SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING PENNSYLVANIA’S ESEA FLEXIBILITY REQUEST

CONSULTATION

· Please provide more specific information regarding the steps Pennsylvania took to modify its request based on stakeholder input, particularly from organizations representing parents, students with disabilities and English Learners.  See Consultation Question 2.
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding professional development and training, as well as subsequent monitoring, to ensure that English Learners and students with disabilities have equitable access to college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Please provide additional detail on Pennsylvania’s plan to transition from assessing some students with disabilities using alternate assessments based on modified academic achievement standards to assessing these students using the State’s high-quality assessments by 201415.  See 1.B.

PrincipLE 2: state-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please provide annual measurable objectives for the State, LEAs, and schools that are ambitious but achievable, set separately for reading/language arts and mathematics, and applied separately to each ESEA subgroup.

· Explain how the proposed 50-percent gap closure target over six years can be met if a school meets its AMO by satisfying 70 percent of the annual gap reduction target.  See 2.A.i, 2A.i.a, and 2.B.

· Please address concerns regarding Pennsylvania’s proposed differentiated accountability system, including the following.

· Provide justification for the proposed use of a new combination of 4-, 5- and 6-year graduation rate data that differs from regulatory requirements.  See 2.B.

· Confirm that a school that is not a focus or priority school meets its graduation rate AMO by making an improvement in its graduation rate that is consistent with the annual targets previously approved by ED.  See 2.B.
· Clarify that the Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System (PVAAS) growth model used for accountability purposes does not control for demographic variables.  See 2.A.i, 2A.i.a.
· Provide the computation rules for all components of Pennsylvania’s School Performance Profiles (SPP).

· Describe the procedural safeguards intended to ensure that the use of promotion rates within the accountability system will not create an incentive to promote students inappropriately.  See 2.A.i, 2A.i.a.
· Increase the weighting of graduation rate within the SPP.  See 2.A.i, 2A.i.a.
· Explain how the SPP includes growth data based on the alternate assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Describe how schools will be held accountable for meeting the 95 percent participation rate requirement.  See 2.A and 2.B.

· Please confirm that the Pennsylvania accountability system includes all schools and holds all schools to the same academic performance standards.

· Address the concern that the seven possible extra-credit points may have a differential impact on the SPP for elementary, middle and secondary schools and may offset poor performance of the historically-underperforming subgroup in different school configurations.  See 2.A.i, 2A.i.a.
· Confirm that accountability determinations for the Career and Technical Centers are based on assessments that are aligned to the Pennsylvania Common Core standards and comparable to the Keystone end-of-course exams.  See 2.A.
· Please address issues regarding reward, priority, and focus schools:

· Demonstrate that Pennsylvania’s final lists of reward, priority, and focus schools meet the definitions in ESEA flexibility.  See the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions.  See 2.C.i., 2.D.i, 2.E.i.

· Demonstrate that Pennsylvania’s proposed interventions in priority schools include actions that address each of the turnaround principles of ESEA flexibility and clarify that priority school interventions will be implemented for three years.  See 2D.iiia, 2D.iii.b.
· Strengthen Pennsylvania’s exit criteria for priority schools so that it is clear that a school that exits priority school status has made significant progress in improving student achievement.  See 2.D.v.

· Describe the specific interventions proposed by Pennsylvania for focus schools, including how these interventions will target the needs of specific subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2E.iii.
· Address concerns that Pennsylvania’s proposed timeline for the implementation of focus interventions would not ensure that such interventions are implemented during the first semester of the 2013-2014 school year, as required by ESEA flexibility.  See 2.E.iii.

· Address concerns regarding the rigor of the exit criteria for focus schools by demonstrating that a school may not exit focus status without making significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps for the subgroup(s) of students for which the school was identified.  See 2E.iv.
· Please provide information regarding the capacity of the State educational agency (SEA) and local educational agencies (LEAs) to provide incentives and supports and to monitor the large number of schools that will be identified within Pennsylvania’s proposed accountability system.  See 2.G.
· Please describe Pennsylvania’s plan for providing incentives and supports, including supports for English learners and students with disabilities, in other (i.e., non-priority, non-focus) Title I schools that, based on the State’s proposed AMOs and graduation rate targets, are not making progress in improving student achievement, narrowing achievement gaps, or increasing graduation rates.  See 2.F.i.
PrincipLE 3: Supporting effective instruction and leadership
· Please address issues regarding Pennsylvania’s proposed teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, including the following:

· Please describe how the results of the evaluations will be used for continual improvement of instruction and to inform personnel decisions in addition to termination.  See 3.A.ii.
· Teachers who earn a rating of “needs improvement” can remain in the classroom for up to a decade without consequences unless a subsequent rating of “needs improvement” is issued by the same employer within ten years.  Please explain how these teachers will be supported during that time period.  See 3.A.ii.
· Please clarify how Pennsylvania’s principal evaluation guidelines will include as a significant factor data on student growth, consistent with the definition of student growth in ESEA flexibility.  See 3.A.ii.c.
· While 30 percent of the educator’s evaluation is based on value-added data, only 15 percent is based on teacher-specific data.  Please explain how the evaluation system will accurately differentiate teacher performance and prevent obscuring the performance of great teachers in lower performing schools and less effective teachers in great schools.  See 3.A.ii.b.
· Please provide additional information regarding the student learning objectives (SLOs) that will be used for the elective data component; for example, include an example of SLOs, a description of who sets the standards for the SLOs, who develops the SLOs, who approves the SLOs, or who determines if the SLOs have been met.  See 3.A and 3.B.
ADDITIONAL CONCERNS

Pennsylvania does not address what funding it intends to use provide incentives and supports to its non-Title I schools since it is not permissible to use Title I funds for non-Title I schools.  In addition, the SEA proposes using remaining Title I school improvement funding for competitive grants for schools that show improvement, which may not be an allowable use of those funds.

