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REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF REQUESTS

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

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

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

Review Guidance

Consultation

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

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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The West Virginia Department of Education (WVDE) had a multi-faceted approach to engaging and soliciting input on its request from teachers and their representatives.

	Strengths
	WVDE engaged and solicited input from teachers and their representatives.  

WVDE outlined stakeholder collaboration in the development of all three principles, listing dates and types of committees/task forces participating through onsite and online communication.  

WVDE listed the groups from which it solicited feedback in Attachment 3.  Teacher unions and professional educators were represented. 

An option for online comment on the WVDE request was sent to all of the state’s 25,000 teachers and representatives of teacher organizations (p. 10).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	The request indicates that WVDE reviewed all public comment and incorporated appropriate items into the final request, but no examples were given.  Given WVDE’s extensive outreach to the public, it would be useful for WVDE to highlight how it modified some aspects of the request based on public comment, particularly from teachers and their representatives.
WVDE could go through the request and pull references to consultation into this section (pp.70-71).


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

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

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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The WVDE had a multi-faceted approach to engaging and soliciting input on its request from diverse communities.



	Strengths
	WVDE listed the information received by date, individual’s role, and comments in Attachments 2 and 3, which demonstrated input from students, parents, community-based organizations (CBOs), civil rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities, English Learners, business organizations and high education community. 

WVDE sought feedback for each of the three flexibility principles.


Stakeholders included K-12 teachers and representatives from higher education.


WVDE used multiple modes (in-person and online) to solicit input.
The three ESEA reform principles were featured eight times on West Virginia Board of Education (WVBE) monthly agendas (p. 10).
Local school boards were key stakeholders.



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	WVDE met with LEA administrators to review school performance based upon the proposed accountability index measures, but it is not clear if WVDE modified any aspect of its request based on stakeholder input. 


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	The request indicates that WVDE reviewed all public comment and incorporated appropriate items into the final request, but no examples were given.  Given the WVDE’s extensive outreach to the public, it would be useful to highlight how some aspects of the proposal were modified due to public comment, particularly from diverse communities and communities of high need.


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

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

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

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

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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The WVBE adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for English Language Arts & Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical subjects and the CCSS for Mathematics in May 2010.  

	Strengths
	The transition process was initiated in 2010.


The transition plan included cross-walking existing standards in order to identify gaps between state standards and CCSS.


WVDE began implementation of the college- and career-ready standards in September 2010.  In January 2011, WVBE approved a schedule of implementation for the standards.  Tables 1-1 through 1-10 in Appendix 1 outline the milestones, timelines, evidence, responsibility and resources for implementation of the standards.  



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Numerous activities focused on implementing the CCSS; however, a larger strategic implementation and/or theory of action is not evident.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should consider developing a strategic vision that allows communication with various constituency groups.  


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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	WVDE’s request is likely to lead to all students gaining access to and learning content aligned with the college- and career-ready standards.

	Strengths
	WVDE focuses on training all teachers, including providing training to all teachers pertaining to students with disabilities.
WVDE identified specific strategies for students with disabilities, English Learners, and low-achieving students to gain access to the content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  WVDE is a partner in several consortia and federal technical assistance centers (English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21st Century [ELPA21], National Center on Response to Intervention [NCRTI], National Dropout Prevention Center for Students with Disabilities (NDPC-SD), National Center to Improve Recruitment and Retention of Qualified Personnel for Children with Disabilities [NCIPP]) to leverage access for English Learners, low achieving students, and students with disabilities. WVDE is accessing professional development and resources through these partnerships that should help the State educational agency (SEA) with implementation. 

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	WVDE has identified a number of professional development opportunities along with expansion of access to accelerated learning opportunities for students.  A coherent approach to implementation would assist in resource allocation in this area. 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should consider developing and communicating a clear strategic vision regarding CCSS. 


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: NA
	1.C, Option B
	If the SEA selected Option B:  

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


Note: WV is a governing state in the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC)

Principle 1  Overall Review

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	WVDE has developed an in-depth plan to transition to and implement college- and career-ready standards and related assessments.  The plan involves multiple levels of the state support systems and specific efforts to improve instruction for all students, including students with disabilities, low-performing students, and English Learners.

	Strengths
	WVDE began implementation of the college- and career-ready standards in September 2010.  In January 2011, WVBE approved a schedule of implementation for the standards.  Tables 1-1 through 1-10 in Appendix 1 outlines the milestones, timelines, evidence, responsibility and resources for implementation of the standards.  
WVDE identified specific strategies for students with disabilities, English Learners, and low-achieving students to gain access to the content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  WVDE is a partner in several consortia and federal technical assistance centers (ELPA21, NCRTI, NDPD-SD, NCIPP) to leverage access for English Learners, low achieving students, and students with disabilities. WVDE is accessing professional development and resources through these partnerships that should help the State educational agency (SEA) with implementation.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Numerous activities focused on implementing the common core; however, a larger strategic implementation plan and/or theory of action is not evident.



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should consider developing a strategic vision that allows communication with various constituency groups.  

WVDE has identified a number of professional development opportunities along with expansion of access to accelerated learning opportunities for students; however, a coherent approach to implementation would assist in resource allocation in this area.


Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support

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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	WVDE proposes a plan of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support that will be implemented by 2013-2014 to improve school performance. The West Virginia Accountability Index (WVAI) and transformation model clearly reflect expectations, supports, and interventions.  It is not clear, however, that the plan will improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.


	Strengths
	WVDE’s plan of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support will be implemented no later than 2013-2014 school year.
The plan builds on the current transformational model included in the School Improvement Grants (SIG) program requirements.


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The weight of adequate growth — 10 percent in elementary/middle schools split between English/language arts and math and 5 percent in high schools split between English and math — is justified in the narrative (p. 77), but may not reflect appropriate expectations for all students to meet college- and career-ready standards.
WVDE did not provide the rationale and impact of the multiplier on each indicator.
The compensatory nature of the indicators may lead to unintentional consequences — e.g., growth does not overshadow proficiency. 

WVDE did not provide the rationale and empirical evidence associated with the weighting of the growth indicator (actual v. observed growth). 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should submit impact data regarding subgroups, specifically students with disabilities, English Learners, and low achieving students.



2.A.i.a Peer Response
Response: (4 Yes or 2 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
	WVDE articulates a differentiated accountability system that classifies schools into four levels and includes required components.

	Strengths
	WVAI uses multiple measures to assess school performance, including student growth.


WVDE vetted and ran simulations to analyze the WVAI (p. 70).
Expected gains are differentiated for elementary, middle, and high schools (p. 95-96).


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	It is not clear that WVDE addresses graduation rates for subgroups.
Four classifications of schools (highly effective, effective, needs improvement, and targeted for support) and then three labels required by ESEA flexibility (priority, focus, and reward schools) may be confusing to stakeholders (p. 69).  The value of sustaining state categories as well as federal ones is not clear.
Of particular concern is how an improvement of only 4 median percentiles from 49 to 53 transforms the multiplier from .50 to .75. 

The weight of adequate growth — 10 percent in elementary/middle schools split between English/language arts and math and 5 percent in high schools split between English and math — is justified in the narrative (p. 77), but may not reflect appropriate expectations for all students to meet college- and career-ready standards.

The second metric is that adequate growth contributes 10 percent for elementary/middle schools and 5% for high schools.  This appears to be a type of growth to standards (expectations) design using the observed growth. It is unclear how the Student growth percentile (SGP) and the targeted SGP expectation is calculated for 11th grade students (see Table 2.7).  Here, WVDE does not provide a rationale for awarding large changes in the multiplier for some ranges.
Peers question whether defining effective as the 50 percentile rank (60 at the high school level) increases rigor (p. 84).


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should consider developing a clear communication strategy to explain two different ranking systems to stakeholders during rollout (i.e., State v. Federal).



2.A.i.b Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes or 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
	While WVDE articulates a system and describes supports for the purpose of closing achievement gaps, it is not clear that the methodology or the targets are adequate to close the achievement gap for all subgroups of students.

	Strengths
	Incentive structures will recognize high performance; support structures for low-performing (priority) schools appear sufficient and consistent with the SIG transformation model.

WVDE reduced the minimum “n-size” from 50 to 20.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The decision to allow schools to be identified as “high performing” even if they have gaps seems counter-intuitive and communicates lack of ownership of the students who are not performing well (p. 81).


There is no mention of tangible incentives.

Alternate assessment data are not included in these calculations.

It is unclear how the race/ethnicity computations are done (e.g., Hispanic – non-Hispanic).  When calculating this statistic, the numerator is the subgroup’s proficiency rate and the denominator is the referent group.  



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should increase the rigor of the target performance so that appropriate expectations are set for all students to meet college- and career-ready standards.
WVDE should examine all indicators within the index for each subpopulation.


2.A.i.c
Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.A.i.c

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

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

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

Response: NA
	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
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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 and 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
	WVDE has defined AMOs with the goal of every school being classified as Effective by 2020 (p. 93); however, the proposed increases in AMOs do not meet the rigor of options A or B (pp. 99-100).


	Strengths
	WVDE clearly articulates the method used to define new AMOs and school classifications.

WVDE clearly articulates, with supporting data, alternate AMO design (pp. 93-101).
Multiple stakeholders weighed in on the new AMOs.


WVDE realigned proficiency-level expectations in 2010, seeking more rigor.
The West Virginia Accountability Index (WVAI) sets trajectories by school level, moving from a starting index value and setting a total required increase for each school level within 8 years (p. 96).
WVDE indicates that schools in the bottom two levels will need to accelerate improvement efforts to become effective schools (p. 97).


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	AMOs are not proficiency-based except for the proficiency indicator with the more inclusive WVAI.  The proficiency indicator, based solely on math and reading scores, is based on aggregated scores to determine proficiency rates; however, the observed rates are then rescaled in such a manner to lower performance (p. 72, Figure 2.2).
The WVAI includes non-achievement data (i.e., attendance rates 15% and high school graduation rates 15%).  These indicators are also subjected to the “multiplier” that effectively distorts actual performance into WVAI perceived performance.  These data transformation constraints inflate actual scores.  For example, graduation rates below 80% (adjusted cohort graduation rate (ACGR)) could be at the 7th decile position and earn 80 unweighted index points sufficient for a school to be classified highly effective, holding all other indicators constant.

WVDE’s goal of having every child in an effective, as opposed to highly effective school seems somewhat modest (i.e., not ambitious).
The consequences for not meeting AMOs seem pretty timid (i.e., resubmit plan, make strategic plans available to the public) (p. 101).
For a school not meeting AMOs, the process of revising its strategic plan and presenting it to the LEA and public alone may not provide the necessary support to drive change (p. 101).  Follow-through and accountability for outcomes are necessary.

Every school should meet or exceed the current effective school cut (50th/60th percentile rank) by 2020 (p. 93) Whether this goal will lead to all students being college- and career-ready is not clear.

The targets are set by school level but not by subgroups (pp. 97-98).


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should review and incorporate subgroup populations into all target setting.
WVDE should demonstrate that the changes in the index are ambitions and beyond measurement/sampling error.
WVDE’s request should reflect a core belief in high expectations for all students.


2.C
Reward Schools

 Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.C.ii.
2.C.i Peer Response
Response: (1 Yes or 5 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
	WVDE has described its process for identifying both High-Performing reward schools and High-Progress reward schools. 



	Strengths
	WVDE’s methodology (articulated on page 102) is technically sufficient to identify reward schools, assuming the WVAI is a valid metric.  Using the growth indicator only to determine High Progress rewards schools is consistent with the WVAI design.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Whether reward schools could also have low graduation rates (i.e. graduation rate is not one of the criteria explicitly listed) is unclear.
It is unclear whether reward schools could also have low attendance rates. 

 Peers were concerned that the WVAI scale inflates the observed performance measure.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should clarify the attendance and graduation rates as clear indicators of identification.
WVDE should provide more information about simulations to signal whether the identification process was meaningful in practice.


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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Even though WVDE already has a number of high performance recognition systems in place, it is proposing a new system of school recognition to align with ESEA flexibility.  WVDE will consult with a number of stakeholder groups to determine how to make the multiple designations meaningful to schools. 


	Strengths
	Public recognition by the Legislature, Governor, etc., with certificates and banners, is planned.
Reward schools will be recognized in a full-day event that includes opportunities for collaborative professional development (p. 104).


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	There is a lack of information on how WVDE will develop meaningful awards in consolidation with existing rewards programs (p. 103).


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	As a reward, WVDE should consider relief from some compliance procedures and requirements (consistent with Federal and State law) or monitoring.


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: (0 Yes or 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
	Although WVDE describes a multi-faceted set of processes to be implemented in priority schools, the components do not represent all the components noted in 2.D.iii.



	Strengths
	The WVDE school improvement process is based upon Project Assist and is aligned with the SIG transformation model.

The processes described to implement interventions in priority schools are proactive, including use of protocols, surveys, data analysis, use of outside partners for support, regular reporting and professional development (pp. 108-109).



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	WVDE plans to use the entire WVAI score in identifying priority schools (p. 106).
WVDE interventions do not reflect the turnaround principles (e.g., the discussion about principal performance is limited to “perceptual data”) (p. 108).
The intervention processes do not include the components of principal reassignment, teacher transfer, or obligatory redesigning of the school day or week.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should include all components of the ESEA turnaround principles into its priority school interventions.   


2.D.iii.b Peer Response
Response: (1 Yes or 5 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
	WVDE provided a list of improvement activities, but they were not specific and targeted to the needs of priority schools.

	Strengths
	Activities appear consistent with those used to improve student achievement.
Designated school improvement coordinators will serve as the liaison between the state and districts with priority schools.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Additional information is needed about who the school improvement coordinators will be (e.g. qualifications, accountability).
No direct interventions are clearly linked to the early warning system (p. 109).
WVDE plans to implement the interventions in the same way as SIG schools.  It would be helpful to get a sense of the extent to which they have been successful in West Virginia to date.

There was an extensive list of professional development for all teachers associated with Principle 1; however, it is not clear how specific areas are tailored to the priority schools in line with the differentiation warranted given their low performance.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should provide more information about the differentiation for priority schools (e.g. more than a bulleted list) (p. 109).
WVDE should require priority schools to participate in targeted state-level professional development and not just receive special consideration (p. 110).


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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	WVDE will identify priority schools using the new process in the 2012-2013 school year. 

	Strengths
	WVDE provides milestones and timelines for implementation prior to the start of the 2013-2014 school year (p. 111, Table 2.19).

Implementation is progressive with interventions adopted in all priority schools by 2014-2015.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None


2.D.v Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 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
	WVDE did provide exit criteria. 

	Strengths
	Three years of implementing interventions consistent with the turnaround principles are required prior to exiting priority school status.
Criteria representing key performance indicators are included. 

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None 


2.E
Focus Schools  

2.E.i Peer Response
Response: (6 Yes or 0 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
	WVDE’s process identifies focus schools across grade spans (p. 115).

	Strengths
	Logical connection in using the WVAI Gap measure to identify focus schools exists.

Non-Title I schools that have achievement gaps larger than the highest ranked Title I focus schools are identified.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Identification of the lowest 10 percent may be influenced by transformation of data within the WVAI.


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None.


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

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

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

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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	WVDE’s process and timeline do not ensure that each LEA will identify the needs of its focus schools and their students and implement interventions based on student needs in focus schools at the start of the 2013-2014 school year.

	Strengths
	The WVDE early warning system (based on research by Balfanz) is used to identify at-risk students in need of targeted intervention (p. 117).

Focus schools will receive support from Regional Education Service Agencies (RESAs), including their special education, wellness, and professional development services.  They will also receive support from their LEAS.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	WVDE did not provide a timeline for implementation (p. 117).
Focus schools appear to get “special” consideration for inclusion in state-level professional development; however, it appears the interventions are driven by the LEA and coordinated by the RESA.

It is unclear how services provided by RESAs will be different than prior work.  If they are the same, the peers question whether it is reasonable to expect different or better outcomes.


Discussion of reallocating resources from supplemental educational services (SES) and choice would be more powerful if quantified (i.e., how many resources did LEAs actually devote to SES and choice?) (p. 117).
WVDE identified the three most prevalent achievement gaps (economically disadvantaged, students with disabilities, African American students) but never identified the targeted, specific interventions matched to the expertise in the RESAs.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should quantify resources reallocated from SES and choice to focus schools.
WVDE should provide more information about selection of RESAs and their job responsibilities as well as how WVDE will hold them accountable.


2.E.iv Peer Response
Response: (0 Yes or 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
	WVDE provides criteria for exiting focus status; however, significant progress is not defined. 

	Strengths
	The request requires two consecutive years of performance before exiting (p.119).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	The criteria for decreasing a subgroup gap are unclear; it appears as if schools can set their own targets.

 There are no established targets for the achievement-gap reduction.


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	In line with urgency warranted given performance levels, peers suggest WVDE should reconsider its requirement of retaining focus schools in that status for a minimum of three years because it removes incentives for schools to progress more quickly. 


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

2.F.i Peer Response 

Response: (3 Yes or 3 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
	WVDE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system provides supports for other Title I schools that, based on WVDE’s new AMOs and other measures, are not making progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  Some peers felt incentives were not addressed.

	Strengths
	Supports include annual information on their AMOs and capacity-building activities (informed by earlier SIG support) such as the LEA School Improvement Leadership Academy (p.125). 


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Some basic supports (e.g., school improvement process) and capacity development for LEAs are the only types articulated (p. 125).
More information is needed on the development, implementation, and curriculum of the LEA School Improvement Leadership Academy to support student achievement and narrowing of the achievement gap.  Peers question whether there is a corresponding principal Leadership Academy (e.g., is the evaluation leadership academy mentioned on page 36 related or aligned?).
Why WVDE is electing to introduce two school categorization systems is unclear (p. 86).  The discussion on page 125 reiterates potential confusion.

It appears that other Title I schools may participate in professional development “pending sufficient resources and appropriateness” (p. 126).  This may severely limit their ability to get help. 


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should ensure that various professional development opportunities are aligned (e.g., the School Improvement Leadership Academy, the Teacher Leadership Institutes, and the Evaluation Leadership Institute).

WVDE should provide more clarity on how it plans to allocate “sufficient resources.”


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

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	WVDE does not articulate 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.

	Strengths
	None.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	One needs to infer that the supports will include targeted assistance for teachers of English Learners and students with disabilities (p. 125).


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should clarify how supports are provided to students with disabilities and English Learners. 


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 or 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
	WVDE provided strategies for building capacity.  The roles and responsibilities are described in Table 2.21 (pp. 127-128).  However, peers expressed concern that the process is incomplete and unlikely to improve student learning.

	Strengths
	Table 2.21 provides macro-level, differentiated supports by school classification.

WVDE plans to leverage regional support providers.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Targeted schools have little to no supports.  There is minimal capacity development of RESA or LEA staff.

How RESA personnel are selected, monitored, or held accountable for service provision is not clear.


Capacity building at the LEA level appears to be limited to providing guidance (p. 128).


The statement regarding reliance on the “transformation” model outlined for priority schools implies that the WVDE model reflects the ESEA flexibility’s turnaround principles but it does not.


The request lacks details regarding accountability.

The process for review and approval of external providers is not described.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should develop a process that integrates its accountability system (WVAI), capacity building strategies, and evaluative feedback in terms of student achievement and the effectiveness of the strategies implemented. 

WVDE should consider a more substantive role for LEA personnel in the accountability system. 


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
	West Virginia proposes a plan of differentiated recognition, accountability and support based on the WVAI.  It is not clear that the plan will improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.



	Strengths
	WVDE reduced the minimum “n-size” from 50 to 20.

Even though WVDE already has a number of high-performance recognition systems in place, it is proposing a new system of school recognition to align with ESEA flexibility.  WVDE will consult with a number of stakeholder groups to determine how to make the designations meaningful to schools.

The WVDE early warning system (based on research by Balfanz) is used to identify at-risk students in need of targeted intervention (p. 117).

Focus schools will receive support from Regional Education Service Agencies (RESAs), including their special education, wellness, and professional development services.  They will also receive support from their LEAs.

WVDE used data to test and evaluate the accountability design.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	While WVDE articulates a system and describes supports for the purpose of closing achievement gaps, it is not clear that the methodology or the targets are adequate to close the achievement gap for all subgroups of students. 

Four classifications of schools (highly effective, effective, needs improvement, and targeted for support) and then three labels (priority, focus, and reward) may be confusing to stakeholders (p. 69).  It is unclear that there is value in maintaining state categories as well as federal ones.

AMOs are not solely proficiency-based as required in ESEA Flexibility. WVAI includes non-proficiency indicators within its AMOs.  (Figure 2.2).
WVDE has defined AMOs with the goal of every school being classified as effective by 2020 (p. 93). However, the proposed increases in AMOs do not meet the rigor of Options A or B (pp. 99-100).
WVDE provided a list of improvement activities but they were not specific and targeted to the needs of priority schools.

The consequences for not meeting AMOs seem pretty timid (i.e., resubmit plan, make strategic plans available to public) (p. 101).
WVDE’s interventions do not reflect the turnaround principles (e.g., the discussion about principal performance is limited to “perceptual data”) (p. 108). 

There was an extensive list of professional development for all teachers associated with Principle 1; however, it is not clear how specific areas are tailored to the priority schools in line with the differentiation warranted given their low performance.

WVDE identified the three most prevalent achievement gaps (economically disadvantaged, students with disabilities, African American students) but never identified the targeted, specific interventions matched to the expertise in the RESAs.
More information is needed on the development, implementation, and curriculum of the LEA School Improvement Leadership Academy to support student achievement and narrowing of the achievement gap. Is there a corresponding principal Leadership Academy e.g. is the evaluation leadership academy mentioned on pg. 36 related or aligned?

AMOs are not solely proficiency-based as required in ESEA Flexibility. WVAI includes non-proficiency indicators within its AMOs.  (Figure 2.2).



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should increase the target performance rigor so that appropriate expectations are set for all students to meet college- and career-ready standards.
WVDE should include all components of the turnaround principles into its current SIG transformation model.   

WVDE should ensure that various professional development opportunities are aligned (e.g., the School Improvement Leadership Academy, the Teacher Leadership Institutes, and the Evaluation Leadership Institute).


WVDE should develop a process that integrates its accountability system (WVAI), capacity building strategies, and evaluative feedback in terms of student achievement and the effectiveness of the strategies implemented.





Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

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

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

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

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

Response: (6 Yes or 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
	WVDE has already developed teacher evaluation guidelines that have been approved by WVBE.  WVDE will submit new leader evaluation guidelines for approval by WVBE in early 2013.

	Strengths
	WVDE began work on teaching standards in 2007; WVBE approved the standards in April 2009 (p. 130).  The teacher standards serve as the basis for the development of the teacher evaluation system.

WVDE’s work on new leader standards also began in 2007.  The working group anticipates submitting its standards for approval by the WVBE in early 2013.  Peers commend the close connection between principal preparation programs at the IHEs in West Virginia and the educator evaluation development process (p. 132).  

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None


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

Response: (6 Yes, 0 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
	WVDE involved on an ongoing basis teachers and principals in the development of the guidelines and will continue to seek their input.

	Strengths
	WVBE established evaluation task forces for both the teacher and principal evaluation systems in fall 2010, consisting of WVBE members, teachers, teacher organization leaders, IHEs, county and building administrators, and legislative liaisons (p. 130).
Although West Virginia’s legislation authorizing the implementation of a statewide educator evaluation system was signed fairly recently (2012), it appears that the task forces have been used extensively and will continue to provide direct feedback throughout the evaluation system process (pp. 132-133).


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	None

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should continue to engage key stakeholders in the evaluation system process. 


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 B
Response: NA
	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
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.i, Option B.ii:  ED Staff will review B.ii. [Evidence of adoption of final guidelines by the SEA]
3.A.i, Option B.iii Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option B
Response: NA
	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
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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 B
Response: NA
	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
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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 B
Response: NA
	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
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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

Response: (Yes or 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
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


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: (4 Yes or 2 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
	WVDE’s close connection with its system of county school districts appears to ensure a process in which LEA’s can conduct the appropriate development of high-quality local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  Timelines do reflect key actions, responsible parties, and demonstration of evidence and resources.



	Strengths
	Two schools in each county school system will participate in the revised pilot system in 2012-2013, providing immediate feedback within each county (p. 138).
The 55 districts involved in the pilot will design a specialized system of professional support, including support for teachers of English Learners and students with disabilities. (pp. 134, 139).  The support is “intended to improve teaching based on evaluation results.”

WVDE has a model of state-supported flexibility (Cabell County) in induction and mentoring for other counties to refer to (p. 139).
County districts will need to demonstrate their incorporation of the state guidelines for evaluation in order to receive state funding for beginning teachers and mentors (p. 139).  A necessary requirement for county plans of support is the identification of professional development for teachers and principals based on data from evaluation, needs identified by both groups, and student learning data (p. 140).

The West Virginia Online Educator Evaluation System will collect data from observations and other documentation (p. 141).

WVDE’s timeline and detailed outline of implementation reflects a rational plan to first pilot and then fully implement the guidelines.


	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	As noted in the timeline itself, the process for developing evaluation systems will be challenged by its short timeline for completion (pp. 140-141).

WVDE does not describe a process for reviewing district systems.  Districts must submit a plan for a comprehensive system of support in March 2013.


Creating student goals is a component of evaluation systems, but it is not as clear about how student achievement is measured, tracked, and included.


Teacher and leader effectiveness measures are not yet determined, but will result from data analysis collected from the online sources and pilot data (pp. 142, 143).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	Based on lessons learned from the pilot, WVDE may wish to establish standardized processes for use in statewide implementation. 

WVDE should build on knowledge gained from prior initiatives (e.g., the Buck Institute for Education).


Principle 3 Overall Review

Principle 3 Overall Review Peer Response 

Response: (5 Yes or 1 No)
	Principle 3 Overall Review
	Are the SEA’s guidelines and the SEA’s process for ensuring, as applicable, LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of evaluation and support systems comprehensive, coherent, and likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Although still in its early stages, WVDE’s guidelines and process for ensuring appropriate LEA participation in all aspects of teacher and principal evaluation systems appear to be on-track.  If WVDE is able to implement the plan as outlined (pp. 140-146), the evaluation systems are likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement.



	Strengths
	There is evidence of key stakeholder participation.
WVDE developed a long-range plan for its teacher and principal evaluation systems.
 

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	WVDE is challenged by a short timeframe to develop meaningful evaluation systems.


	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE should devote adequate resources to developing systems, procedures, and structures to support an ambitious evaluation plan that includes student academic achievement as a significant component. 
There is a lack of specificity in how the WVDE and its LEAs’ IT infrastructures will support the ambitious evaluation plan (e.g., locally developed assessments, teacher of record).


Overall Evaluation of Request

Overall Evaluation Peer Response

Response: (2 Yes or 4 No)
	Overall Evaluation
	Did the SEA provide a comprehensive and coherent approach for implementing the waivers and principles in its request for the flexibility?  Overall, is implementation of the SEA’s approach likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	WVDE presents a multifaceted approach of implementing ESEA flexibility, and there are many strengths.  Peers expressed concern, however, that  there are significant gaps that need to be addressed in order for the plans in WVDE’s request to have the desired outcome for students.

WVDE invested significant resources, time, and money to engage and consult with a diverse array of key stakeholders (e.g., parents, teachers, administrators, state and local boards of education) in developing the flexibility request. 

WVDE has developed an in-depth plan to transition to and implement college- and career-ready standards and related assessments.  The plan involves multiple levels of state support systems and specific efforts to improve instruction for all students, including students with disabilities, low-performing students, and English Learners.

The WVAI and transformation model clearly reflect expectations, supports and interventions.  It is not clear, however, that the plan will improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.  Of particular concern to peer reviewers were methodological aspects of the WVAI and relatively modest performance and growth expectations.

WVDE has proposed a plan of differentiated recognition, accountability and support that will be implemented by 2013-2014 to improve school performance.  However, the plan for priority schools does not incorporate the turnaround principles articulated by ESEA Flexibility.  Furthermore, peers could not discern distinct changes in recognition, accountability or support structures.  Consequently, peers were concerned that these structures would not lead to substantively different outcomes (e.g., WVDE plans to use largely its current recognition programs and regional support systems). 

While still very much in the preliminary planning phase, the WVDE’s guidelines and process for ensuring appropriate LEA participation in all aspects of teacher and principal evaluation systems appear to be on-track.  If WVDE is able to implement the plan as outlined (pp. 140-146), the plan has the potential to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement.

	Strengths
	WVDE was very proactive about engaging key stakeholders in the process of developing its ESEA flexibility request.

WVDE’s plan to implement CCSS reflects a commitment to implementing the common core and related assessments in a meaningful way that should increase academic rigor and drive improved instruction and outcomes for students.  Accordingly, resources dedicated to professional development should yield dividends in the form of well-prepared teachers and administrators.

WVDE began implementation of the college and career ready standards in September 2010.  In January 2011, the WVBE approved a schedule of implementation for the standards.  The flexibility request outlines the milestones, timelines, evidence, responsibility, and resources for implementation of the standards.  The WVDE identified specific strategies for students with disabilities, English Learners, and low-achieving students to gain access to the content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  



	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Numerous activities focused on implementing the CCSS; however, a larger strategic implementation plan or theory of action is not evident.  Peers expressed concern that the absence of a clear macro-level vision could undermine micro-level implementation.
Methodological issues related to the weighting of specific factors within the WVAI may undermine extent to which the WVAI is an effective tool to rank schools according to aggregated performance.  For instance, the weight of adequate growth — 10 percent in elementary/middle schools split between English/language arts and math and 5 percent in high schools split between English and math — is justified in the narrative (p. 77), but may not reflect appropriate expectations for all students to meet college- and career-ready standards.  Furthermore, peers were concerned that the narrative did not articulate a clear rationale for or impact of the multiplier on each indicator.  The compensatory nature of the indicators may lead to unintentional consequences (e.g., growth does not overshadow proficiency).  Further, the peers also had questions about the rationale and empirical evidence associated with the weighting of the growth indicator (actual v. observed growth).

AMOs are not proficiency-based except for the proficiency indicator within the more inclusive WVAI.  The proficiency indicator, based solely on math and reading scores, is based on aggregated scores to determine proficiency rates; however, the observed rates are then rescaled in such a manner to lower performance (p. 72, Figure 2.2).
The WVAI includes non-achievement data (i.e., attendance rates 15 percent and high school 15 percent).  These indicators are also subjected to the multiplier that effectively distorts actual performance into WVAI perceived performance.  These data transformation constraints inflate actual scores.  For example, graduation rates below 80 percent (ACGR) could be at the 7th decile position and earn 80 un-weighted index points sufficient for a high school to be classified as highly effective, holding all other indicators constant.

WVDE’s goal of having every child in an effective, as opposed to a highly effective, school seems somewhat modest and not ambitious.
The consequences for not meeting AMOs are relatively timid (i.e., resubmit plan, make strategic plans available to public) (p. 101).  Conversely, WVDE’s ESEA flexibility request does not articulate a clear and rational strategy to leverage incentives to drive desired behavior (e.g., extend operational flexibility or autonomy in return for sustaining dramatic district and school-level changes that lead to improvements in student outcomes).
For a school not meeting AMOs, the process of revising its strategic plan and presenting it to the LEA and public alone may not provide the necessary support to drive change (p. 101).  Follow-through and accountability for outcomes are necessary.

Every school should meet or exceed the current effective school cut (50th/60th percentile rank) by 2020. (p. 93).  Whether this goal will lead to all students being college- and career-ready is not clear.

The AMO targets are set by school level but not by subgroups (pp. 97-98).
The four specific classifications of schools (i.e., highly effective, effective, needs improvement, and targeted for support) and then three federal labels (i.e., priority, focus, and reward schools) may be confusing to stakeholders (p. 69).  Furthermore, WVDE does not outline a clear rationale for maintaining state categories as well as federal ones.

The proposed system of differentiated support for priority schools does not reflect the turnaround principles (e.g., effective leaders and teachers).  Of particular concern was the lack of substantive discussion regarding the importance of evaluating existing and selecting new principals to lead priority schools.

Peers reviewers were troubled by the apparently low-expectations for growth and performance noted in the flexibility request.  Statements regarding prioritizing staff morale over ambitious expectations for student achievement were particularly worrisome given the relatively low-performance of priority schools.  The WVDE needs to communicate high expectations and a sense of urgency, particularly for priority schools, to drive meaningful change.  While it may not be realistic to dramatically change performance in a single year (e.g., improve from priority to reward school in a single year), it is appropriate to articulate high expectations and outline clear and tangible consequences for failure to take critical actions (e.g., hold principals and teachers accountable for performance) sooner than three years into a turnaround or transformation effort. 

Effective principal and teacher evaluation systems that incorporate observations as well as performance data require not only professional development but an effective assessment and data management system.  Successfully implementing such a system is difficult and time consuming.  Peers supported WVDE’s ambitious timeline for implementation but were concerned that the proposed timeline may not be realistic and may undermine success. 



	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	WVDE would benefit from developing and proactively communicating a strategic vision that allows communication with various constituency groups regarding the roll out of all three flexibility principles

WVDE has identified a number of professional development opportunities along with expansion of access to accelerated learning opportunities for students; however, a coherent approach to implementation would assist in resource allocation in this area.

WVDE should run simulations using WVAI to test underlying assumptions and component weights and verify that the results reflect WVDE’s intent.  Simulations will also reveal idiosyncratic outcomes that may necessitate methodological adjustments. 

WVDE should examine expectations and revisit its “ambitious but realistic standard.”  Raising expectations will require central- and school-level administrators and staff to alter their practice in a substantive manner (e.g., use formative assessments to inform instruction and deliver interventions).

WVDE should submit impact data regarding subgroups, specifically students with disabilities, English Learners, and low achieving students to ED.
WVDE should review and integrate all ESEA flexibility turnaround principles into its flexibility request.
WVDE should devote adequate resources to developing systems, procedures, and structures to support its ambitious teacher and principal evaluation systems.  More attention is required to flesh out how the IT infrastructure will support ambitious evaluation systems (e.g., locally developed assessments, teacher of record).
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