine best interventions are not indicated.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should consider a larger role in identifying specific interventions, providing tools for data analysis and review, and holding schools accountable for interventions.


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

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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	PRDE set criteria for exiting focus status that are consistent with flexibility requirements; however, some peers had concerns whether these criteria will ensure that focus schools have made significant progress

	Strengths
	Schools remain in focus Status for at least three years before exiting (p. 71).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	There is no tangible consequence for failure to progress (i.e., after three years, a school would continue as a focus school with similar interventions, as opposed to a dramatic shift in strategy to turnaround).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

2.F.i Peer Response 

Response: (4 Yes 2 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
	Other Title I schools are identified according to success or failure in meeting AMOs, consistent with flexibility requirements but peers are unclear about incentives for improvement.

	Strengths
	PRDE identifies several encouragement systems, such as professionalism (i.e. the commitment of school staff to the education of their students and to improving their practice) and opportunity to be named a reward school in the future (p. 72).
Schools in this category are expected to progress in a continuous improvement cycle, with monitoring primarily being done by regional and local educators (p. 72).
PRDE is using regional and district personnel to develop an action plan for continuous improvement.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The progress monitoring structure appears to be weak.
While internal incentives are valuable, given performance levels, the system arguably needs more external and tangible incentives to drive dramatic change.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should consider naming schools in this category Continuous Improvement schools so that they understand their performance still very much matters.


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
	Supports and incentives, only described superficially in PRDE’s request, do not seem likely to close achievement gaps and increase the quality of instruction for all students, including limited Spanish proficiency students and students with disabilities.

	Strengths
	Schools that miss AMOs for two consecutive years will be required to demonstrate that the interventions selected in their action plan for continuous improvement align with and have milestones to monitor the needs of the students in the categories that have missed AMOs.  

PRDE does include a self-assessment process in its action plan.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	A good deal of the expectations for these schools appears to concern monitoring, and the use of an external evaluator for the lowest 5% of schools in this category.  It is not clear how much useful change can result from excessive plans, and monitoring, and monthly assessments (p. 74).
There is limited information provided to support the supposition that internal motivation will drive meaningful change for sub-groups.

Graduation rates and achievement gaps are not included as criteria for differentiating among “Other Title I” schools.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should strive to effectively implement a robust Response to Intervention (RtI) program.
PRDE is strongly encouraged to engage students with disabilities and limited Spanish proficiency experts to address issues related to reasons for identification.


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: (5 Yes 1 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
	PRDE has two advantages in building school capacity to improve student learning — being a unitary K-12 school system and the inclusion of all the island’s public schools in its accountability system.

	Strengths
	Several PRDE offices will work together to bring the system to fruition.  Although a great deal of responsibility lies with the Office of the Undersecretary of Academic Affairs, other offices have been identified as providing specific support (p. 75).
The emphasis on building the capacity of PRDE staff to accomplish this ambitious task is commendable (p. 76).  A parallel focus on local capacity building is equally important.

The new dashboard system will allow ongoing data collection to track progress toward goals.

PRDE’s unified systems limit bureaucratic layers.

To develop the list of pre-approved providers, the PRDE released a request for quotation (RFQ), conducted an orientation and received proposals that were evaluated by trained internal and external reviewers. Providers were selected and identified for inclusion on the PRDE list of pre-approved providers (p. 58).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It is not clear how supplemental educational services (SES) and school choice funds will be repurposed.
It is unclear how external providers will be held accountable.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


Principle 2 Overall Review

Principle 2 Overall Review Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes or 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
	Although PRDE does propose a differentiated system, there are concerns about the ability of current and future initiatives to positively impact student performance.

	Strengths
	PRDE’s system of differentiation provides support that could provide positive results in closing achievement gaps.  A lack of details regarding specific strategies is a concern to some peers.

PRDE has initiated a number of PD strategies including boot camps, a pilot in instructional coaching and communities of practice, and the PRDE School Culture Project (p. 46).
PRDE’s interventions are aligned with the Department’s turnaround principles (p. 61).

All public schools in Puerto Rico are included in the accountability system, not just Title I schools (p. 56).  This provides an advantage in building school capacity, as does being a unitary K-12 system.
PRDE’s prior experience in SIG interventions will help the agency to prioritize and balance its support for priority schools.   

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	PRDE does not use graduation rate targets as AMOs.  PRDE does state that it will use the ACGR graduation rate after the 2012-13 school year.  Although interim graduation rate calculations are mentioned as factors in identifying priority and focus schools, to some peers it seems that PRDE does not actually incorporate this factor into its current school identification steps.

Given PRDE’s students’ performance on mathematics assessments, peer reviewers would have liked to have seen more specific strategies identified as “comprehensive instructional improvement initiatives” (p. 63).

Descriptions of interventions are listed on pages 62-64, but provide few specifics, especially for limited Spanish proficiency students and students with disabilities.
Currently, PRDE’s definition of focus schools does not include graduation rates or lack of progress over time.
It appears that interventions will have begun by the start of the 2013–2014 school year; however, the SEA did not articulate the details necessary to provide interventions based on the needs of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including limited Spanish proficiency students and students with disabilities.
There is no tangible consequence for a focus school’s failure to progress (i.e., after three years, a school would continue as a focus school with similar interventions, as opposed to a dramatic shift in strategy to turnaround).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should provide significant detail regarding calculations to support priority, focus and reward school identification that demonstrate that the requirements of ESEA flexibility are being met. 

Given single-digit mathematics proficiency, it is unlikely that a few initiatives will have the intense impact on instruction, closing achieving gaps and improving instruction that is anticipated.  We would encourage PRDE to think creatively about a variety of strategies to improve instruction and about recruiting teachers, principals and consulting experts that have a record of effective practice.

PRDE should consider implementing an improvement metric based on the current year as compared to prior years in order to identify high–progress schools as required.

PRDE should strive to effectively implement a robust RtI program.
PRDE is strongly encouraged to engage students with disabilities and limited Spanish proficiency experts to address issues related to reasons for identification.


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
Response: (6 Yes 0 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
	Teacher and principal draft evaluation guidelines that have already been approved by PRDE provide a foundation for final guidelines that meet ESEA flexibility requirements.  Both documents were amended in June 2012 to ensure “the improvement of the teacher and school director evaluation assessment instruments” (p. 82).  PRDE continues to flesh out its guidelines to meet ESEA flexibility requirements.

	Strengths
	PRDE established the Professional Standards for Teachers in Puerto Rico in 2008, based on National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) and the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (p. 83).
Tools have been developed that will be piloted in 2012–2013.

Evaluation of the pilot will inform development of teacher and principal evaluation guidelines.

PRDE plans to incorporate diagnostic, formative and summative evaluations.

The identified purposes of evaluation are strong (e.g., improve student performance, improve instruction, create a comprehensive system).

Law No. 149 addresses the design of a teacher evaluation system, and Law No. 170 addresses the design of a principal evaluation system.  Both of these laws are known as the Law of Uniform Administrative Procedure.  Each of these laws has been codified in a Carta Cicular (p. 82).
Evaluations are to include a 20% weighting for student academic achievement for both teachers and principals, although the methodology is not clear for calculation of scores.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	PRDE does not clearly articulate how evaluations will influence personnel decisions.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should consider more significant consequences for principals rated below average or deficient, i.e., personnel decisions based on measured performance.


3.A.i, Option A.ii Peer Response
Response: (1 Yes 5 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
	While teacher and principal involvement is clearly noted in the development of the evaluation rubrics to be used, specifically, there was no information given on broad-based teacher involvement in the development of overall guidelines for evaluation (p. 83).


	Strengths
	PRDE used strong foundational documents for the development of the “Professional Standards for Teachers in Puerto Rico” (p. 83).
Puerto Rico’s four teacher representative groups and two principal groups, as well as a variety of stakeholders including central, regional, and district personnel, were involved in developing the evaluation tools.

During school year 2010–2011, evaluation experts from IHEs in Puerto Rico started a process of revision of their current evaluation instrument.  After the revision process, this committee of evaluation experts developed the items to be included in the new evaluation system. 

During school year 2011–2012, PRDE conducted several meetings with teacher and school organization leaders to obtain input about the newly-developed evaluation instruments.  Focus groups, including 34 principals and 90 teachers, provided feedback that was incorporated into the development of the evaluation instruments (pp. 84-85).E((

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	No foundational documents were listed as part of the development of the guidelines for the principal evaluation system.  No information was given on broad-based principal involvement in the development of those overall guidelines.
PRDE’s request did not indicate clear evidence of substantive engagement of teachers in the development of the broad evaluation guidelines.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	More information should be articulated regarding the participation of teachers and principals in the development of the overall guidelines.


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

)
	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

	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
	

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	


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

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


Considerations:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

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


	Strengths
	All improvement and support systems will be based on the processes described in the PRDE guidelines (p. 94).
The use of Cohort I SIG schools allows PRDE to pilot its evaluation systems across regions of the island (p. 94).
Although there was little information on involvement of teachers and principals in the development of the overall guidelines for their evaluation, PRDE appears to be employing both advisory committees and focus groups on the components of the evaluation systems themselves (p. 95).
The professional growth plan template, to be developed by PRDE based on its feedback from advisory committees, focus groups, and the Professional Development Institute for Teachers (PDIT), will provide additional coherence to the alignment of support systems across the island (p. 97).
PRDE is in the process of developing and reviewing the evaluation instrument, piloting, conducting focus groups, and developing professional development and support systems to assist in implementation.  

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	There is no timeline for the overall development of the evaluation systems, which should include key actions, responsible parties, and examples of evidence and resources.


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	As part of the professional development program, the pre-service component may need to be strengthened so that IHE preparation is more integrated with required teacher and principal evaluation systems.


Principle 3 Overall Review

Principle 3 Overall Review Peer Response 

Response: (6 Yes 0 No)
	Principle 3 Overall Review
	Are the SEA’s guidelines and the SEA’s process for ensuring, as applicable, LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of evaluation and support systems comprehensive, coherent, and likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	PRDE is developing guidelines for principal and teacher evaluation systems that are being piloted in 2012–13.

	Strengths
	There is an emphasis is on linking teacher and director evaluations to opportunities for professional development in the flexibility request.
Teacher and principal draft evaluation guidelines that have already been approved by PRDE provide a foundation for final guidelines that meet ESEA flexibility requirements.  Both documents were amended in June 2012 to ensure “the improvement of the teacher and school director [principal] evaluation assessment instruments” (p. 82).  PRDE continues to flesh out its guidelines to meet ESEA flexibility requirements.

The identified purposes of evaluation are strong (e.g., improve student performance, improve instruction, create a comprehensive system).

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



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The student achievement components and corresponding weightings for the elements of evaluation instruments are not determined and could pose a challenge.
While teacher and principal involvement is clearly noted in the development of the evaluation rubrics to be used, specifically, there was no information given on broad-based teacher and principal involvement in the development of overall guidelines for their evaluation (p. 83).
There is no timeline for the overall development of the evaluation systems, which should include key actions, responsible parties, and examples of evidence and resources.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should consider more significant consequences for principals rated below average or deficient, i.e., personnel decisions.
More information should be articulated regarding the participation of teachers and principals in the development of specific guidelines.

PRDE should engage representatives of subgroups in planning of evaluation systems.


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
	All peers are concerned that, although PRDE provided a comprehensive approach in its request, it did not demonstrate that its plans are likely to increase the quality of instruction or improve student achievement.

PRDE plans to continue to implement the 2007 academic content standards and those assessments meeting the requirements of ESEA section 1111(b)(3), but not necessarily the requirements of ESEA flexibility.

	Strengths
	PRDE has a foundation on which to further refine its 2007 standards and assessments for use in implementing college- and career-ready standards and applicable high-quality assessments that measure student growth.

PRDE has initiated a number of professional development strategies related to school improvement.  The listed interventions for priority schools are consistent with the turnaround principles and PRDE’s prior experience in SIG interventions should help the agency to prioritize and balance its support for priority schools.

PRDE is a unitary K-12 system, acting as both SEA and LEA.  Therefore, its uniformity in training, communication, and monitoring allow PRDE to exercise unusually coherent oversight of its schools and local regions.
PRDE’s uniformity in training, communication, and monitoring provides coherent oversight of personnel in schools.  Guideline documents were revised in June 2012 to improve both the teacher and principal evaluation assessment instruments.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	PRDE did not indicate which suggestions from stakeholders resulted in modification (if any) to the draft flexibility request.  It does not appear that PRDE solicited input from individuals or organizations representing diverse groups of students, specifically limited Spanish proficiency students and students with disabilities.

PRDE has not adequately considered the findings from the studies to improve either its content standards or assessments, to ensure that the inferences about student achievement (i.e., college- and career-ready standards) are valid.

PRDE does not use graduation rate targets as AMOs.  PRDE does state that it will use the ACGR graduation rate after the 2012-13 school year.  Although interim graduation rate calculations are mentioned as factors in identifying priority and focus schools, to some peers it seems that PRDE does not actually incorporate this factor into its current school identification steps.

Given the low performance on the island-wide assessment, the PRDE did not articulate specific strategies to ameliorate achievement gaps and the significant drop in performance between elementary and middle school.  Concurrently, few strategies are specifically targeted to underperforming subgroups (e.g., limited Spanish proficiency and students with disabilities).  The PRDE did not articulate the details necessary to provide comprehensive interventions based on the needs of these special populations.
Some peers felt that reward schools are not being identified using the “making progress” requirements.  PRDE reward school incentives are unlikely to be meaningful for many identified schools.  Demonstration data were not provided for the identification of focus schools.
PRDE did solicit input on its request from teachers, their representatives, and some diverse communities; however, meaningful engagement of special population communities was not evident in the programs outlined in the request.

PRDE describes a system of differentiated accountability and supports; however, some accountability elements are missing, including interventions likely to positively impact student achievement in all Title I schools.

Teacher and principal evaluation draft guidelines have been approved by the PRDE.  Teachers and principals participated in the development of the evaluation rubrics, specifically, but not the overall guidelines.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	PRDE should solicit feedback from IHEs in addition to UPR while making more substantive use of electronic communication opportunities.

PRDE should rigorously examine and address the gaps between its 2007 standards and the rigor of the CCSS and use the information to refine the 2007 standards, along with increasing the technical quality of the PPAA and the Pruebas Puertorriquenas de Evaluacion Alterna (PPEA).  PRDE should seek technical support from its TAC on transitioning the island-wide assessment system.

PRDE should think creatively and focus on a variety of strategies to improve instruction, especially for limited Spanish proficiency students and students with disabilities.  It should consider implementing an improvement metric in lieu of the growth metric based on comparisons from the current year to prior years.  PRDE should consider other non-monetary approaches to recognize and incentivize schools identified for rewards.  For focus schools, PRDE should demonstrate how it meets the ESEA flexibility requirements.  PRDE should strive to effectively implement a Response to Intervention program.

PRDE should consider more significant consequences for principals rated below average or deficient, i.e., personnel decisions based on measured performance.  Additional information should also be articulated about the participation of teachers and principals in the development of specific guidelines.  


PAGE  
	
	1
	

	
	
	



