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Mr. Jupp:  We are now going to move to a place where I think there really isn't the State‑established practice in effect, and what Carmel is going to do is to begin setting expectations by framing our understanding of what we think of as Principle 2, and then 15 minutes in, what we are going to do is bring up two presenters and three discussants, so that we can have a similar conversation about measuring school and district performance.


Carmel, the floor is yours.

MS. MARTIN:  Thanks.


Okay, everybody.  I will be quick, so I can leave more time for the real experts.


I just wanted to give you an overview of what our expectations are with respect to the flexibility requests as they relate to Principle 2.


As we have laid out in our documents, we are asking SEAs to develop a new system of recognition, accountability, and support for all their LEAs and all their Title I schools that provide incentives and supports for continuous improvement.


We want these factors that are outlined here on the slide to be incorporated into that system for all your schools, so looking at your new performance targets, which I'll talk about a little bit more in a second, for your statewide assessments in reading, language arts, and math, graduation rates ‑‑ we're not making any changes to the graduation rate requirements in this package ‑‑ and then school performance and progress over time, so looking for you to incorporate the concept of performance into your new system, and then other measures that you choose to incorporate into your system that are comparable across schools.


In terms of the performance targets, we have laid out some options that States could adopt, and if they pick those options, then the sort of analysis for us is over.  Those are setting targets based on all students being on track to graduate college‑ and career‑ready by 2020, or another option could be setting targets based on cutting your gaps in half within 6 years.


States could adopt a third framework, and basically, the language that we're using in this context and asking peer reviewers to look at is whether those alternative targets are similarly ambitious to the ones that we've laid out in the package.


We are asking you to include as key components to your system an identification and intervention in three different types of schools, one that we are calling "reward schools," asking you to recognize high progress in high‑performing Title I schools and provide them with incentive and recognition.


We would give you flexibility in terms of what that recognition looks like, but at a minimum, we are asking you to identify them and publicly report them.


The second is priority schools, which are the bottom 5 percent of your Title I schools, based on performance on your assessments in English language arts, math, and graduation rates.


And then the third are focus schools where we are asking you to identify the schools with the greatest gaps or the lowest‑performing subgroups or lowest graduation rates.


We are not wedded to these labels.  We are expecting that States would not merely set up a system of accountability only for these categories of schools.  We are basically asking you to make sure that as you set up what we expect to be a more sophisticated system of accountability for all your schools, we're asking that you demonstrate that you are intervening in these schools in the ways that we have described in our documents.


So, with respect to the bottom 5 percent, what we are looking for there is whole school reform, dramatic action, asking you to look at things like governance, leadership, do you have the right teachers in the school, have you looked at the curriculum, are you providing extended learning opportunities, are you trying to bring community‑based actors in to address not just the academic but the non‑academic needs of those students.


With respect to the focus schools, what we are looking for are interventions, that we are not defining them like current law.  We are not trying to define them at the Federal level, but interventions that are really targeting the population that is causing the school to be identified.


Although we do lay out these components, we feel like we have provided a fair amount of flexibility within the components, so there will be lots of work for States to do and determining how they are going to define their performance targets.  Unless they pick one of the first or second option, they will have lots of work to do in determining what other information you will be using in terms of determining intervention in school improvement plans for all your schools, including the focus and priority schools.


Even in the priority and focus school context, there is a fair amount of flexibility in terms of how States put together the information with respect to math and English language arts, assessments, and graduation rates.  You will have to bring that information together in an index.  We very much want you to consider progress in that context as well, growth and progress in that context as well, so there will be decisions that you will need to make in that space.


Then finally, in determining interventions, there's lots of flexibility and therefore lots of responsibility for States in determining what their intervention plans are going to be, support and intervention plans are going to be, again, for all their schools, but even in the context of the priority and focus schools, there is a lot of flexibility given to State and local decision‑making.


In laying out this system, we had some goals in mind that I just wanted to flag.  One is to allow you, as I said yesterday, to build systems based on your own local context.  We really are trying to give you room to innovate, to move to the next generation of accountability systems, not stick with one‑size‑fits‑all frameworks from the Federal level, but at the same time, we really do want to have systems that maintain focus on what we think are the best measures of student performance that we have.  Assessment scores, graduation rates, we purposefully kept those as very core components of the new systems that we were envisioning.  And then ‑‑ but at the same time, wanted to give room for States and localities to take a broader look at school performance, not just to look at test scores and grad rates, but be able to look at other factors, like success at taking AP courses or attendance rates or school climate in schools.


And then finally, we wanted to make sure that we continue the current law focus of driving interventions, not just on whole school performance, but keeping an eye on achievement gaps and then performance of individual subgroups. 


So that's the balance that we were trying to strike in coming up with what underlies Principle 2.  I think moving forward, we think that some of the key questions that you all will have to answer and then our peer reviewers will review are here on this piece of paper, on this slide, and hopefully, the experts can help us think through these issues today a little bit.


And those are how should our core components in our flexibility package be incorporated into the State's own vision of their comprehensive system of recognition, accountability, and support.


The second is how can States refine their systems for measuring school performance, so a more comprehensive view of school performance is used while retaining the focus on proficiency and reading, language arts, mathematics, and graduation rates.


And then finally, how can States work with LEAs to build capacity at the State and local level for continuous improvement, not just in focus and priority schools but all their schools.


So, with that, I will turn it over to the experts, and the Secretary and I will be available during lunch, if you have any questions. 


Thanks.


MR. JUPP:  Thank you, Carmel.

