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1.0 Introduction

This is an annual report on the State Superintendent’s review of the Annual Updates
submitted by local school systems in Maryland. This annual review focuses on local
school systems’ progress toward meeting their Master Plan goals, the plans that they
have for improving student achievement and eliminating achievement gaps, and the
alignment of local school system priorities with their annual budgets as reported in the
Master Plans and Annual Updates. In addition to informing the Maryland State Board of
Education of the results of this year’s review, the report is also intended to satisfy the
statutory reporting requirement included in the Education Fiscal Accountability and
Oversight Act of 2004.

This report is not intended to present LSS performance data that illustrate the progress
that each LSS is making toward meeting the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Goals. While
these data are critical to local school systems when they assess their programs, and to
reviewers as they review the Annual Updates, these data are not included in this report,
since these data can be found on the MSDE Website and have been reported by MSDE
staff to the State Board of Education in previous reports.

This year’s annual review disclosed that all 24 local school system Annual Updates were
substantially in compliance with the requirements contained in State and federal law,
and, as applicable, additional requirements established by MSDE. MSDE continues to
work with Baltimore City Schools on some school-level concerns in Title II, Part A:
Preparing, Training, and Recruiting High Quality Teachers.

Recommendation:
All 24 Local School System Annual Updates are recommended as approvable.




2.0 Background

2.1 The Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act of 2002

In 2002, the General Assembly enacted the Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act,
restructuring Maryland’s public school finance system and increasing State Aid to public
schools by an estimated $1.32.2 billion over six fiscal years (FY 2003-2008). As a result
of this landmark legislation, Maryland embraced a standards-based approach to public
school financing based on the premise that when students have access to rigorous
curriculum, highly qualified teachers, and programs that employ proven strategies and
methods for student learning, all students, regardless of race, ethnicity, gender,
disability, or socioeconomic background, can achieve.

Under this approach, and consistent with the federal No Child Left Behind Act, the State
established benchmark academic content and student achievement standards, ensures
that schools and students have sufficient resources to meet those standards, and holds
schools and school systems accountable for student performance.

In 2003, local school systems were required under BTE to develop a 5-year Master Plan
that outlined strategies for improving student achievement and eliminating
achievement gaps. Each year, an update to the plans is submitted to the Maryland State
Department of Education and reviewed for sufficiency and to determine if progress is
being made by individual school systems and by the State.

Senate Bill 907, which amended BTE, requires that local boards of education continue
submitting updates to their comprehensive master plans in October 2008 and 2009 and
to submit new 5-year comprehensive plans by October 15, 2010.

2.2 The Education Fiscal Accountability and Oversight Act of 2004

The unrestricted nature of increased financial support to local school systems creates
the need for unique accountability measures. In addition to the academic accountability
standards, the State must ensure that school systems have the mechanisms in place to
guarantee that funds are being spent appropriately. As such, the General Assembly
enacted the Education Fiscal Accountability and Oversight Act of 2004, that prohibits
local school systems from carrying a deficit, provides specific remedial actions for
systems that carry a deficit, affirms recourse should a school system not comply with
the Act, and provides for an audit of each local school system by the Office of Legislative
Audits.

Local school systems must illustrate alignment between their annual budget and their
plans for improving student achievement. Additionally, the State Superintendent is
required to file a biannual report on the fiscal stability of school systems and an annual



report on the alignment of school system master plan and budget priorities.* Within the
Master Plans and Annual Updates, school systems illustrate the connection between
resources and priorities in several ways.

= The Executive Summary includes a budget narrative that is intended to convey
overview-level information on the current status and the changes occurring in
school system demographics, student performance, and fiscal resources.

= School systems submit budget-level data for the current and prior years in
variance tables detailing revenue by source and planned expenditures by local
master plan goals. In these documents, school systems discuss the budgetary
changes in addition to the use of new funds.

= |n separate attachments, school systems provide revenue, expenditure and FTE
data based on revenue source and State expenditure categories.

= Finally, school systems are asked to discuss resource allocations within the
content portion of the Annual Updates.

2.3 Bridge to Excellence Website

The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) has prepared several public
documents to assist local school systems in preparing the Master Plans and Annual
Updates, to guide reviewers in reviewing Master Plans and Annual Updates, and to
inform the public on the process for the preparation, review, and approval of local
Master Plans and Annual Updates. The following items are available at
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/programs/Bridge to Excellence/:

=  Maryland’s Framework for the Preparation, Review, and Approval of Local
Master Plans and Annual Updates;

=  Master Plan Review Process Video; and
= Bridge to Excellence Toolbox: Guidance to Local School Systems on Preparing

the Master Plan Annual Updates, Reviewers Guide, Facilitators Guide, and links
to the Master Plans and Annual Updates.

!Section 5-401 (h) (1) and (2), Comprehensive Master Plans, of the Education Article of the Annotated
Code.
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3.0 Annual Review Process

Each Annual Update contains two sections — the Content Section and Attachment
Section--which are subjected to separate reviews. The Content Section is reviewed
through a peer review process. The Attachment Section, and specific Program Area
Sections (within the Content Section), are reviewed by MSDE managers for compliance
with federal or State requirements.

3.1 Content Review

In 2008, a total of 97 reviewers served on eight panels that evaluated the Annual
Updates. Panelists and panel facilitators received training on the tools that were used in
the review process.

The review involved an examination of school system analyses of and responses to
performance data for each of the NCLB Goal Areas. The analyses and the LSS narrative
were intended to address the following prompts:

1. Describe where progress is evident. In your response, please identify progress in
terms of grade bands and subgroups.

2. Identify the practices, programs, or strategies and the related resource
allocations that appear related to the progress.

3. Describe where challenges are evident. In your response, please identify
challenges in terms of grade bands and subgroups.

4. Describe the changes or adjustments that will be made along with the related
resource allocations to ensure progress. Include timelines where appropriate.

The Content Review was completed in three phases — the Initial Review, the Clarification
Review, and the Meeting Review. During the Initial Review, facilitators work with panel
members to reach consensus on the approvability of the Annual Update. The panels
had the option of recommending approval, or deferring a recommendation, pending
their assessment of the sufficiency of the local school system’s responses to the
clarifying questions asked by panel members.



3.2 Program Review

MSDE program managers review the components of school system Annual Updates
related to specific student groups (i.e., early learning, gifted and talented students) and
cross-program themes (i.e., multicultural education,’ educational technology) for
compliance and for sufficiency of the plans toward meeting the program goals. MSDE
program managers work with their counterparts to resolve any issues of concern that
emerge during the Program Review. In certain cases, the program reviewer (e.g.,
Special Education, Highly Qualified Staff and Career and Technology Education) provides
a report to the panel to inform their discussion.

3.3 Technical Review

The Technical Review involves the examination of State and federal grant applications
and supporting budget documents to ensure compliance with State and federal
requirements. MSDE program managers work closely with their counterparts in the
Local School Systems to resolve any issues that arise throughout the Technical Review.

3.4 Budget Review

Financial specialists conduct a technical compliance review of the Budget Documents
(e.g., current and prior year variance tables). While the Panel Review examines the
alignment between local school system priorities and the budget, the Budget Review
focuses on the accuracy of the individual budget documents. Financial specialists work
with their local school system counterparts to resolve any compliance issues. A
summary report is provided to the Panel Facilitators and the Office of Comprehensive
Planning and School Support. The summary report is included in the Final Review.

2 Code of Maryland Regulations 13A.04.05.06 requires that each school system report in their master plans and
annual updates the district’s progress toward meeting the goals of Education that is Multicultural (ETM) programs.
The Equity and Assurances Branch at the Maryland State Department of Education conducted a program review of
each Annual Update and found that all 24 local school systems have reported on the progress toward meeting the
goals and objectives in this area.



4.0 Finance Section

4.1 Resources

Local school systems illustrate the connection between annual budgets and master plan
priorities through the budget narrative in the executive summary, a current year
variance table (how new funds are being allocated to local goals), and a prior year
variance table (a comparative analysis of the prior year plan). Additionally, school
systems submit three attachments in support of the budget; a total revenue statement,
a total expenditures statement; and, a total FTE statement. Local school systems
incorporate a discussion of their use of resources throughout the annual update —
particularly where they are allocating new funds. Including the narrative throughout the
document provides the reader with a complete picture of a school system’s plan for the
current year. A budget summary for each school system is included as an attachment.

In fiscal year 2008, with the exception of the Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEI),
the State finance structure was fully phased-in, effectively starting the funding level
envisioned by the Thornton Commission. Therefore, unlike the large incremental
changes in State Aid seen over the previous five fiscal years, fiscal year 2009 reflects a
much more limited State Aid increase. For the 2008 annual update, local school systems
were asked to focus on budgetary changes in addition to new funds. The following is an
analysis of available revenue.

4.2 Changes in Revenue

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2009
Original Budget | Original Budget | New Funds
Revenue Description (in millions) (in millions) (in millions)
Local Appropriation S$5,160 $5,393 $232
State Revenue 4,556 4,672 116
Federal Revenue 545 528 (17)
Other Resources/Transfers 72 95 23
Other Local Revenue 63 91 28
Total $10,397 $10,778 $381
FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2008
Original Budget | Original Budget | New Funds
(in millions) (in millions) (in millions)
Total $9,564 $10,397 $833

= A comparison of the new funds available in FY 08 and in FY 09 illustrates the fully
phased-in funding levels envisioned by the Thornton Commission.

= Local school systems allocated $381 million in total new funds in FY 2009, less
than half that available as new funds in FY 2008 ($833 million).



= FY 2009 State Education Aid increased 2.5% ($116 million) over FY 2008,
representing 30.3% of available new funds in FY 2009.

= Local funds increased 4.3% ($232 million) between FY 2008 and FY 2009,
representing 60.9% of the available new funds in FY 2009.

= Federal funds continue to decrease statewide, by $17 million between FY 2008
and FY 2009. Of the 24 school systems in Maryland, 19 experienced a decrease
in federal funds.

4.3 Changes in Expenditures

While fund sources are standard, each school system has its own set of goals and
objectives. Requiring local school systems to allocate planned expenditures to their
own local goals and attributing each to one of the five No Child Left Behind goals, other
local goals, or a mandatory cost of doing business category allows for a standardized
analysis of planned expenditures across all school systems.

In fiscal year 2009, local school systems are struggling with the same economic issues
facing the nation. Within the annual updates, local school systems retargeted resources
(changed the functions of current personnel), redistributed resources to more effective
programs, and contained costs wherever possible. The following is an analysis of
planned expenditures.

. . FY 2008 | FY 2009
No Child Left Behind Goals (in millions) | (in millions)

1. By 2013-2014, all students will reach high standards, at a
minimum attaining proficiency in reading/language arts and
mathematics. $120 $45

2. All limited English proficient students will become proficient in
English and reach high academic standards at a minimum
attaining proficiency or better in reading/language arts and

mathematics. 3 1
3. By 2005-2006, all students will be taught by highly qualified

teachers. 180 59
4. All students will be educated in learning environments that are

safe, drug free, and conducive to learning. 33 3
5. All students will graduate from high school. 52 9
Local Goals and Indicators 29 9
Mandatory Cost of Doing Business 583 408
Other (items not reported in above categories, including reductions) (118) (152)
Total $884 $381




No Child Left Behind Goal 1 was established to ensure that all students are proficient in
reading and mathematics. Examples of planned expenditures school systems include
in this goal area consist of funds for intervention programs for lower performing
students, inclusion programs for special education students, and content and/or grade
band-specific professional development activities. Local school systems attributed $45
million to this goal area.

In FY 2009, local school systems allocated $.08 million in new funds to reading and
math programs at the elementary and middle school levels. Additionally, $27.9 million
and 162.75 additional FTEs can be attributed to the needs of special education
students.

Local school systems allocated $5.88 million and an additional 20 FTEs to finalize the
implementation of all day kindergarten programs and pre-K programs for economically
disadvantaged students.

Funds for programs designed to meet the unique challenges facing limited English
proficient students can be included in either Goal 1 or Goal 2. In FY 2009, over $1
million is attributed to Goal 2. In total, $1.35 million in new funds and 24.1 FTEs are
allocated to programs for English Language Learners.

Goal 3 addresses the requirement that all teachers be highly qualified. Systems
included $2.42 million in funds for professional development and recruitment and
retention of highly qualified staff within the $59 million in new funds attributed to this
goal. Some local school systems included increases in expenditures for teacher salaries
and benefits within this goal area.

Goal 4 encompasses programs aimed at providing students with safe learning
environments. Local school systems included funding for character education
programs, positive behavioral interventions and supports programs, health-related
services, and extra-curricular activities within the $3 million in new funds attributed to
this goal area.

Within the $9 million in new funds attributed to Goal 5 (all students will graduate from
high school) are professional development opportunities, interscholastic athletic
programs, career and technology education programs, and drop-out prevention
programs.

Beginning with the graduating class of 2009, students must pass the four high school
assessments in order to receive a Maryland diploma. A total of $4.6 million in new

resources are allocated to interventions planned to assist all students in passing the

high school assessments.

Many local school systems have goals associated with improved service delivery and
parent involvement. Funds included in these goal areas are collapsed into one

8



10.

11.

12.

13.

category — local goals and indicators. For FY 2008, local school systems have attributed
S9 million in new funds to this area.

The Mandatory cost of doing business category includes increases in expenditures for
transportation, nonpublic special education placements and negotiated agreements.
Of the $408 million in new funds attributed to this category, $348.3 million can be tied
to increases in negotiated agreements (salary and benefits), $20.2 million for
transportation costs, and $26.5 million for utilities.

Additional resources (approximately $109 million) are allocated to 1,107.2 new staff
(teachers, paraprofessionals, school administrators, central office-level program
managers, etc.). A total of $9.5 million is allocated (146.7) FTEs for class-size reduction
initiatives.

In FY 2009, technology continues to be a critical driver of education reform. Local
school systems allocated $4.3 million in new resources and 22.7 FTEs to upgrade and
enhance technology programs. An additional $9.8 million and 10 FTEs is allocated to
improve service delivery at the system level. Included in this figure are funds to
improve strategic planning, data management systems, and parent and community
involvement initiatives.

To fund current year priorities, local school systems made $249.4 million in reductions
to other programs and services. Local school systems cut central office positions,
redirected responsibilities, re-allocated funds for critical programs, cut ineffective
programs, and engaged in cost containment operations in preparation for future fiscal
challenges.



5.0 Maryland’s Annual Review of LSS Master Plan Annual Updates

5.1 Statewide Progress, Consistent with Performance Targets Established by MSDE
for Each NCLB Goal Area

The ultimate goal of the Master Plan and Annual Updates, according to the Bridge to
Excellence Master Plan Guidelines ( March 23, 2003, page 17), is to create a school
system master plan that focuses on student achievement and is consistent with the
performance targets established by the Maryland State Department of Education for
each NCLB Goal Area.

In light of this articulated goal, a summary of statewide progress, in relation to the
performance targets (Annual Measurable Objectives, or AMO) established by MSDE,
reveals the following:

1. Atotal of 86.2% of the All Student group is at or above the proficient level in
reading/language arts at the elementary school level(2008 AMO = 71.8%);
additionally, all subgroups met AYP, including the subgroup of students
receiving special education services, who met AYP with Safe Harbor.

2. Atotal of 84.1% of the All Student group is at or above the proficient level in
mathematics at the elementary school level (2008 AMO = 69.1%); additionally,
all subgroups met AYP, including the subgroup of students receiving special
education services, who met AYP with Safe Harbor.

3. At the middle school level, 78.7% of the All Student group is at or above the
proficient level in reading/language arts (2008 AMO = 71.1%); in addition, all
subgroups met AYP, with African American, Hispanic, Free/Reduced Meals,
Special Education, and LEP subgroups that met AYP with Safe Harbor.

4. Also, at the middle school level, 69% of All Students are at or above the
proficient level in mathematics (2008 AMO =57.2%); in addition, all subgroups,
except students receiving special education services, met AYP. Among these
subgroups, the African American, Hispanic, Free/Reduced Meals, and LEP
subgroups met AYP with Safe Harbor.

5. Nearly 84% percent of Maryland elementary and middle schools met Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP), according to data being released by the Maryland State
Department of Education. Additionally, 76% of Title | schools® met AYP.

3 As of school year 2007-2008, there are 366 Title | schools. Of these, 279 schools made AYP.
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6. All LSSs that have ELL students enrolled met the Achievable Measurable Annual
Objective for progress toward attaining English proficiency, and attaining
English proficiency. Further, the LEP subgroup met AYP for reading and
mathematics at the elementary, middle, and high school levels.

7. The percentage of Core Academic Subject Classes (CAS) taught by Highly
Qualified Teachers (HQT) improved from 66.8% in 2003-2004 to 84.6% in 2007-
2008, but still falls short of the HQT target of 100%.

8. Only one school system (Baltimore City Schools) had any schools identified by
the State as persistently dangerous, and there were 5 of them.*

9. The graduation rate of 85.09% for the State of Maryland fell just short of the
2008 AMO of 85.5%; additionally, the dropout rate of 3.40% exceeds the State
satisfactory standard of 3.00% or less.

4 Although one of the five schools is now closed, it still counts as “persistently dangerous” for school year 2008-2009.

11



Maryland’s Annual Review of LSS Master Plan Annual Updates
5.2 Panel Reviews

Maryland’s Annual Review of local school system Annual Updates involves a peer review
process. Using this process, educators from MSDE and the local school systems are
assigned to review panels.

In 2008, members of each of eight panels evaluated the Annual Updates individually
(e.g., Initial Review). Then panel members participated in caucuses to arrive at a
consensus decision on the approvable status of the Annual Updates. During the panel
discussion, panelists identified areas of the Annual Update that needed further work, as
well as areas of commendable achievements that the school system demonstrated in
meeting or exceeding State standards. Each panel forwarded the commendations
and, if necessary, requests that they had for additional information from the local school
system. In turn, local school system staff responded in writing to the requests (e.g.,
Clarification Review) that they received for additional information.

Certain school systems are invited to a face-to-face meeting review (e.g., Meeting
Review). This meeting review is a requirement for any local school system that has
been designated with the status of School System in Improvement or Corrective Action.
Representatives from school systems may also be invited to a Meeting Review to
provide additional information on their plans for improving student achievement and
closing achievement gaps.

5.2.1 Results of Initial Review, Clarification Review, and Meeting Review

The results of the Initial Review, Clarification Review, and Meeting Review are listed
below:

= |nitial Review (October 15- 31)

— Each of the eight Review Panels held caucus sessions to discuss the 24
LSS Annual Updates.

— As aresult of this year’s caucuses, all 24 LSSs received requests to provide
responses to clarifying questions.

= (Clarification Review (November 10 & 12)

12



— 21 LSSs submitted to responses to clarifying questions that panels
deemed sufficient.

= Meeting Review (November 12- 13)

— Two (2) LSSs, that had designations as School Systems in Corrective
Action (Baltimore City Schools and Prince George’s County), were
required to attend a Meeting Review.

— One (1) LSS (Dorchester) was required to participate in a Meeting Review
to provide additional information to the panel on their plans for
improving student achievement and closing achievement gaps.

As part of the Final Review, each local school system was required to submit a final
Annual Update to MSDE no later than November 19, 2008. The reviewers (panel
reviewers and MSDE program managers) then reviewed the final submissions to
ensure that all corrections and additions were included in the annual update
submissions.

13



Maryland’s Annual Review of LSS Master Plan Annual Updates
5.2.2.A Strategies that Underpin Panel Commendations by NCLB Goal Area 1

NCLB Goal 1: By 2013-2014, all students will reach high standards, at a minimum
attaining proficiency in reading/language arts and mathematics.

Many school systems were commended for the improvements that they had in student
achievement in reading and mathematics at the elementary school and middle school
levels, as measured by the Maryland School Assessment.

Strategies that underpin the panel commendations were categorized and are listed
below as common themes. In addition, examples of LSS strategies can be found on
page 16.

Common Themes

1) Implement a district curriculum aligned with State standards and assessments.

Several school systems received commendations relating to their efforts in
implementing a curriculum PK — 12 that is aligned with Maryland’s Voluntary State
Curriculum and the Core Learning Goals (CLGs). Among these school systems
receiving commendations, several are also working to ensure that the curriculum
taught in the classroom corresponds with the standards and assessments set by the
State for specific grade levels.

2) Take a system-wide approach to improving classroom instruction.

The panels’ commendations suggest that local school systems recognize that their
system-level improvement initiatives must affect what happens in the classroom,
and that the success of each child relies on a well-designed, coordinated, and
monitored systems approach to continuous improvement.

These approaches concentrate on student learning and supports that are reflected
in specific actions that can be implemented. They also include collaboration with
instructional experts (specialists), resource allocations, and targeted professional
development.

3) Make decisions based on assessment data.

Another commendable strategy is the use of data in informing decisions about
instruction. Many local school systems were commended for their use of data
management systems in making student data easily accessible to teachers and
administrators for instructional decision-making purposes. The use of data offers a

14



structure to assist staff in keeping the focus of collaborative discussions on efforts
to improve teaching and learning.

4) Expand accountability practices to include classroom monitoring techniques.

A few school systems were commended for holding their schools and classrooms
accountable for improving classroom instruction. These school systems included
instructional “walk-throughs” and school quality reviews in their classroom
monitoring techniques.

5) Employ research-based practices and differentiated instruction to teach reading
and mathematics to students at all grade levels.

A number of school systems were commended for employing research-based
practices and differentiated instruction to teach reading and mathematics to
students at all grade levels. This includes the strategies that are designed to help
students with different learning needs master the same challenging academic
content.

These practices can be combined in ways to strengthen reading and mathematics
instruction, and might include the selection of materials for use in the classroom
and the ways that students interact with them, or a variety of strategies that can be
used within one classroom, at a variety of levels.

15



Common Themes

Strategies that Underpin Panel Commendations by NCLB 1

Implement a district
curriculum aligned with
State standards and
assessments.

Using Maryland’s Voluntary State Curriculum (VSC) and the Core Learning
Goals (CLG), Baltimore City Schools revised its curricula or obtained curricula
from other successful school districts in Maryland in reading/language arts
(PK-8), mathematics (6- 8), English I, government, and biology to provide
teachers and students with high quality courses.

Take a system-wide
approach to improving
classroom instruction.

Washington County has developed the Classroom Focused Improvement
Process. All twenty-four elementary schools have adopted this process as a
method to support grade-level team meetings and to guide discussion
concerning the individual needs of students within their classrooms. Their
grade level teams meet at least bi-weekly with support staff including special
education teachers, intervention teachers, Student Achievement Specialists,
and building administration to review and analyze data, discuss instructional
techniques, and adjust or recommend intervention or enrichment for
students who need extra support. Decisions are collaborative, supported, and
implemented by the team and are reviewed and modified as needed.

3.

Make decisions based
on assessment data.

In Caroline County, data-driven instructional decisions are being utilized to
form flexible groups and to differentiate instruction. Re-teaching leads to
differentiated instruction based on this data. In order to address the
challenges faced with special needs students, special education students are
placed in co-taught classes where the special education teacher is available
to re-teach skills to small groups. In addition, an ELL teacher is available to
provide additional instruction to LEP students who are showing language
deficiencies. Since all students take the same benchmark assessments,
teachers are able to group and re-group based on common indicators across
all students.

Expand accountability
practices to include
classroom monitoring
techniques.

Cambridge Education conducted a school quality review in all 32 Prince
George’s County middle schools from January through May, 2008. The
purposes of the review were to provide an independent and reliable view of
each school, and help schools establish a clear view of their strengths, areas
for development, challenges, and successes, among others. The review
consisted of 2 day site visits to each school and the data-gathering process
included interviews and focus groups with teachers, students, parents, and
school leaders; data analysis; classroom observations, and dialog with
principals. Twenty-two schools were reviewed in January 2008, and the
remaining 10 schools were reviewed in May 2008.

Employ research-based
practices and
differentiated
instruction to teach
reading and
mathematics to
students at all grade
levels.

=  Calvert County has established vocabulary/word study as a pre-K to 12
system-wide focus in order to broaden students’ background knowledge
and language skills to make deeper meaning (comprehension) with
encountered text across content areas.

=  Frederick County has developed curricular unit plans that align the
curriculum, available materials, common assessments, suggestions for
pacing, and differentiation strategies;

=  Somerset County uses the new reading series, Holt Elements of
Literature, which provides leveled readers for students of different
reading ability;

= Flexible grouping strategies were used during the reading block to
address the differentiated needs of students in Allegany County.
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Maryland’s Annual Review of LSS Master Plan Annual Updates
5.2.2.B Strategies that Underpin Panel Commendations by NCLB Goal Area 2

NCLB Goal 2:

All limited English proficient students will become proficient in English and reach high
academic standards at a minimum attaining proficiency or better in reading/language
arts and mathematics.

Some school systems were commended for the assistance they are providing to English
Language Learners in attaining English proficiency and academic proficiency in reading
and mathematics.

Once again, the strategies that underpin the panel commendations were categorized
and are listed below as common themes. In addition, specific examples of LSS strategies

can be found on page 19.

Common Themes

1) Develop an ESOL curriculum aligned with State standards and assessments.

Local school systems statewide are developing an ESOL curriculum that is designed
to address the unique learning needs of English Language Learners (ELLs). Some of
these LSS efforts at curriculum development were commendable in terms of
offering a framework for monitoring progress, focusing instructional time, and
giving teachers additional strategies and methods for teaching ELLS.

2) Take a system-wide approach (e.g., the use a push-in/pull-out model of
instruction) for the delivery of classroom instruction.

Panel Reviewers commended several school systems for ELL performance. Those
LSSs appear to have developed a system-wide model of instruction. They focus on
defining models of instruction; encourage cooperation and idea-sharing among
ESOL staff and general educators; and include intervention supports. In these LSSs,
pull-out support may by used for interventions, small group instruction, pre-
teaching and post-teaching benchmarks, administering benchmark assessments
with accommodations during the schedule time. Pull-out is often used for students
with little or no skills in English. However, students are moved into the push-in
model quickly. In this model, ELL instructors go into mainstream classes to work
with ELLs. LSSs indicate that cooperation among ELL staff and classroom teachers is
the key element in this model.
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3)

4)

5)

6)

Make decisions based on data.

Local school systems were commended for their use of data that they collect on the
performance of ELLs that allows teachers to readily assess strengths and
weaknesses of ELLs. In these LSS, progress and attainment are perceived as the
responsibility of all teachers who work with English Language Learners, including
grade level classroom and content-area teachers, as well as administrators.

Establish cooperative relationships between ESOL staff and regular education
teachers.

Panels commended LSSs in their efforts to establish cooperative relationships
between content area and/or grade level teachers. This was seen as essential when
trying to promote achievement in ELLs, especially in those trying to attain English
language proficiency and ones taking statewide assessments.

Implement interventions and support services.

Across the State, ELLs are receiving additional support services. In several of local
school systems, these support services are aligned with the school system’s
intervention approach for reading. Particular LSSs were commended for employing
this strategy.

Involve parents.

LSSs also received commendations for parent involvement. In recognition of the
importance of parent involvement, some LSSs set out to establish partnerships with
parents and families. They provide translations of school documents (including
assessment information and assessment reports) in reaching out to families and
their students. Families are also being invited to participate as part of the Title |
Parent Advisory Boards, family nights at the schools, and multicultural programs.
Interpreters are being provided for these activities as well.
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Common Themes

Strategies that Underpin Panel Commendations by NCLB 2

Develop an ESOL
curriculum aligned with
State standards and
assessments.

Calvert County Public Schools’ ESOL Curriculum is still in the process of being
completed, but it has provided a clear and focused framework for monitoring
progress throughout a school year, across multiple school years, through
progress through proficiency levels, and to attainment of English language
proficiency and exiting from ELL services.

Take a system-wide
approach (e.g., the use a
push-in/pull-out model
of instruction) for the
delivery of classroom
instruction.

In Frederick County, services are delivered at the elementary level as pull-out
instruction on the first through fifth grade levels and to the extent possible as
push-in in Pre-kindergarten and Kindergarten. ELL instruction in the middle
schools is a balance of pullout and push-in support. Pullout is referred to as
targeted reading or math intervention. ELL staff provide small group or
individual support to ELLs who score below proficiency on MSAs,
benchmarks, or who will take a reading MSA for the first time. At the
secondary level, students receive their ELL instruction in scheduled class
periods. At the High school level, ELLs who successfully complete the course
receive elective credit toward graduation.

Make decisions based on
data.

In Washington County, ELL support is provided for ELLs who speak little or no
English, and students struggling academically based on Performance Matters
data (PM2). ELL staff has access to PM2, and it is expected that they plan
instruction based on the data and the specific needs of students. ELL staff
review and plan instruction based on PM2 ELA, science, and/or math
benchmark objectives. ELL staff target deficient objectives by reviewing
benchmarks, using MSA coaches, and incorporating other instructional
resources. Rewriting BCRs is an important component of the pullout
intervention.

Establish cooperative
relationships between
ESOL staff and regular
education teachers.

In Queen Anne’s County, each school has an ELL Committee which meets at
least once and sometimes up to four times yearly to review each ELL's
progress - LAS Links scores, classroom grades, MSA/HSA scores and narrative
reviews by the ELL instructor — and select and update accommodations.
There are also ESOL-specific professional development sessions offered at
faculty meetings developed from information gleaned from professional
development conferences attended by the ESOL staff and county-based in-
services to explain the stages of second language acquisition, teaching
techniques for teachers of ELL and materials available for teachers’ use.

Implement interventions
and support services.

Carroll County Public Schools continues to support ELLs in achieving
proficiency in reading and mathematics. Identified ELLs continue to receive a
variety of support services. These include, but are not limited to: intensive
content and language based ESOL services/instruction, school-based reading
and math interventions such as Read 180, Wilson, Title | and SuccessMaker.

Involve parents.

In Calvert County, a parent component to summer school has been added to
provide support to families in order to help them know how to enhance the
instruction the student is receiving, as well as to bring parents into the school
setting and encourage them to become involved in the education of their
students. This component includes activities such as having a specifically
designed brochure for parents produced in multiple languages to be given to
families who speak languages other than English to explain to them the ESOL
program and the support their students are receiving.
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Maryland’s Annual Review of LSS Master Plan Annual Updates
5.2.2.C Strategies that Underpin Panel Commendations by NCLB Goal Area 3

NCLB Goal 3:
By 2005-2006, all students will be taught by highly qualified teachers.

Many local school systems are making great strides toward attaining the 100% Highly
Qualified Teacher (HQT) target. Despite this progress, some school systems still have a
long way to go in terms of attaining the HQT target of 100% (Attachment A), or in the
equitable distribution of highly qualified teachers in high-poverty and low-poverty
schools.

In 2008, MSDE specialists in the Division of Certification & Accreditation conducted a
review of HQT data and the strategies that LSSs have put in place to attain this NCLB
Goal, and provided a report to each panel for their review.

Strategies that underpin the panel (report) commendations were categorized and listed
below. In addition, a specific example is provided on how Baltimore County Public
Schools is addressing the equitable distribution of highly qualified teachers in high-
poverty and low-poverty schools.

Common Themes

1) Support teachers in obtaining certification.

Several local school systems received commendations related to the support that
they provide teachers in obtaining certification. Some support is provided in the
following ways:

= Athorough analysis of transcripts and records is performed by staff in the
Office of Human Resources.

= MSDE/CPD classes are provided, which enable both new and incumbent
teachers to obtain necessary credits.

= LSSs continue to offer an assortment of content/education continuing
professional development (CPD) course offerings that are applicable toward
the special education and ESOL HOUSSE rubrics.

= Tuition reimbursement is provided for incumbent teachers who are not
highly qualified and for highly qualified teachers renewing certificates.
Reimbursement is also offered for graduate course work that results in the
HQ designation.
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Study guides are provided for Praxis tests preparation or reimbursement is
made for the purchase of study guides. Reimbursement for Praxis tests is
provided for the successful completion of each test. Praxis | tutorials and
tests are offered at no charge.

2) Emphasize “Highly Qualified” status in recruitment and hiring practices.

LSSs analyze data from past recruiting trips and revise their recruiting
calendar accordingly. Some recruiters have attended new recruiting events
to increase overall exposure with prospective teacher candidates.

LSSs give preference to those applicants determined to have “highly
qualified” status. Interviews are held with qualified applicants at specific
schools.

Early contracts are offered to the top applicants based on the average
openings in critical shortage areas over the past five years. Signing bonuses
were offered to all properly certificated and highly qualified teachers in
2007-2008. In some LSSs, moving expenses were provided for those who
live 200 miles from the area.

Partnerships have been established with higher education institutions to
expand the candidate pool in critical shortage areas.

LSSs participated in first annual Maryland Educators Recruiting Consortium.

3) Monitor and provide individual communication.

The communication aspect of Human Resources efforts is essential in informing
teachers of Praxis test dates and deadlines, courses needed to be completed, CPD
courses available, deadlines and consequences of not meeting deadlines. The
following additional practices were highlighted as commendable:

Human Resources specialists monitor the certification status of all teachers,
and maintain and update their status changes. Administrators are provided
copies of this information for their staff on a regular basis.

Teachers at each school are monitored for their certification status.
Principals are able to use the information in discussions with individual staff
members to review certification needs and encourage those not highly
qualified to complete their requirements.
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