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MARYLAND LESSONS FOR THE NEXT GENERATION OF NCLB

Executive Summary

An understanding about where No Child Left Behihdwdd go from here may be embedded in the work
that states such as Maryland have done over thevpaslecades on school reform. Even before No
Child left Behind, Maryland began identifying lowenforming schools and intervening. Admittedly,
some of those interventions were inadequate ineseogd breadth, but they helped us understand that
small scale interventions, weak monitoring, and“tence of the lemons” that results from zero-based
staffing attempts often do not work. We learneat thhole-school takeovers only work when there is
good leadership and good teaching, and when thextteintion to both the learning and the conteixt fo
learning. A number of early schools in Marylandttivere placed in “reconstitution” status or thatrev
deemed “reconstitution eligible” at least got a dj@oat of paint, and children were exposed to bette
teaching, though likely only incrementally so ims®instances.

In other instances, schools were taken from scéysiems and were operated independently by vendors,
and they fared well because of close contract mamnagt and attention to parent involvement, good
teaching, and good school-based management. énsptbcal school systems took on the burden of
reform in a serious way and re-staffed or restmactischools for effective teaching.

But a decade after some schools were identifigtbaiserving children well, they continue to landuis

No Child Left Behind, coupled with school finanafarms in Maryland, helped fuel school improvement
as we now require school systems to be fully actaiale to the State Board of Education for the
performance of their schools. That accountabilias further enhanced by the implementation in 26108
a pilot Differentiated Accountability system in Mdand from which we continue to learn lessons about
how to bring about change in education.

Finally, in fall 2008, Maryland began work in eashen a plan to coordinate its technical services a
support for low performing schools and school ayst¢hrough a “Breakthrough Center.” This nerve
center is helping us implement what we believepai@ity services to schools that in a triage model
would be consigned to the dustbin and pronouncédcapable of being turned around. The
Differentiated Accountability model helped us see Yalue of a sort of triage approach that allogtou
plan our work with these schools around their nedlgt our work with the Differentiated Accountatyil
model has been simultaneously enhanced and lirbitede rigidity of No Child Left Behind.

We believe that the introduction of common stangdaadsessments, and possibly formative tools will
give very consistent and comparable feedback dm $tadent and school performance. Further, we
believe that there would then be room to give stitgtude to develop intervention pathways forosh
individually and without regard to federally impdsemetables of progression through school



improvement processes. Is it necessary to watyears to intervene when a school is discoverée to
so dysfunctional as to harm the futures of itsdreih? Is it necessary for a school with failurét a
particular subpopulation or in a specific contameato undergo the organizational equivalent odarth
transplant? If we adopted nationally agreed-tmetperformance measures and then are given latitud
to pace and introduce interventions based on iddalischool needs, is it possible that states could
independently diagnose and treat schools?

No Child Left Behind introduced a higher level @itd collection than ever before. With the intraéhre

of ARRA reforms, that sea of numbers will only groiwould caution that we don't always need more
numbers that are often expensive and complex teatdb affirm what we already know. However,
looking at the effectiveness of teachers and pradsiis a good new direction, though research te ida
uneven on exactly what numbers to use and howpisssible that common formative assessments can
aid us in standardizing some of this data collectmut can we then position principals and
superintendents to exercise judgment rather thawidg hard lines for decisions, and should we et u
such information to incentivize as well as pendlize

The following pages provide some more specific itletdout what we are learning from our school
reform efforts.

What are we learning from Differentiated Accountability?

Maryland’s Differentiated Accountability system haffered a new lens through which the state candoc
a rich history of school improvement strategiese pilot, approved by USDE in 2008, takes steps
toward changing the labels of improvement, corvectiction and restructuring to less pejorative,enor
accurate classifications. These new labels cametdiased on the experience Maryland has had with
school improvement.

We have had an accountability system that idedtiighools for improvement since 1993, long before
most states embarked on this journey. MarylantBsipus identification program was focused on
recognizing those schools with very serious, caiti, comprehensive problems. Only a few schools
were identified. When NCLB was enacted, we tréms#d our existing program into the support to low
performing schools that the new law detailed. mée criteria, with the escalating standards, were
destined to identify more schools but also keepptiegiously identified schools in improvement ssatu
The new schools, entering under NCLB, were oftdikearthe earlier schools in improvement. Although
many schools still fell into the serious, systemiicblems category, they were not always persistent
this poor performance. They were failing before lbigher standards and the attention to subgrdgts t
Maryland, although recognizing and reporting theiggenance of subgroups, had not previously
emphasized in accountability. Further, an incregsiumber of schools began to meet all standards
except those for students with disabilities andliEhdanguage-learning students. The remedies that
Maryland had used previously were not always appatgpfor these schools, which actually needed to
focus their strategies on specific subgroup needs.

Table 1 shows Maryland’'s 2008-2009 schools in almo8l Improvement Process using the
Differentiated Accountability designations.



Table 1: Number of Schoolsin Differentiated Accountability

2008-2009

Differentiated Accountability
Pathway - Developing

Developing

Comprehensive Needs Schools

e “All” Students or

e 3+ Subgroups Not Making
AYP

Developing
Focused Needs Schools
e 2 subgroups
e 3 subgroups with a small
double count, or
e 100% Special Education

Year 1 15 33
Year 2 14 17
Corrective Action 6 20
Developing Pathways Totals 35 70

Differentiated Accountability
Pathway - Priority

Priority

Comprehensive Needs Schools

e “All” Students or

e 3+ Subgroups Not Making
AYP

Priority
Focused Needs Schools
e 2 subgroups
e 3 subgroups with a small
double count, or
e 100% Special Education

Restructuring Planning 3 12
Restructuring Implementation 68 24
Priority Pathways Totals 71 36

*212 schools in improvement

From these experiences we chose to label schaudgr the Differentiated Accountability system, as
having either Comprehensive or Focused Needssdhaol is missing the standard of Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) for ALL students or 3 or more sulbgs it falls into our Comprehensive Needs
pathway. If a school misses the AYP standard f@r @ two subgroups only, it enters the Focusediblee
pathway. This distinction brings different requirents. The Comprehensive Needs pathway requires
earlier, directed intervention. The school andritisare asked to consider a needs assessmenbAsS
the school misses AYP for the first time. As sdeanove along the pathway we have other instruments
to be discussed later, to guide school improverpkmining.

A school entering the Focused Needs pathway has fiexibility. Although, all instruments are
available if the school and district choose to tiigen, there is choice. The school is encouraged to
explore and be creative in the changes that adthiedsiling subgroups. There is often no needafor
school-wide change but only clearer focus on teasthat are preventing the school from making AYP.

So, we have defined our pathways. But, therepigression and each additional year that a sdadsl|
to make AYP indicates a deeper, more serious pmablBo we drew a line on our pathways after the
fourth year of not achieving AYP, the third yeateafentering either pathway. When a school hdsdai
to make the standard for four consecutive yeaed; iituation becomes a priority for the schoog th



district and the state. The state is no longdrgupporting and encouraging change but we becoare m
directive. We call the schools above the line, &eping Status. There is still time to avoid more
directive actions from the state. Once the scpaskes the line, they are in Priority Status aadter
subject of much more serious attention and diractio

As NCLB dictates, schools that persist in not nregtitandards (now called Priority Schools in
Maryland) must “restructure” and choose an altéveaway to govern the school. The law itself affer
two options that Maryland has taken off the tabilée first, removed when NCLB was translated into
Maryland regulations, is the ability of the stadgdke over a school. The second, removed in 2006
because it was not working, is the “Other” categadye allow only three options; convert to a charte
school, bring in a contractor to operate the sghmolremove all or most of the school staff thet i
relevant to the failure of the school to make AYR.will come as no surprise to the reader tinet third
option is most often chosen. The underlining aliewe emphasize the foundation for the distinction
between Comprehensive and Focused Needs pathwéysn a school is not achieving AYP for the “all
students” category, many of our systems choosave hll staff interview for positions in the schodt
is often accompanied by a new principal and leduiieiteam, a new philosophy and a new direction.
Maryland’s application for this process is extreyriblorough and precise.

When schools enter priority status through the BeduiNeeds pathway, we require only that they addres
the needs of the failing subgroup. Often, in addito replacement of staff, this will include ingve

study of the instructional practices and professiaievelopment to support the findings. Theretianes
that this plan also includes new leadership thbeiter able to direct the work of the teacherthese
particular students. The distinction is the latk oequirement for school-wide change.

Table 2: Maryland Schoolsin I mprovement 2007-2009
*High School data not yet available for 2009 a8(26/09

School Elementary/Middle | Elementary/Middle | High School | High School # | Total Schools | Total
Year # In School # Exited School # In School Exited School in Schools
Improvement Improvement Improvement | Improvement | Improvement | Exiting
2007 176 19 57 13 233 32
2008 169 49 32 9 218 41
2009 158 19 * * 158* 19*




Table 3: Alternative Governance Plans
Brought Beforethe Maryland State Board of Education

Year Number of Schools
2007 7

2008 38

2009 7

Maryland is the only state that requires each sichosstructuring plan to come before the StaterBad
Education for approval. This should not be undereged as a reason for our ability to have schewits
our accountability matrix. The process that isduseludes MSDE staff working with district and sch
personnel throughout the full year of planningtfoe restructuring. We offer onsite technical dasise
in the use of our needs assessment instrumenthamdmpletion of the “Alternative Governance
Application.” Once we have received that applmatia team reviews the packet with rubrics thawall
each aspect of the plan to be weighted and evaluadteéhe resulting score is satisfactory, thengka
moved forward to the State Superintendent for renendation of approval to the State Board. If the
plan is inadequate, MSDE staff work with the digtend school to address the problems so thahibea
approved. Usually, they are ultimately approvetithaere are frequently delays in the final apprawail
all problems are resolved.

When the first plans were submitted to the Statar8an 2004, it was done by MSDE staff. Quickly, i
became obvious that the school staff would nedzbtavailable to answer probing questions. Todwgy, t
LEA Superintendent comes before the State Boatd avfiresentation of the plan and responds to
guestions that are pointed and often uncomfortablés process assures that the district has though
through the issues and comes prepared with thaudgmbwers and reasons for their chosen direction.

How do we get theright personnel into low perfor ming schools?

There is no way to overemphasize the need for tyuafchers and principals in the schools that are
struggling to meet achievement goals. Often, atimart of the problems are staff that are illFed,,
uninvolved and unfortunately, unqualified for thesjtions they hold. Although we do understand that
being Highly Qualified, as described in NCLB, dows guarantee that a teacher or principal is dffect
it does, on the average, appear to be a prereguisiaryland is #1 in the important measures of
education that Quality Counts uses for the evadnatif states. However, we are very near the bottom
the number of Highly Qualified Teachers (HQT) i poorest schools. In part, this is due to a deafrth
new teacher candidates from in-state teacher m#parinstitutions, and a concentration of schaols
poverty in urban areas. Also, many of the schti@s have remained in accountability pathways for
years have a disproportionate number of classehtdny teachers who do not make the HQT standard.
Because of this, Maryland is considering making satyool that enters the Priority side of the



accountability pathway replace all teachers whaeaiehing classes for which they are not qualified.
This would be difficult and require close collabiima with districts as they develop their bargagin
agreements. One school system, Prince Georgesghusen to do this with remarkable results. During
the 2007-2008 school year, 17 of their schoolsexihe accountability matrix.

Pointed, differentiated professional developmeraiss essential to the cause of school improvemiént.
teachers are asked, they often elaborate on ths bbunproductive, ill-planned, misdirected
professional development that has been requirdceofi. If staff developers are asked, they will
elaborate on the lack of resources for follow ug Hre unreasonable attendance expectations oretsach
Maryland, over the last five years, has develop@deRsional Development Standards that require
deliberate planning and implementation of staffelegment activities based on learning research. We
must apply what we know about teaching studentisdgrecious time we have to teach our teachers.

Our state superintendent, Dr. Nancy Grasmick, csteys, “I have never seen a high performing school
without an effective leader.” Leadership courhe best teachers must be united and directedaso th
work is not scattered. Principals are often askeguerform heroic feats with little formal training
Maryland has taken a lead in this area. We arerhestate with a Division of Leadership Developre
In 2005 the State Board of Education adopted theyldiad Leadership Framework that detailed the
requirements of good principals as leaders ofuieson. Annually a new group of principals arertesl
through the Maryland Principals Academy beginnintdna multiday training and continuing throughout
the year with follow-up activities and mentoringhis Academy is offered to principals who have bien
this position for five years or less.

Maryland also experimented with a Distinguishech€lpgals program. It proved enormously effectivé bu
it has become extremely difficult to lure the extio@pal principals into other districts and schoolith

the new Title | regulations, issued last Fall, agjphg just the principal was no longer an option fo
restructuring. At that time, because of this ratpidy change and fiscal concerns, the program was
dropped.

How are assessmentscritical to reform?

Underpinning this whole structure is a clear S@uericulum and an assessment program that reliably
and validly assesses that curriculum. Marylanbb¥es the NCLB guidelines for assessing reading /
language arts and mathematics in grades 3-8. Vésume progress on science in grades 5, 8 and high
school. We have also followed a very difficult patf reform that includes a series of four testgylish

2; Algebra/Data Processing; Local, State and Nati@overnment; and Biology that are required for
graduation from a Maryland High School. This pegesr, June 2009, was the first year that these
requirements affected a graduating class. Wetdlrprecessing all of the data but all indicatare
positive. High schools are making great stridesiare individualization and a high level of traigifor
their teachers.

Maryland, like many states, cannot afford to depdimgh quality formative assessment tools thataoul
give real time feedback on student performanceiléWaryland’s summative assessments at the high,
middle, and elementary school levels have beeit&@rtio marking progress, local school systems are
currently expected to construct their own benchingrkystems that are of variable quality. In ald/of
Common Standards, it would seem that the addedndiime of uniform formative tools could provide



useful feedback on effectiveness of instructiothoprincipal and teacher during the year and sat a
compiled from end-of-the-year tests.

How can infor mation on school climate contributeto school improvement?
Although the structure, assessment and the labetbé categories of accountability are extremely
important, Maryland also knew, again based on eapee, that other elements were necessary if we wer
to really improve schools that were low performingany school improvement discussions center on
instruction in mathematics and reading and mowetimé leadership of the school. These are couesss
but they do not stand alone as the only areas wimgne@vement is necessary if each school is gaing t
meet achievement goals.

Maryland schools that reach the deepest end afrthevement pathway are often poor, urban, with
disproportionate numbers of student with disalk#itand English language-learning students. Waadalid
want to ignore the issues of culture and climatiéiwia school just because it was harder to remeélyr.
new differentiated accountability process requégsools to look at the climate by way of a natibnal
validated climate survey. They must include rec@mdations based on these surveys to improve issues
of safety, health, acceptance and parental supjftdg.unlikely that a child being bullied or haszd will
benefit from improved reading instruction withoddaessing the bullying. A chronically sick childliw

not be in attendance when the better planned reatfoh is delivered. A child afraid to come to st¢ho
because of the dangerous neighborhood through vilgichust walk may not see the benefit of the better
trained, more involved leader. These problemsdhatociety has wrestled with for so long canret b
ignored in the steps to improve student achievement

Maryland has not solved these problems, but wéialding them up to the light and acknowledging that
they are part of what a school must address ifsgfabol improvement is to occur. This is a platere
the district and school must reach out to partimetie community and state to demand better far the
children whether the issue is safety or health. aMeays are looking to other states and schookgysto
find strategies that will address these very b@siges that students bring to school every day.

What do we know about assessing the needs of a school entering School

Improvement?

All literature in education lauds the importanceN&feds Assessment for school improvement.
Unfortunately, it is often shallow and off pointo assist our districts and schools, Maryland hesset
instruments that are used: a self assessment, sureeaf teaching capacity and a school audit proeed
for schools that have been in the deeper end ofuatability for a long time.

The early warning instrument is the Alert Schoolgentory, designed to assist a school that has jnaen
on alert by missing AYP for the first time. It@ls a school to explore curricula; instruction;
assessment; school culture and climate; studentlffand community support; professional
development with accountability; organizationauisture and resources; and, comprehensive and
effective planning. The use of the instrumentgganal but aligned with the measures we will be
requiring if they continue to fail to make AYP. Oexperience tells us that schools are doing wiet t
believe to be right. At times, all they need soaversation starter that will provoke deep disicunssthat
allow them to step back from their problems andsam new solutions.



The next instrument is the Teacher Capacity Needegsment (TCNA). Until this year, we were
requiring this assessment of schools that beganplaaning year for restructuring. Again, guidegd
experience, we are suggesting that it may be mmdugtive to use this tool earlier in the pathwalien
teachers do not assume that their jobs are onrte If a school moves into either the Comprehansr
the Focusing Pathway for the first time, they manto consider this in-depth exploration of their
implementation of professional development, newheainduction or availability of supplies and
materials. This instrument focuses on the abdlitthe teachers to deliver the State Curriculurhe T
power of this instrument is not in any score thsuits but in the richness of the discussion thaties
after its use. Maryland does require that thigrimsent, or one that can provide similar informafis
used by the third year in the pathway.

One of the most disturbing aspects of NCLB carnhleestlence found in the law after a school has been
restructured. It was as if there was a belief thigtactivity would fix the ills that led them tow
performance. That's just not true. Maryland hasiaber of schools that have languished in the eltep
end of the accountability continuum since the n®@ds. To address these schools and the
overwhelming tasks before them, MSDE developedibstructuring Implementation / Technical
Assistance (RITA) Initiative. This audit process/ers the eight standards mentioned above in the
school’s self assessment and adds Alternative Gawnee. Each standard has a scoring rubric that
delineates the categories of below, partially meetets and above standard. The process requires a
team of specially trained educators to study ashnuiata as can be accumulated from state, distritt a
school sources; to visit the school and interviegvrincipal, teachers, parents and students;sereb
every classroom; and then to evaluate each stamdtirdhe rubric and come back with
recommendations for the school and the distrietaich of the areas.

After a pilot year in 2007-2008, we used the Titkehool improvement funds provided under 10030(qg)
the Title | law and implemented, during the fall2if08, the RITA process in 17 elementary schodals th
had been in improvement since the 1990s. The psosas heart-rending at times. These impressive
educators were swayed, galvanized and energizételyyrocess and what it could show the school.
Continued funding of school improvement dollars wastingent on the implementation of some of the
recommendations. We did not require a plan thdtem$ed ALL recommendations because it could be
overwhelming, but all recommendations were disalisaéh the school leadership and the district
leadership. After one year of implementation, sevkethese 17 made AYP in the spring of 2009. Ve a
certainly not trying to take credit for this turpand but we will accept credit for the objective
information about the fundamental workings of thlbeaol and how that illustrated the issues eachacho
needed to address.

Where does No Child Left Behind go from here?

We now have a better, clearer understanding tttods cannot all be lumped in the same categories.
With rising expectations, problems that were mibeiore are taking on more importance. Sometimes,
all a school needs is to rededicate and refocuscadknowledge that their clientele and their tiausky
have changed since they developed their philosoflgmetimes, it requires much more.

We now appreciate that the state’s role differpetheling on the severity, pervasiveness and parsiste
of the problems. When schools are just beginringxperience problems, we need to offer
instrumentation for them to use to better quaritigy problem, occasions to determine what trainey t



need and guidelines to make sure the training eagffective. After that, we need to stand outhefway
and allow the district, in partnership with the ashcommunity, to creatively attack the problemd an
measure the results.

When schools begin the pathway and continue tggley even with considerable effort, we need tabe
critical friend and help them look at the whole Wiog of the school and make suggestions and
implement requirements that will lead to improvemenhis is done publicly, with the approval of our
State Superintendent and our State Board.

If a school persists in improvement and the restining plans do not bear fruit, we need to stearid do
a more personalized assessment rather than lethahgiork to the school and the district. We nhest
guided by research and good, constant practice sdieetimes find that the good intentions are lost

because the initiatives change too quickly.

In Maryland, we are developing an organizationalcttire to help us triage the needs of these sshool
through The Breakthrough Center. We envision thy@oatunity to come to agreements with districts to
broker the appropriate services that will direettidress the needs of each school. This is auliffic
vision to develop in this fiscal environment but feege ahead.



