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April 19, 2013
Richard Carranza
Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District
555 Franklin Street
San Francisco, CA  94102
Dear Superintendent Carranza:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,
/s/
Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image10.wmf]

United States Department of Education

office of elementary and secondary education

April 19, 2013
Dr. John Deasy
Superintendent, Los Angeles Unified School District
333 S. Beaudry Ave.
Los Angeles, CA  90017
Dear Superintendent Deasy:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,

/s/

Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image2.png]




United States Department of Education

office of elementary and secondary education

April 19, 2013
Michael E. Hanson
Superintendent, Fresno Unified School District
2309 Tulare Street
Fresno, CA  93721
Dear Superintendent Hanson:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,

/s/

Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image3.png]




United States Department of Education

office of elementary and secondary education

April 19, 2013
Marcus P. Johnson
Superintendent, Sanger Unified School District
1905 Seventh Street
Sanger, CA  93657
Dear Superintendent Johnson:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,

/s/

Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image4.png]




United States Department of Education

office of elementary and secondary education

April 19, 2013
Dr. Thelma Melendez de Santa Ana
Superintendent, Santa Ana Unified School District
1601 East Chestnut Ave.
Santa Ana, CA 92701
Dear Superintendent Melendez de Santa Ana:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,

/s/

Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image5.png]




United States Department of Education

office of elementary and secondary education

April 19, 2013
Jonathan P. Raymond
Superintendent, Sacramento City Unified School District
5735 47th Ave.
Sacramento, CA  95824
Dear Superintendent Raymond:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,

/s/

Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image6.png]




United States Department of Education

office of elementary and secondary education

April 19, 2013
Christopher J. Steinhauser
Superintendent, Long Beach City Unified School District
1515 Hughes Way
Long Beach, CA  90810
Dear Superintendent Steinhauser:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,

/s/

Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image7.png]




United States Department of Education

office of elementary and secondary education

April 19, 2013
Tony Smith
Superintendent, Oakland City Unified School District
1025 Second Ave.
Oakland, CA  94606
Dear Superintendent Smith:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,

/s/

Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image8.png]




United States Department of Education

office of elementary and secondary education

April 19, 2013
Dr. Janet Young
Superintendent, Clovis Unified School District
1450 Herndon Ave.
Clovis, CA  93611
Dear Superintendent Young:

Thank you for submitting a request for waivers under section 9401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended (ESEA), as one of the nine local educational agencies (LEAs) in California participating in the California Office to Reform Education (CORE).
  We appreciate the hard work required to effectively transition to college- and career-ready standards and assessments; developing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; and evaluating and supporting teacher and leader effectiveness.  The U.S. Department of Education (Department) is encouraged that CORE is committed to increasing the quality of instruction and improving student academic achievement for your students.  Each of the superintendents who signed CORE’s request for waivers is receiving a copy of this letter.

CORE’s request was reviewed by a panel of six peer reviewers during the weeks of April 2 and 8, 2013.  During the review, the peers considered each component of CORE’s request and provided comments in the form of Peer Panel Notes that the Secretary will use to inform any revisions to your request that may be needed in order for the request to be approved.  The Peer Panel Notes, a copy of which is enclosed with this letter, also provide feedback on the strengths of CORE’s request and areas that would benefit from further development.  Department staff members have also carefully reviewed CORE’s request, taking into account the Peer Panel Notes.

The peers noted, and the Department’s staff members agree, that CORE’s request was particularly strong with respect to the plan to implement college- and career-ready standards.  For example, the peers noted that CORE has been developing a standards transition plan since California adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010 and, since that time, the LEAs have been working collaboratively to implement the CCSS in English/language arts and mathematics, including developing new performance tasks, formative assessments, instructional materials and professional development.
At the same time, based on the peer reviewers’ comments and our review of the materials CORE has provided to date, we have identified certain components of your request that need further clarification, additional development, or revision.  In particular, concerns were identified with respect to the following:

· How CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including the need to describe a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.

· Elements included in CORE’s proposed accountability system, including the use of assessments only in the highest grade level of a school for accountability purposes, the use of multi-grade assessments, and the emphasis on non-academic indicators, and that the use of these measures may mask low achievement and lead to negative unintended consequences.  

· Elements that are missing from CORE’s proposed accountability system, including subgroup accountability, graduation rate accountability, and clear identification of schools in improvement categories.

· The rigor, specificity, and timing of interventions in priority, focus, and other Title I schools.

· The lack of detail regarding CORE’s plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems, and subsequent individual LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of systems that are consistent with those guidelines.

The enclosed document provides details regarding these concerns, as well as other key issues raised in the review of CORE’s request, that must be addressed before the Secretary can approve your request.  We encourage CORE to consider all of the peers’ comments and technical assistance suggestions in making revisions to its request, but we encourage you to focus primarily on addressing the concerns identified on the enclosed document.
Department staff will reach out to CORE in the coming days to set up a call during which we will provide relevant technical assistance suggestions and other considerations that may be useful as you revise and refine your request.  During that call, we will also discuss the timeline and process for providing revisions to CORE’s request, including how we can ensure that CORE has sufficient time to sufficiently address the concerns identified on the enclosed list while still ensuring that, if CORE’s request is approved, the CORE LEAs have sufficient time to plan and prepare for implementation.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Leslie Clithero at 202-260-1840.  Thank you for your continued commitment to improving educational outcomes for students in California.  

Sincerely,

/s/

Deborah S. Delisle
Assistant Secretary

Enclosure

cc: Rick Miller, Executive Director, CORE

SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING CORE’S REQUEST FOR WAIVERS UNDER SECTION 9401 OF THE ESEA
CONSULTATION
· Please provide more information on the steps that CORE took to meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities and describe how CORE will meaningfully engage teachers and their representatives and diverse stakeholders and communities as it continues to develop and implement its plan.  Consultation Questions 1 and 2. 
PrincipLE 1: college- and career-ready expectations for all students

· Please provide additional information regarding CORE’s plan to support the transition to college- and career-ready standards for each of the CORE LEAs, including details of implementation support activities, proposed timelines and resources for completion of key tasks, and mechanisms for monitoring local implementation.  See 1.B.

· Please explain how CORE’s plan to transition to college- and career-ready standards will:

· Ensure that English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students gain access to and learn content aligned with college- and career-ready standards.  See 1.B.
· Expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.  See 1.B.
· Please describe CORE’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 2014-2015.  See 1.B.
PrincipLE 2: core-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s proposed system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support:

· Include the results of annual assessments in grades 3 through 8 and high school, in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, in the proposed accountability system, rather than only at the highest grade level of students in a school.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Provide additional detail about the indicators that CORE will include in the accountability system for the 20122013 school year, the 20132014 school year, and the 20142015 school year and beyond, including an explanation of the rationale for the selection of the indicators and a detailed plan for finalizing selection, weighting, and specific targets.  See 2.A.i., 2.A.i.a, 2.A.ii.
· Address the concern that using the proposed social/emotional and school/district culture and climate indicators for accountability purposes may result in negative unintended consequences (e.g., the possibility that students who need additional services may not receive them due to an emphasis on reducing the identification of English Learners and students with disabilities, and the possibility of masking low achievement and graduation rates).  See 2.A.i.
· Specify how CORE will include graduation rates, including subgroup graduation rates, in its proposed accountability system.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Clarify how the current State assessments, district-developed common assessments, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments will be aligned and included in the academic domain.  See 2.A.i.a.
· Explain how CORE will ensure consistency of school performance ratings, especially in the identification of reward, priority and focus schools, since each LEA may develop and include additional measures for school performance.  See 2.A.i.a.

· Address the concern that use of multi-grade assessments may result in out–of-grade level assessments and instruction and describe how those assessments will be aligned to the curriculum standards of the grades tested.  See 2.A.i.a. 

· Describe how the performance of students with disabilities who participate in California’s alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards and alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement standards will be included in the accountability system, and how CORE will apply the 1 percent and 2 percent caps on the number of students who may be counted as proficient based on those assessments.  See 2.A.i.
· Clarify how CORE intends to use N-size for accountability and reporting purposes.  See 2.A.i.
· Explain how schools will be held accountable for meeting the requirement for 95 percent participation rate on State assessments for all ESEA subgroups.  See 2.A.i.
· Please provide additional detail about how CORE will establish the annual measureable objectives (AMOs) it will use for local accountability purposes, demonstrate that the AMOs are educationally sound, and specify how the AMOs will require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress.  See 2.B.

· Please describe how CORE will use the State’s existing AMOs in addition to CORE’s local AMOs as part of its accountability system.  See 2.B.

· Please make the following demonstrations regarding reward, priority, and focus schools.  Given the similarity between the demonstration that CORE must make and the demonstration that SEAs that requested ESEA flexibility were required to make, you might wish to consult the document titled Demonstrating that an SEA's Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions for helpful information regarding how to make these demonstrations.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified as reward schools the highest-achieving and highest-progress Title I schools within the CORE LEAs.

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least five percent of its Title I schools as priority schools, and that these priority schools are: (1) among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools within the CORE LEAs; (2) SIG served Tier I or Tier II schools; or (3) Title I participating or eligible schools that have had a graduation rate below 60 percent over a number of years.  

· Demonstrate that CORE has identified at least ten percent of its Title I schools
·  as focus schools, and that these focus schools are: (1) schools that have the largest within-school gaps between the highest-achieving subgroup or subgroups and the lowest-achieving subgroup or subgroups or, at the high school level, have the largest within-school gaps in graduation rates (“within-school-gaps” focus schools), or (2) schools that have a subgroup or subgroups with low achievement or, at the high school level, low graduation rates (“low-achieving subgroup” focus schools).

· Ensure that schools are not identified as both a priority and a focus school. 

· Ensure that any Title I high school with a graduation rate less than 60 percent over a number of years that is not identified as a priority school is identified as a focus school.

· Please address concerns regarding reward schools:

· Describe how the recognition and rewards proposed by CORE for its highest-performing and high progress schools are likely to be considered meaningful by the schools and demonstrate that CORE has consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its system of recognition.  See 2.C.iii.
· Provide additional detail on the proposed partnerships of reward schools with priority and focus schools, including the process of matching reward schools with priority and focus schools that have similar needs and the training and oversight of the partnering process.  See 2.C.
· Explain which reward school activities will be funded with Title I funds.  See 2.C.  

· Explain the rationale for allowing a priority school to be identified as a reward school before it exits priority status.  See 2.C.
· Please address concerns regarding priority schools:

· Demonstrate that all LEAs with one or more priority schools will implement, for at least three years, meaningful interventions aligned with all of the turnaround principles, concurrently, in each priority school starting no later than the 2014–2015 school year.  See 2.D.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and priority schools will provide priority schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.D.iii.
· Clarify the distinction between the different categories of priority schools and the interventions that are required in each category.  See 2.D.iv.
· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for priority schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that priority schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.D.iii.b.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for priority schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps, including specifying whether the State-level AMOs or CORE-specific AMOs will be used to determine whether priority schools may exit status.  See 2.D.v.

· Please address concerns regarding focus schools:

· Provide a clear timeline demonstrating that interventions in focus schools will begin in the first semester of the 20132014 school year.  See 2.E.iii.
· Provide examples of and justifications for the interventions CORE will require focus schools to implement, and demonstrate that those interventions are aligned to the reason for the school’s identification, appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, and high), and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities.  See 2.E.iii.
· Demonstrate that the proposed matching between reward and focus schools will provide focus schools with sufficient support to make significant and sustained improvement in student achievement and closing of achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iii.

· Describe the steps CORE will take to ensure meaningful consequences for focus schools that do not make progress after full implementation of interventions, including by revising the timeline for interventions so that focus schools do not languish for up to seven years.  See 2.E.iv.
· Strengthen CORE’s proposed exit criteria for focus schools to ensure that they will result in significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  See 2.E.iv.
· Please address issues regarding supports and incentives for other Title I schools:

· Demonstrate that CORE’s AMOs and the State’s existing AMOs and graduation rate targets for ESEA subgroups, along with other measures, are used to identify other Title I schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps, and to provide interventions and supports for those schools.  See 2.F.i.
· Provide additional information regarding how other Title I schools will address the instructional needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See 2.F.ii.
· Please address issues regarding LEA and school capacity:

· Provide additional information about how CORE will ensure timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools, by strengthening the process to hold LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance and ensuring that the needs of all students are met, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students.  See. 2.G.i.
· Provide greater detail on the rigor of the peer review process and the training and oversight for that process.  See 2.G.i.
· Describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by CORE to support the implementation of interventions, as well as how CORE will recruit and retain skilled providers.  See 2.G.i.
· Explain how CORE will leverage Federal, State, and local funds, as well as funds that LEAs were previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), to support the implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools identified under CORE’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system.  See 2.G.ii.
PRINCIPLE 3: SUPPORTING EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION AND LEADERSHIP

· Please address concerns regarding CORE’s plans for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems: 
· Provide a high-quality plan to develop and adopt guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by the end of the 20122013 school year, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.A.i. 

· Provide additional information on how teachers (including teachers of diverse populations) and principals will be involved in the development of guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems.  See 3.A.i.   
· Provide additional information on how consistency will be ensured in educator evaluation ratings across all CORE LEAs since LEAs may include additional evaluation measures.  See 3.A.i. 

· Describe how the teacher and principal evaluation and support systems will include as a significant factor data on student growth for all students.  See 3.A.i.
· Please provide a high-quality plan for ensuring that CORE’s LEAs develop, adopt, pilot, and implement teacher and principal evaluation and support systems that are consistent with CORE’s guidelines, including key milestones and activities, a detailed timeline, party or parties responsible, evidence of progress, resources, and significant obstacles.  See 3.B.
· Please explain how the CORE LEAs plan to work with teachers and administrators, or as appropriate, their designated representatives, in order to implement the evaluation and support plans outlined in the request.  See 3.B.
additional considerations

· Please address concerns about how CORE will ensure transparency and communicate the operation of multiple accountability systems, including by describing a process for providing clear, transparent information to LEAs, schools, parents, and other stakeholders about the Federal-, State-, and CORE-level accountability requirements, including State- and CORE-level AMOs, and how they apply.
· Please set an annual deadline by which additional LEAs will be able to join CORE that will allow for new LEAs to implement in time for the approaching school year and for implementation of interventions and supports in priority, focus and other Title I schools in all LEAs.
· Please provide a timeline describing when CORE would notify LEAs of expulsion from CORE, should expulsion be necessary.  (Note that CORE does not have the authority to terminate waivers granted by the Department.)[image: image9.png]
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