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Chapter 246 

(House Bill 1164) 

AN ACT concerning 

Common Core State Maryland College and Career–Ready Standards and 

Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) 

Implementation Review Workgroup 

FOR the purpose of establishing the Common Core State Maryland College and 

Career–Ready Standards and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for 

College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup; providing for 

the composition, chairs, and staffing of the Workgroup; prohibiting a member of 

the Workgroup from receiving certain compensation, but authorizing the 

reimbursement of certain expenses; requiring the Workgroup to hold its first 

meeting on or before a certain date; requiring the Workgroup to assess certain 

needs, design certain plans, and make certain recommendations regarding 

certain matters; requiring the Workgroup to submit a preliminary and a final 

report of its findings and recommendations to the Governor, the State 

Department Board of Education, and the General Assembly on or before a 

certain date; requiring the Workgroup to report any recommendations for 

legislation relating to certain matters to the Governor and the General 

Assembly on or before a certain date; making this Act an emergency measure; 

providing for the termination of this Act; and generally relating to the Common 

Core State Maryland College and Career–Ready Standards and PARCC 

Implementation Review Workgroup. 

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF 

MARYLAND, That: 

(a) There is a Common Core State Maryland College and Career–Ready 

Standards and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers 

(PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup. 

(b) The Workgroup consists of the following members: 

(1) two members of the Senate of Maryland, appointed by the 

President of the Senate; 

(2) two members of the House of Delegates, appointed by the Speaker 

of the House; 

(3) the State Superintendent of Schools, or the State Superintendent’s 

designee; and 
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  (4) the Secretary of Higher Education, or the Secretary’s designee; and  

 

  (4) (5) the following members, appointed on or before May 15, 2014, by 

the Governor: 

 

   (i) one representative of the State Board of Education; 

 

   (ii) two representatives of the Maryland State Education 

Association; 

 

   (iii) one representative of the Baltimore Teachers Union; 

 

   (iv) one representative of the Public School Superintendents 

Association of Maryland; 

 

   (v) one representative of the Maryland Association of Boards of 

Education;  

 

   (vi) two representatives of the Maryland Parent Teacher 

Association who are parents of students enrolled in Maryland public schools; 

 

   (vii) one representative of the Maryland Association of Student 

Councils who is a student enrolled in a Maryland public school; 

 

   (viii) one academic expert whose area of expertise is educational 

measurement; and 

 

   (ix) one academic expert whose area of expertise is curriculum 

and instruction; 

 

   (x) one representative of the Maryland Business Roundtable for 

Education; 

 

   (xi) one representative of the Maryland Association of 

Elementary School Principals; and 

 

   (xii) one representative from the Maryland Association of 

Secondary School Principals. 

 

 (c) The Governor shall designate two cochairs of the Workgroup. 

 

 (d) The State Department of Education shall provide staff for the 

Workgroup. 

 

 (e) A member of the Workgroup: 
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  (1) may not receive compensation as a member of the Workgroup; but 

 

  (2) is entitled to reimbursement for expenses under the Standard 

State Travel Regulations, as provided in the State budget. 

 

 (f) The Workgroup shall: 

 

  (1) hold its first meeting on or before June 1, 2014; 

 

  (2) identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies 

in the State and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common 

Core State Standards and the PARCC assessments; 

 

  (3) assess how the Maryland College and Career–Ready Standards 

and the PARCC assessments will affect students with disabilities, English language 

learners, and students who qualify for free and reduced–price meals; 

 

  (4) determine what, if any, new curriculum resources will be needed in 

order to fully implement the Maryland College and Career–Ready Standards; 

 

  (5) identify how the State Department of Education plans to assist 

local education agencies in preparing parents and students for the PARCC 

assessments;  

 

  (2) (6) assess the needs of teachers and principals in the area of 

professional development related to the implementation of the Common Core State 

Maryland College and Career–Ready Standards, including determining: 

 

   (i) what, if any, State and federal funding is available to 

supplement the funding that local governments provide toward the professional 

development of teachers and principals; and 

 

   (ii) what, if any, professional development and ongoing support 

from local education agencies is available to expand the use of technology as an 

instructional tool in the classroom; 

 

  (3) (7) assess the technological readiness and needs of the public schools 

for the implementation of the PARCC assessments, including what resources will be 

needed to teach students the necessary computer skills to take the PARCC 

assessments; 

 

  (4) (8) design begin recommending a professional development plan for 

the State Department of Education to implement during the 2014–2015 school year to 

assist local education agencies in implementing the Common Core State Maryland 

College and Career–Ready Standards; 
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  (5) (9) design recommend a plan to meet the technological infrastructure 

needs of public schools related to the implementation of the PARCC assessments; and 

 

  (10) assess how the PARCC assessments testing window will affect the 

normal school calendar and school schedule;  

 

  (11) assess how local education agencies are including teachers in the 

discussion to improve the implementation of the Maryland College and Career–Ready 

Standards; 

 

  (12) analyze the guidance local education agencies have received from 

the State Department of Education in regards to measuring student growth in light of 

the new teacher evaluation system and student learning objectives;  

 

  (13) assess how the new teacher evaluation system is impacting local 

education agencies’ ability to implement the Maryland College and Career–Ready 

Standards; and 

 

  (14) develop a plan to transfer from the Maryland High School 

Assessments in English and Algebra/Data Analysis to the comparable PARCC 

assessments as a graduation requirement.  

 

  (6) make recommendations regarding the findings of the Workgroup, 

including any State budget action and legislation needed to improve the 

implementation of the Common Core State Standards and PARCC assessments and to 

ensure the readiness of the public schools for future changes in curricula and 

assessments.  

 

 (g) On or before September 1, 2014 August 15, 2014, the Workgroup shall 

submit a preliminary report of its findings and recommendations on the matters listed 

in subsection (f)(2) through (6) of this section to the Governor, the State Department 

Board of Education, and, in accordance with § 2–1246 of the State Government Article, 

the General Assembly, including: 

 

  (1) the anticipated cost of the implementation of the PARCC 

assessments; 

 

  (2) the status of readiness of local education associations and the State 

Department of Education related to the implementation of the PARCC assessments; 

and 

 

  (3) an analysis of technological and infrastructure deficiencies and 

recommendations for State budget action to ensure that schools are capable of 

administering the PARCC assessments. 
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(h) On or before January 1, 2015 December 31, 2014, the Workgroup shall 

submit a final report of its findings and recommendations on the matters listed in 

subsection (f)(7) through (14) to the Governor, the State Board of Education, and, in 

accordance with § 2–1246 of the State Government Article, the General Assembly, any 

recommendations for legislation to: 

(1) improve the future implementation of the Common Core State 

Standards, including professional development and resources; 

(2) improve the implementation of the PARCC assessments; 

(3) codify changes in the process for rolling out a new curriculum to 

achieve smoother rollouts and better preparation in the future; or 

(4) ensure adequate time and training for teachers to implement 

future new curricula. 

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act is an emergency 

measure, is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public health or safety, 

has been passed by a yea and nay vote supported by three–fifths of all the members 

elected to each of the two Houses of the General Assembly, and shall take effect from 

the date it is enacted. It shall remain effective through June 30, 2015, and, at the end 

of June 30, 2015, with no further action required by the General Assembly, this Act 

shall be abrogated and of no further force and effect shall take effect June 1, 2014 is 

an emergency measure, is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public health 

or safety, has been passed by a yea and nay vote supported by three–fifths of all the 

members elected to each of the two Houses of the General Assembly, and shall take 

effect from the date it is enacted.  

Approved by the Governor, April 14, 2014. 
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Best Practices: 
• Exhibit I: Anne Arundel County Public Schools
• Exhibit II: Prince Georges County Public Schools
• Exhibit III: Carroll County Public Schools
• Exhibit IV: Queen Anne’s County Public Schools
• Exhibit V: Baltimore City and Washington County Public Schools
• Exhibit VI: School District White Papers – Best Practices
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Anne Arundel County Best Practice
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July 25, 2014 

PARCC Assessment 
Best Practices and Challenges 

Testing & Technology Teams 

Appendix II, Exhibit II
Prince George's County Best Practice
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. 

PRESENTERS 

• Dr. Shawn Joseph, Deputy Superintendent

• W. Wesley Watts Jr., Chief Information Officer

• Yakoubou Ousmanou, Director of Testing

• Pauline Carey, Test Administration Specialist
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. 

 
OUTCOMES 

By the end of this presentation, participants 
will –  

•Learn about the implementation of PARCC
Assessment in Prince George’s County 
Public Schools (PGCPS) 

•Identify best practices and challenges
associated with PARCC implementation 
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REMARKS: Deputy Superintendent 

1. Background Information
  PGCPS Demographics 

2. One Goal for the School District
 Strategic Plan 
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BEST PRACTICES 

Department of Testing 
 Collaboration with IT 
 Infrastructure Trial 
 Differentiated Trainings 
 Use of Authoritative Resources 
 Support and Communication 
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COLLABORATION WITH TECHNOLOGY 

Collaboration with IT – 
Collection of device data  

Use of TRT for projected needs  
Regular communication with IT staff 
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INFRASTRUCTURE TRIAL 

Infrastructure Trial –  
Required systemic initiative 

Feedback from STCs and Technical Staff 
Analysis of data to create action plans to address issues 
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DIFFERENTIATED TRAININGS 

Differentiated Trainings – 
Training for IT staff (techs assigned to buildings) 

Introducing PARCC items to content areas (C & I) 
STC sessions tailored to level of expertise   
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DIFFERENTIATED TRAININGS 

Differentiated Trainings (cont…) – 
Principal/STC team PD meetings  

Drop-in sessions for review online administration 
Introducing on-line support (WebEx, brown bag lunch) 
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USE OF AUTHORITATIVE RESOURCES 

Use of Authoritative Resources –  
Parcconline.org - practice tests and policies 
MSDE next generation assessments website  

PearsonAccess.com - practice tests, documentation 

Maryland On-Line Testing website (MSDE) 
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SUPPORT & COMMUNICATION 

Support and Communication – 
24/7 support to STCs - email, phone calls, face-to-face 

Parent access to online test practice through Student website 
School visits by testing office staff  

Collaboration with IT – timely on-going communication  
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BEST PRACTICES - Technology 

Bandwidth 
Network Infrastructure 

Devices 
Technical Support 
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CHALLENGES 

Biggest Challenge (Support to schools) 
Infrastructure Readiness (Charter Schools) 

Scheduling of Online Assessments 
Test Security (Online Testing) 
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. 

Clear 
Charge 

Goals 

SMART 
Objectives 

Essential 
Questions 

Deliverables 

Timeline 

Charge 

Testing 

Principals 

Curriculum 
& 

Instruction 
Union & 

Community 

Technology 

Members 

PARCC ASSESSMENT  
CROSS-FUNCTIONAL TEAM 
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. 

CHARGE STATEMENT – Implementation Team 

1. To provide effective technology and test
administration support that will ensure that
all schools are equipped with the tools,
training, and resources needed to
successfully deploy PARCC assessments

2. To ensure that all students and staff have
opportunities to become familiar with the
tools, types of items, and procedures for
online assessments.
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. 

OBJECTIVES: PARCC Implementation Team 

1. Technology Readiness – All schools are ready for
PARCC online testing and have sufficient devices; and
infrastructure in the building.

2. Test Administration and Support: All technical issues
are addressed in a timely manner by providing
resources, differentiated professional development,
and ongoing testing support and services to schools

3. Secure and Appropriate Testing Environment: All
testing environments are adequately prepared and
appropriate to conduct secure online testing that
follows all testing protocols
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. 

ESSENTIAL QUESTIONS: Implementation Team 

1. How do we know that all schools have enough
resources and adequate infrastructure for PARCC?

2. How do we track, monitor, and successfully address
online testing issues in all schools?

3. How do we support staff in the use of  the online
assessment platforms and the tools to ensure that
students have opportunities for hands-on practice?

4. How can we best provide support to schools before,
during, and after online testing?
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. 

POSSIBLE TIMELINE – Implementation Team 

• July - Establish two-way communication processes that keep all team
members informed and involved in the work of the group.

• August - Initial meeting to review the charge, goals, available
resources, and calendar. Set roles/responsibilities. Provide
PARCC/Pearson and other online assessment updates

• September - Report of device readiness. Introduce tool to monitor gaps
in devices/headphones. Discuss mobile devices and wireless for testing.

• October - Report of STC gap analysis. Review training calendars
• November - PARCC/Pearson updates. Paper testing....why and where?
• December - Begin planning for Infrastructure Trial
• January - Continue Infrastructure Trial prep, Pearson/PARCC updates
• February - Assess Infrastructure Trial results
• March - Review Operational PBA
• April - Provide updates on EOY
• May - Assess EOY and online testing in 2014-15
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. 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS 

Time for 
Questions or 
Comments 
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Appendix II, Exhibit III
Carroll County Public Schools best practice
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Delivering a Clear and Consistent Message  
to Staff about MCCRS 

Presented by Mrs. Roberta Leaverton 
Assistant Superintendent of Instructional Services 
Queen Anne’s County Public Schools 

Presented by Dr. Carol Williamson, 
Superintendent of Schools 
Queen Anne’s County Public Schools 

Math’s Transition to 
Common Core 

Appendix II, Exhibit IV
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Presentation Notes
What is the project about?Define the goal of this projectIs it similar to projects in the past or is it a new effort?Define the scope of this projectIs it an independent project or is it related to other projects?* Note that this slide is not necessary for weekly status meetings



     Queen Anne’s County Public Schools 
Who are we? 

• Small rural county on the Eastern Shore

• 14 schools and 1 Alternative Program

• 7800 students

• 600 certificated staff

• Very small central office and administrative team

 
We understand the need for a strong communication system to get 
the right information to the right people in a timely manner and at 
the appropriate time   
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Ensuring Communication Regarding MCCRS and PARCC Reach All Appropriate Stakeholders in a Timely Manner and with a Consistent Message New programs, curriculum, initiatives – especially something as huge as MCCRS – depend on frequent, clear, and consistent communication to all stakeholder groups.  Frequent and clear are two aspects over which we have some control.  Ensuring it is consistent and getting it out to all stakeholder groups is not so easy – whether a large school system or a small school system.  We come from a small school system of 7800 students and approximately 600 certificated staff.  We were one of two counties whose county government funded them below MOE in 2011 and did not have to return to MOE the following year. We lost 10% of our local dollars – dollars we lost forever.   Even with that, we were very strategic in what we cut out of our budget and what we maintained.  We kept what we believed were some very key positions that had much impact on our instructional programs. We understand the need for a strong communication system to get the right information to the right people in a timely manner and at the appropriate time.We have always believed that it was important to put as much support as possible at the school level; yet to have some level of influence over what happens there at the county level.  Putting our resources in the school was easy but resulted in a very small central office staff to do the many things required by the state and to oversee our curriculum and assessments or to provide instructional support to new staff or those having difficulty.  The problem was how to get the information out to the schools and to ensure we had continuity and comparability across our schools.  We have worked on our solution to that for many years – really since the beginning of Bridge to Excellence.  What is do is not magic and some of you sitting here will say that you already do these things.  I don’t see it as unique or special either – however, several people from outside our system felt it was worth sharing with others as a best practice. What I’m going to describe is who we have available and how information is shared throughout our school system. 



Superintendent 
Executive Team 

Assistant Superintendent 

Curriculum & Instruction Team 

Administrators & Supervisors Team 

High School Committee 

Elementary Principals 

Middle School Principals 

Assistant Principals 

Teacher Specialists 

Reading Specialists 

Math Specialists 

TPE Task Force 
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QAC Transition to Math Common Core (MDCCRS) 

Curriculum & 
Instruction 

Math Supervisor 

Math Specialist 
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This process is repeated at 
middle school and for high 
school courses. 

This is just the tip of iceberg… 
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 PARCC Assessments 
Preparing Our Students for Success 

Appendix II, Exhibit V
Baltimore City and Washington counties best practices
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MSDE Master Teachers 

Elizabeth Brandenburg 
• Washington County Public

Schools
• Central Office Lead

Teacher for Elementary
Mathematics

• brandeli@wcps.k12.md
• Twitter:  @brandeli1974

  Dr. Nicole Gavin 
• Baltimore City Public

Schools
• Lead teacher/ staff

developer
• explr1@yahoo.com
• Twitter: @Explr1
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Summer 2014 

• Teachers participated in the CCRC 
conferences across the state. 

• PARCC implementation session gave 
teachers time to explore the assessments as 
well as time to think about how the 
assessment informs our instruction. 

Appendix II, Page 41



PARCC Assessment Overview 

• PARCC assesses both English Language
Arts (ELA) and Mathematics.

• Two required assessments for each subject
- Performance Based Assessment (PBA) 
 March 2 – March 27, 2015 

- End of the Year Assessment (EOY)
  April 20 - May 15, 2015 
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PARCConline.org Provides 
• Practice Tests for both ELA and Math

-ELA:  Performance Based Practice Test 
-Math:  End of the Year Practice Test 

• Student tutorials for online test taking
-Tools Tutorial 
-Text to Speech Tutorial 
-Equation Editor Tutorial (coming soon) 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
It is important that the practice tests not be seen as “teaching to the test”.  In fact, by providing practice tests, teacher should be looking at them through the lens of instructional implications.Here is the link to the practice tests for those that have laptops and tablets.  In terms of format:  reading text on line, information presented in multiple media, Part A and B questions… Have participants discuss what other format issues might require instructional changesDeveloping assessment items, (like the assessment items on PARCC,) that require students to apply their content knowledge, think critically, and explain their thinking.  Have participants discuss how their assignments, questions, and activities may need to changeMessaging for students that they must read text carefully, closely, and more than once.  Messaging for students that they must know math content and be able to apply it in authentic situations, and what fluency in mathematics means.Professional Learning: Providing teachers the opportunity to analyze assessment items:   What knowledge and skills students must master   What type of instruction is required for students to master the skills and knowledge   The importance of time for insuring students can develop conceptual understanding   The need for all teachers to see what is being asked of students…

http://practice.parcc.testnav.com/
http://practice.parcc.testnav.com/
http://practice.parcc.testnav.com/
http://practice.parcc.testnav.com/
http://practice.parcc.testnav.com/


PARCC Assessments 
How does it help us inform 

our instruction? 
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Format 

Teachers are able to 
preview: 

• types of assessment Items 
• vocabulary (word choice, 

question phrasing, etc…) 
• alignment between 

standards and assessment 
items 

• technology integration 
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Professional Learning 

Schools & District provide 
professional learning 
opportunities: 

• for teachers based on 
instructional 
implications of the 
PARCC assessment. 

• for stakeholders based 
on shifts in instruction. 
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Tutorials 

• Students will use the tutorials to learn to 
manipulate the online tools. 

• Parents can use the tutorials to familiarize 
themselves with expectations, content, 
and technology. 

• Teachers will use the tutorials to 
familiarize themselves with technology 
integration. 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR 
Mathematics 
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Learning & Assessment within the College & 
Career Readiness Standards for Math 

Growth in knowledge of 
core concepts, big ideas 
and driving questions in 
mathematics. 

Growth in ways of knowing and doing mathematics.  
Development of ways of inquiring, investigating, solving 
problems, thinking, reading, writing, talking, and 
learning in a discipline as mathematicians. 
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In the CCRC Session Teachers 
Explored…. 
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Implications Teachers 
Discovered 
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Problem Solving Strategies 
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Presentation Notes
Mention close reading somewhere in math



Noticing & Wondering 

• Rather  than racing to find a solution, 
wondering allows students to , 
to think, and to do mathematics.   

• Noticing allows ALL students to participate in 
problem solving. 

• It allows them to see patterns they have 
perhaps seen before, and to compare 
problems and strategies they may have 
previously used. 

• Creates great dialogue within the classroom 
where students can 
and ideas. 
 

Appendix II, Page 53



What do you NOTICE? 

25 cent candies 50 cent candies 75 cents candies Dollar candies 

5 Swedish fish 10 gummy worms 1 foot length of 
taffy Box of Tic Tacs 

1 Tootsie Roll Pop 2 Cow Tales Pack of gum (5 
sticks) Box of jelly beans 

2 peppermint 
sticks 

2 lengths of candy 
dots 5 licorice sticks Box of chocolate-

covered raisins 

2 fireballs 5 chocolate coins 3 Miniature Reese 
Cups 

Box of 
Gobstoppers 

You walk into the Olde Tyme Candy Shoppe 
with 2 dollar bills, 6 pennies, 3 quarters, 3 
dimes, and 5 nickels in your pocket.   
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What do you WONDER? 

25 cent candies 50 cent candies 75 cents candies Dollar candies 

5 Swedish fish 10 gummy worms 1 foot length of 
taffy Box of Tic Tacs 

1 Tootsie Roll Pop 2 Cow Tales Pack of gum (5 
sticks) Box of jelly beans 

2 peppermint 
sticks 

2 lengths of candy 
dots 5 licorice sticks Box of chocolate-

covered raisins 

2 fireballs 5 chocolate coins 3 Miniature Reese 
Cups 

Box of 
Gobstoppers 

You walk into the Olde Tyme Candy Shoppe 
with 2 dollar bills, 6 pennies, 3 quarters, 3 
dimes, and 5 nickels in your pocket.   
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Integration of Math Practices 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mention close reading somewhere in math



Practices in Action 

Teachers develop students proficiency with 
the Practices through…. 
• Inquiry based instruction
• Problem based lessons
• Cooperative activities that require students

to explain and defend their thinking.
• Activities which students use words,

numbers, and symbols to communicate
their understanding and thinking.
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Sample Problem Based Lesson 
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Focus on Computation 

• A major focus on the Grade 3-5 standards is
computation.

• Teachers are learning more about teaching
computation at a “conceptual level” so that
students build Number Sense and are able to
reason with numbers.

• Renewed sense of urgency with Math Facts
Instruction.

• Number Talks are one method to help build
number sense.

Appendix II, Page 59

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Teachers see the depth and complexity required by all questions in regard to computation.  This has lead to a greater focus on facts an in depth understanding of computation.



Number Talk Sample 

A Number Talk is a 10 min. classroom 
conversations and discussions around 
purposefully crafted computation 
problems used to develop conceptual 
understanding of and efficiency with 
number, operations and mathematics. 
 

 Friendly Number Strategy Example: 
3 x 10 
3 x 50 

3 x 100 
3 x 149 
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IMPLICATIONS FOR  
English Language Arts 
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Implications for Reading Instruction 

• Evidence
• Close Reading/Rereading for a Purpose
• Determining Importance
• Complex Text
• Synthesizing Multiple Texts/Media
• Academic Vocabulary
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Implication for Writing Instruction 

• Pre-Writing
• Collecting Evidence and

Analyzing Evidence
across Multiple Texts

• Technology Integration
• Rubrics
• Language/ Grammar

Instruction
• Academic Vocabulary Appendix II, Page 63



Designing the ELA/Literacy PBAs 

Three types of tasks 
• Narrative Writing
• Literary Analysis
• Research Simulation

• PARCC assessment designers created
Task Generation Models (TGM) for
each type of task above to guide and
focus test development
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In this slide we call out the 3 types of tasks that each student in grades 3-11 will complete during the PBAs. These were also on slide 6.  Click: We introduce the term Task Generation Models on this slide. These TGMs are like recipes and can help us see how we can integrate the standards to create meaningful experiences for students.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Elementary Slide OnlyTake a close look at Handout #5 for this session. How many readings would this task be based on? Note that the extended reading would be based on the upper end of the guidelines for text selection. Also note that one of the readings could be multi-media. What are the standards that must be covered in the PCR? What are the standards that must be covered in the EBSR and TECRs? Read the recipe for construction of the task.



Research Task 

Each 
question 
asks 
students 
to find 
evidence 
to 
support 
answer. 

Assesses 
student’s 
ability to 
understand 
words in 
context Students 

must be 
able to 
scroll up 
and down 
to read the 
text. 
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Research Task 

EBSR: 
Evidence 
Based 
Selected 
Response 
(scored 0 
or 2) 

Highlighting 
from 
previous 
page does 
not carry 
onto the next 
question. 
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Research Task 

TECR: 
Technology 
Enhanced 
Constructed 
Response 

Students must be able to drag 
and drop, highlight, etc. Appendix II, Page 68



Research Task 

Must be able 
to use 
listening and 
viewing skills 
to add to their 
knowledge of 
the topic. 

Must be 
able to 
use 
video 
viewing 
tolls to 
rewind, 
replay, 
etc. 
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Research Task 

Multiple 
texts 

PCR: Prose 
Constructed 
Response 

How do they collect 
evidence from each 
text to be able to 
construct a essay to 
answer the PCR? 

Must be able to 
use keyboarding 
skills and word 
processing tools 
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Field Test Ah Ha’s: 
Notes and Quotes 

Question:___________________________ 

Notes and Quotes 

___________________________________ 

Thoughts and Questions 

Text: Students will write down any pertinent 
evidence from each text in response to the 
question.  

Students use this space to analyze text or 
ask questions that they may have.  

Text: 

Text/Vide
o: 
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Field Test Ah Ha’s: 
Student Webs 
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IMPLICATIONS 
Across ALL Contents 
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Instructional implications 

• There are an overwhelming number of
implications for teachers.

• Districts and teachers are engaged in
ongoing professional learning focused on
aligning the intended curriculum with
instruction and assessment.

• The product of these professional learning
experiences are new instructional tools
and strategies to help students make the
leap to master the increased expectations.Appendix II, Page 74



What are all contents doing? 

• Specific content professional
development.

• Close reading in all subjects
(including math)

• Academic vocabulary
• Critical thinking
• Writing like a professional
• Problem Solving
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Questions? 
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Mathematics	  

Sample	  End	  of	  Year	  (EOY)	  
PARCC	  Problems	  
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PARCC	  Mathematics	  Task	  Types	  

Task	  Type	   Test	   Standards	   Scoring	  

I	  
Tasks	  assessing	  

concepts,	  skills,	  and	  
procedures	  

PBA	  
EOY	  

• Major	  Content/Clusters
• Supporting
Content/Clusters

• Additional
Content/Clusters

Machine	  Scored	  

II	  
Tasks	  assessing	  
expressing	  
mathematical	  
reasoning	  

PBA	  
• Practices	  3	  &	  6
• All	  Major	  Content
Standards

Machine	  Scored	  
Hand	  Scored	  

III	   Tasks	  assessing	  
modeling/applications	   PBA	  

• Practices	  4
• All	  Content	  Standards
• Practices	  (1,	  2,	  5,	  7,	  and	  8)

Machine	  Scored	  
Hand	  Scored	  

Appendix II, Page 78



Appendix II, Page 79



Grade 3 

Sample End of Year (EOY) 
PARCC Problems 
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Grade 4 

Sample End of Year (EOY) 
PARCC Problems 
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Grade 5 

Sample End of Year (EOY) 
PARCC Problems 
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Appendix II, Exhibit VI
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The HCPSS provided professional learning, curriculum and assessment resource development, and parent 
and community communication to support the transition to the MDCCRS and PARCC Assessments. The system 
developed a staggered timeline of implementation designed to provide job-embedded professional learning in a 
systematic fashion. 

Professional Development: All elementary schools received on-site, on-going training to support teacher 
understanding of the instructional shifts necessitated by the Common Core. Each grade level team received appropriate 
information about their grade level standards and pedagogy. Secondary teachers had access to school-based professional 
learning communities facilitated by school-based teacher leaders and they had access to after school workshops for which 
they received stipends. All teachers participated in twice-yearly professional learning days that focused on the standards, 
revised curriculum, performance assessment, and student learning objectives (SLOs). Teachers also were able to choose to 
participate in continuing professional development courses for which they received credit. 

Additionally, each year following EEA, two half-day trainings were held to support teachers who 
represented Language Arts at the summer Educational Effectiveness Academy.  This training was designed to 
increase their competencies to lead staff throughout the transition. In 2014–15 the Office of Elementary 
Mathematics is planning a half-day workshop for two teachers from each of the 41 elementary schools.  This 
professional learning session will focus on the expectations for PARCC and provide examples of the Type I, II, and 
III questions that students will be expected to answer. The examples will include the public release items that are 
available. Teachers will take a practice test to help them understand the expectations of PARCC and what the 
students will be experiencing. Practice examples include the content concepts as well as the technology skills.  

Curricular Resources: All curriculum offices revised curriculum to reflect the new standards. Summer 
curriculum workshops were an opportunity to provide intensive professional development to teachers who then 
developed and revised curriculum. These teachers were also able to then serve as resources to others at their 
schools in understanding the instructional shifts required by the revised standards. An emphasis in curriculum 
development was the creation of integrated units of study that emphasized the writing, reading, language, and 
speaking/listening standards of the Common Core.  These integrated units of study are designed to serve as 
models of instructional best practices. Writing Units of Study were created to help teachers ensure that students 
wrote across the curriculum daily for a variety of purposes aligned with the Common Core State Writing Standards. 
Grade level writing assessments were designed to measure student progress on opinion writing, informative writing, 
and narrative writing.  Prompts and rubrics were provided, along with on-site training, to help teachers monitor 
student’s ability to write effectively. Clusters of reading assessments around the three purposes were designed to 
model the task generated model and provide awareness to teachers of what the new assessments would 
encompass and provide practice to students in the new format. 

The mathematics curriculum is provided through wikis for each grade level. The resources include the 
scope and sequence of standards for the four quarters of each grade level, lessons and lesson seeds, aligned print 
and web resources, and ideas for formative assessments. In the curricular documents, there are examples of 
formative assessments for each grade level standards. Teachers are encouraged to use these to drive instruction. 
These examples provide prototypes for teachers to create their own formative assessments.  

Parent Resources: The curriculum staff offered four countywide Common Core forums to provide parents 
and community members with information about the standards and the revised curriculum. Staff compiled a website 
of resources for parents to assist their children in the area of reading/language arts.  The link to the website was 
provided to parents during the February conference period and through school communications. For mathematics a 
Family Mathematics Support Center has been developed for parents and the community to provide information on 
what children will be learning in each grade level. Resources for games, mobile apps and ideas for working with 
children at home are included.  
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Appendix III 

Impact on Student Populations: 
• Exhibit I: Impact on Selected Student Populations
• Exhibit II: National Center for State Collaborative Transition from Alt-MSA
• Exhibit III: Data Requested by Workgroup – Follow-up Questions
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Maryland’s College and Career-Ready Standards and PARCC 

GOVERNOR’S TASK FORCE | JULY  10,  2014
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Performance/Achievement Data 

Students with Disabilities 
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Performance/Achievement Data 

English Language Learners 
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Performance/Achievement Data 

Students Receiving Free and 
Reduced-Priced Meals (FARMs) 
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National Center for State 
Collaborative (NCSC) Presentation 

Marcella E. Franczkowski, Assistant State Superintendent 
Division of Special Education/Early Intervention Services 

Trinell Bowman, Program Manager,  
Division of Curriculum, Assessment and Accountability 

October 21, 2014 

 Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for 
Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation 

Review Workgroup 

Appendix III, Exhibit II
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2 

http://www.ncscpartners.org/ 
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NCSC Core State Partners, with Tier II  

Appendix III, Page 28



NCSC Framework 
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NCSC Assessment Delivery 

• Technology-based 
– Flexibility for presentation on devices/ platforms 

 
– Universal Design for Learning (UDL) 

 
– Accommodations built-in 

 
– Adaptive and multi-tiered 

• Four Complexity Tiers: Each tier is based on student 
performance.  

    As students answer questions, their performance will determine 
which  tier of questions they answer next.  
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Functional Skills  
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Technology Transition 
 NCSC’s technology guidelines are aligned with PARCC’s 

technology guidelines. 
 

 The delivery platform for NCSC was developed as an open 
source solution and PARCC is currently developing an 
open source platform with the same vendor, Breakthrough 
technologies. 
 

 Assistive technology devices are compatible with NCSC’s 
online platform. 
 

 If students cannot access the online platform they are able 
to take a paper and pencil assessment with support from a 
test administrator. Appendix III, Page 32



NCSC Timeline  
2011-2012 to 2015-2016 

 
2012-2013 

• NCSC Produces Classroom Curriculum, Content Support,  and Begins Sample Field Testing 
• Maryland develops the transition plan for NCSC 
• Maryland Establishes CoP 

2013-2014 

 
• Maryland participates in the PARCC Field Test 
• Maryland Reviews Instructional NCSC Materials 
• Maryland aligns the current alternate assessment to the Maryland College and Career 

Standards 

2014-2015 

 
• Maryland participates in NCSC Pilot II (Fall of 2014) 
• 1st Year of the PARCC Operational Assessment 
• 1st Year of the NCSC Operational Assessment for states except Maryland 
• Maryland  Provides Professional Development  to Teachers with Support from CoP 
• Monthly Assessment Updates held with the Division of Special Education and Assessment 

2015-2016 

• 1st Year of the  NCSC Operational Assessment in Maryland 
• Continuing Professional Development Support to Teachers  
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The primary purposes of the NCSC pilot 2 are to: 
 
 Examine the test items and test administration procedures so that these can 

be refined, if needed, for the Operational Test which will be administered in 
spring 2015. 

 
 Give schools an opportunity to get experience and knowledge of the new 

NCSC Alternate Assessment 
 

 Local school systems will not receive student, school, or district test results.  
 

 
 
  

 

NCSC Pilot 2 Assessment  

Component  Administration Dates 
ELA, Reading and Mathematics October 20, 2014 to 

November 14, 2014 
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 The Division of Curriculum, Assessment and Accountability 
(DAADs) and Division of Special Education and Early Intervention 
Services (DSE/EIS) work collaboratively to execute Maryland’s plan 
to  implement the NCSC. 
 
 

For questions regarding NCSC please contact : 
 Trinell Bowman, Program Manager, Division of 

Accountability, Assessment and Data Systems by email 
to trinell.bowman@maryland.gov  
 

 Karla Marty, Section Chief, Division of Special 
Education/Early Intervention Services by email to 
karla.marty@maryland.gov 
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National Center and State Collaborative 
General Supervision Enhancement Grant 

About NCSC 
The National Center and State Collaborative (NCSC) is a project led by five centers and 26 states (15 
core states and 11 Tier II states) charged with building an alternate assessment based on alternate 
achievement standards (AA-AAS) for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. The goal 

of the NCSC project is to ensure that students with the most 
significant cognitive disabilities achieve increasingly higher 
academic outcomes and leave high school ready for post-
secondary options. A well-designed end-of-year test alone is 
not enough to achieve that goal. NCSC will also develop 
curriculum, instruction, and professional development support 
for teachers of students with significant cognitive disabilities. 
All partners share a commitment to the development of a 
comprehensive model of curriculum, instruction, assessment, 
and supportive professional development.  

The NCSC project represents: 
• Best practices and lessons-learned from over a decade of research on assessment, academic 

instruction, communication, and learner characteristics of students with the most significant 
cognitive disabilities 

• A collaborative effort that brings together experts and practitioners from a variety of fields 
including special education, assessment, curriculum and instruction, and communication 
sciences 

• A practice-oriented approach designed to support administrators, teachers, and families  
• An opportunity to ensure that students with the most significant cognitive disabilities benefit 

from the national movement toward Common Core State Standards designed to prepare all 
students for success in college and careers 

 
Organizations 

 
 

 
 
 
 
States 
 

Arizona Connecticut District of Columbia Florida 
Georgia Indiana Louisiana Nevada 
Pacific Assessment 
Consortium (PAC-6) Pennsylvania Rhode Island South Carolina 

South Dakota Tennessee Wyoming  
 
Tier II Affiliated States (beta testing and evaluation partners) as of May 6, 2013 
Arkansas, California, Delaware, Idaho, Maine, Maryland, Montana, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, 
and the US Virgin Islands

National Center on Educational Outcomes 
National Center for the Improvement of 
Educational Assessment 
University of Kentucky 
University of North Carolina-Charlotte 
edCount, LLC 

All partners share a commitment to 
the research-to-practice focus of the 
project, and to the development of a 
comprehensive model of curriculum, 
instruction, assessment, and 
supportive professional development. 

*Core partner states are orange in color and Tier II states are blue in color 
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NCSC FAQs
Why do we need a new alternate assessment? 
The national consensus around college and career ready standards based on real-world expectations 
presents an opportunity to raise expectations for all students, including students with significant 
cognitive disabilities. As states build common general assessments that measure college and career 
readiness, as defined grade by grade in the Common Core State Standards, we need an alternate 
assessment based on the same foundation of rigorous real-world content, while taking into account 
these students’ unique learner characteristics.  

What does “college and career ready” mean for students with significant cognitive 
disabilities? 
The terminology of “college and career ready” as defined by educational experts and policy makers 
may seem out of reach for many students with the most significant cognitive disabilities, but the skill 
sets associated with these standards are important and meaningful for these students.  For students 
with significant cognitive disabilities, we are only beginning to learn what is possible with the benefit of 
12 years of systematic instruction in communication, reading, math, and other rigorous content. The 
NCSC project will work with key research and practice partners to rethink our ideas of what is 
possible for these students by operating on the principle of the “least dangerous assumption.” 

How will my state’s participation in the NCSC project affect the way that my district serves and 
assesses students with the most significant cognitive disabilities? 
Your district will have access to all of the curricular, instructional support, and professional 
development materials developed through NCSC for teachers of students with the most significant 
cognitive disabilities. The alternate assessment will be based on the best research available about 
how these students build competence in academics and how to prepare them for life after high 
school. NCSC will also design systems to ease the burden of administering the alternate assessment.

Will the Curriculum and Instruction (C&I) materials be accessible for all students who have the 
most significant cognitive disabilities, including those with the most complex challenges? 
Yes. In order for any student to benefit from challenging curriculum and high quality instruction, they 
have to be able to communicate what they know and can do. In addition to intensive training for 
teachers and related service providers on communication strategies for students with the most 
significant cognitive disabilities, NCSC will produce materials at varying levels of complexity to meet 
students’ unique learning needs, and will develop strong accommodations policies, procedures, and 
professional development.

When will the NCSC materials be available for use? 
Teachers can start using the NCSC curriculum, instruction, and professional development resources 
as they are made available throughout the project. The final product will be a summative alternate 
assessment to be made available in the final year of the project.

Will the NCSC assessment be available to all states? 
Yes. While only the partner states will have the opportunity to shape the design of the assessment 
system, all states will have access to all NCSC products after the project ends. You can find more 
information on the NCSC website at http://www.ncscpartners.org or by contacting Project Director 
Rachel Quenemoen at quene003@umn.edu or 612-708-6960. 

 The contents of this handout were developed under a grant from the US Department of Education (PR/Award #: H373X100002, Project Officer, 
Susan.Weigert@ed.gov). However, the contents do not necessarily represent the policy of the US Department of Education and no assumption of 
endorsement by the Federal government should be made. 
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Alternate Maryland State Assessment (Alt-MSA) Comparison Crosswalk to National Center and State Collaborative (NCSC) 

Portfolio Assessment Online Assessment 
Student or Teacher Interact with Computer 

6 Month Testing Window 2 Month Testing Window 
Instruction and Assessment Combined Summative Assessment (End of Year) 

10 test items per content area Up to 30 test items per content area 
Assesses Reading/Mathematics/Science Assesses ELA (Reading and Writing)/Mathematics 

Aligned to Maryland State Curriculum Standards/Common Core Aligned to Common Core and NCSC Common Core Connectors (“big ideas”) 
Eligibility Criteria with IEP Guidelines and Decision-Making Resources Eligibility Criteria with IEP Guidelines and Decision-Making Resources 

Baseline and Mastery Artifacts Pre-session, Session I, and Session II 
Teacher Developed  

Modifications/Scaffolding Built In 
(Work Sample Artifact, Video, Audio, Data Chart) 

State/Vendor Developed  
Item based with 4 Levels of Complexity Built In 

(Multiple Choice, Short Constructed Response, Performance Tasks) 
Alt-MSA Test Administration Team 

Alt-MSA Handbook Training-Signed Test Administration and Certification 
of Training Form and Non-Disclosure Agreement Signed 

Test Administrator 
Certification Module and Exam 

Non-Disclosure/Test Security Agreement Signed 
Can use AT devices and computer software programs to present Mastery 

Objective to student (such Clicker, Kidspiration, MS Word-tools/forms, 
Classroom Suite, Inspiration, and Pixwriter, Smart board and a Word 

Processor) 

Flexibility for Presentation on Devices and Platforms 

Prompting allowed No Prompting Allowed 
Maryland Accommodations Allowed NCSC Accommodations Allowed 

Full Physical (Medically Fragile) Excusal NCSC is currently in discussions if a similar policy will implemented 
Alt-MSA Resource Online and  

Alt-MSA Professional Development Modules for Reading, Mathematics 
and Science 

NCSC Online Curriculum Resource Modules ( Multi Media:Wikki) 

3 Performance Levels: Basic, Proficient, Advanced that includes 
performance level descriptors for each level 

5 Performance Levels which will include  
performance level descriptors for each level 

Vendor Scored Combination of Vendor & Administrator 

MSDE December 2013 
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Question:  ELL students enter schools at many grade levels.  Are we doing a better job with students 
entering in the earlier grades than the later grades? 

Highlights 
           • In the Elementary Grade Band 71% of students taking the MSA are Proficient or Advanced in Reading and in Math 68% of

students. 

• In the Middle School Grade Band 50% of students taking the MSA are Proficient or Advanced in Reading and in Math 41%.

• In High school English II only 29% of students are Proficient or Advanced, and in Algebra I 51% of students are Proficient or
Advanced. 

Graph:   
Percent of Students performaning at Basic, Proficient or Advanced on Assessments (MSA, ENG II, ALG I) by Grade Bands 
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  Data Table:  
Summary 

Eng II/MSA 
Reading by 
Grade Band 

and subgroup 

2013 
Alg I/MSA Math 
by Grade Band 
and subgroup 

2013 

basic % prof % adv % 
tested 
count basic % prof % adv % 

tested 
count 

E ALL 13.6 50.3 36.1 189070 E ALL 16.1 50.3 33.6 189082 
E ELL 28.8 63.4 7.8 14108 E ELL 32.4 56.6 11 14211 
E Non-ELL 12.4 49.2 38.4 174962 E Non-ELL 14.7 49.8 35.5 174871 

M ALL 16.6 37.5 45.9 181617 M ALL 27.7 44.6 27.7 181549 
M ELL 50.3 42.9 6.8 5759 M ELL 59.4 34.5 6.1 5895 
M Non-ELL 15.5 37.3 47.2 175858 M Non-ELL 26.7 44.9 28.4 175654 

H ALL 17 55.3 27.8 60977 H ALL 15.8 53.4 30.8 59399 
H ELL 70.6 29 0.4 994 H ELL 48.6 47.5 3.9 897 
H Non-ELL 16.1 55.7 28.2 59983 H Non-ELL 15.3 53.5 31.2 58502 
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Question:  There are ELL gaps in achievement at the elementary level, less of a gap at middle, larger gap again in high school.  
What is happening here? 

Highlights 
  

Graph:  
    • Over the past 5 years of data, there is a

consistent trend of differences in the 
performance of ELL to Non-ELL students 

• In Reading the ELL gap in achievement at the
elementary level ranges between 10 and 16.  
The gap increases at the middle school level 
ranging between 35 and 41.  The gap at the high 
school level is the greatest with the greatest 
variability with results ranging from 35 to 55.   

• In Math the ELL gap in achievement at the
elementary level ranges between 10 and 18.  
The gap increases at the middle school level 
ranging between 26 and 33.  The gap at the high 
school level decreases with results ranging from 
23 to 33.   

   
   

Data Table:  Summary 

English II / MSA Reading 
Assessment 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

H English II ALL 83.5 56785 80.1 60871 81.7 60929 83.1 61075 83 60977 
H English II Gap ELL to Non- 35.4 44.1 47.8 44.5 54.5 

MSA Reading Assessment in ES and MS 
 and HSA English II Assessment in HS.  

MSA Math Assessment in ES and MS 
and HSA Algebra I Assessment in HS.  
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ELL 
H English II ELL 48.4 0.8% 36.6 1.3% 34.5 1.3% 39.3 1.6% 29.4 1.6% 
H English II Non-ELL 83.8 80.7 82.3 83.8 83.9 
M MSA ALL 81.8 184868 82.8 183158 83.5 181632 82.1 182032 83.4 181617 

M MSA 
Gap ELL to Non-
ELL 37.2 36.1 40.6 39.2 34.8 

M MSA ELL 45.4 2.2% 47.4 2.1% 43.7 2.0% 43.8 2.2% 49.7 3.2% 
M MSA Non-ELL 82.6 83.5 84.3 83 84.5 
E MSA ALL 87 179198 86.9 179712 88 183092 88.2 185641 86.4 189070 

E MSA 
Gap ELL to Non-
ELL 15.7 14.1 10.3 11.2 16.4 

E MSA ELL 72.1 4.9% 73.6 5.6% 78.3 6.0% 77.8 7.1% 71.2 7.5% 
E MSA Non-ELL 87.8 87.7 88.6 89 87.6 

Algebra I / MSA Math 
Assessment 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

adv/prof 
% 

tested 
Count 
/% of 
tested 

H Algebra I ALL 85.1 55453 83.6 59637 83.6 59450 83.9 59408 84.2 59399 

H Algebra I 
Gap ELL to Non-
ELL 23.2 22.7 25.4 24.8 33.3 

H Algebra I ELL 62.1 0.7% 61.1 1.2% 58.5 1.2% 59.5 1.5% 51.4 1.5% 
H Algebra I Non-ELL 85.3 83.8 83.9 84.3 84.7 
M MSA ALL 71.2 184801 72.6 183104 73.7 181693 76.2 181963 72.3 181549 

M MSA 
Gap ELL to Non-
ELL 26.4 29.0 30.3 30.7 32.7 

M MSA ELL 45.4 2.3% 44.2 2.1% 44.1 2.1% 46.2 2.3% 40.6 3.2% 
M MSA Non-ELL 71.8 73.2 74.4 76.9 73.3 
E MSA ALL 84.9 179314 86.5 179796 86.3 183184 87.7 185638 83.9 189082 

E MSA 
Gap ELL to Non-
ELL 13.1 11.3 10.7 11.3 17.7 

E MSA ELL 72.4 5.0% 75.8 5.7% 76.2 6.1% 77.2 7.2% 67.6 7.5% 
E MSA Non-ELL 85.5 87.1 86.9 88.5 85.3 
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Question:  FARMS data by district to identify best practices. 

            
Highlights 

   

 
Graph:   
 

      • The percentage of FARM students has increased from 
33.0 percent in 2008 to 44.3 percent in 2013.  
 
• The percentage of FARM students at the LEAs range 
from 19% to 85% 
 
• The highlighted LEAs below demonstrate possible best 
practices. 
 
• One way to identify LEAs with possible best practices is 
by identifying the LEAs with high FARMS % and High 
Proficiency on the MSA.    
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Data Table:  
Summary 

2013 

LEA Name 
Enrolled 

Count 
FARMS 
Count 

FARMS 
% 

Rank by 
Greatest 
FARMS % 

Reading 
Prof/ 
Adv % 

Rank by 
Greatest 
Reading 

Adv/Prof % 

Math 
Prof/ 
Adv % 

Rank by 
Greatest 

Math 
Adv/Prof % 

Allegany County 8844 4938 55.8 8 80.6 7 73.6 9 
Anne Arundel County 77630 24548 31.6 19 80.4 8 69.4 15 
Baltimore County 107226 51856 48.4 10 79.5 12 71.1 12 
Calvert County 16410 3724 22.7 23 83.9 2 82.1 3 
Caroline County 5533 3229 58.4 7 81.1 6 82.7 2 
Carroll County 26642 5053 19 25 82 4 77.3 5 
Cecil County 15632 6722 43 14 73.7 21 60.6 23 
Charles County 26651 8774 32.9 17 73.4 22 67.9 16 
Dorchester County 4678 3006 64.3 4 68.8 24 63.5 21 
Frederick County 40528 10504 25.9 22 80 9 66.7 17 
Garrett County 4001 1891 47.3 11 81.2 5 73.9 8 
Harford County 37852 11571 30.6 20 79.5 13 71.5 11 
Howard County 52467 10057 19.2 24 79.9 10 69.6 14 
Kent County 2121 1113 52.5 9 78.6 15 62.6 22 
Montgomery County 149752 52088 34.8 16 78.9 14 64.1 19 
Prince George's 
County 123999 77022 62.1 5 74 20 64.1 20 
Queen Anne's County 7745 2042 26.4 21 82.6 3 65.2 18 
St. Mary's County 17494 5633 32.2 18 72.5 23 72.2 10 
Somerset County 2911 2062 70.8 2 79.7 11 80.8 4 
Talbot County 4585 1894 41.3 15 74.2 19 57.5 24 
Washington County 22429 10217 45.6 12 77.1 17 74.4 7 
Wicomico County 14354 8734 60.8 6 77.4 16 74.9 6 
Worcester County 6595 2927 44.4 13 90.7 1 89.4 1 
Baltimore City 83898 71450 85.2 1 65.7 25 56.9 25 
SEED School LEA 375 259 69.1 3 74.8 18 70.6 13 
All Public Schools 860352 381314 44.3 75.5 66.2 
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Question:  What percentage of FARMS students are also ELL?  
 

          
          Highlights: 

   
Graph: 

    
 

    

• In 2013 the percentage of FARMS 
students that are also ELL is 12%.  
 
• The percentage of FARMS students that 
are also ELL is greatest at Pre-K and 
Elementary at 19% and 16%. 
 
 
• The percentage of FARMS students that 
are also ELL is least at Middle and High at 
7% and 6%.  

    
                  

 
          Data Table:  Summary 

       
            2013 

   
Grade 
Band 

Enrolled 
Count FARMS % 

ELL % of 
Enrolled 

ELL % of 
FARMS 

FARMS % 
of ELL  

FARMS_ELL 
% of 
Enrolled 

   PreK 98337 56.3 13.6 19 79 10.7% 
   ELEM 322597 47.3 9.7 16.4 79.5 7.7% 
   Middle 184578 43.6 3.7 6.7 78.9 2.9% 
   High 254840 36.5 2.8 5.6 73.6 2.1% 
   All 

Grades 860352 44.3 6.8 12.1 78.6 5.4% 
   

           

0

5

10

15

20

ELL % of FARMS

PreK ELEM Middle High All Grades

Percent of FARMS students that are also 
ELL in 2013 by Grade Band 
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Question: What is the effect of Bridge Projects on HSA and transition to PARCC?  Is the % of Bridge 
Projects being done increasing or decreasing over time? 

Highlights: 
  

Graph: 
• The Algebra, Biology, English and
Government HSA administrations started in 
2009. 

• The first year of the assessment had the
lowest percentage of students meeting 
graduation requirements through Bridge. 

• The percentage of students increased in
2010 and 2011. 

• The percentage of Bridge Projects plateaus
after the third year (2011) and the 
percentage of students ranges from 8.5 to 
9.4 in 2012 and 2013.   

• The Government HSA was not offered in
2012 and 2013. 
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ALG BIO ENG GOV

Percentage of Students Meeting Graduation 
Requirements with Bridge  by Subject 2009 to 2013 
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Data Tables: Summary 

content 

Percent of Students Meeting Graduation Requirements with Bridge 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Change 
2012 to 
2013 

ALG 5.8 7.8 8.3 8.5 8.6 0.1 
BIO 6.5 8.6 9.3 9.4 9.2 -0.2 
ENG 5.7 8.3 8.9 8.7 8.8 0.1 
GOV 4.4 6.3 7.6 

content 

Count of Students Meeting Graduation Requirements 
Bridge 
2009 

HSA 
2009 

Bridge 
2010 

HSA 
2010 

Bridge 
2011 HSA 2011 

Bridge 
2012 

HSA 
2012 

Bridge 
2013 

HSA 
2013 

ALG 3111 53756 4510 57927 4877 58622 5006 58829 5069 58942 
BIO 3390 52117 4805 56178 5294 56947 5373 57256 5304 57538 
ENG 2961 52321 4626 55547 5051 56950 5025 57714 5074 57583 
GOV 2443 55434 3754 59237 4488 59143 
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Question:  When do students exit Special Education and how does this affect graduation rates?  
 

            Highlights: 
           • Grad Rate is calculated based on the information provided at the point of graduation.  Students in Special Service 

programs (Special Education and ELL) that exit are not counted in the Special Service Grad Rate and are included in 
the ALL Student Grad Rate Only. 
 
• In SPED the 2013 Grad Rate was 60.03.  If SPED students that exited prior to graduation were in included in the 
SPED Grad Rate the result would be an increase of 5.15 to 65.18.   
 
• For ELL the 2013 Grad Rate was 57.30.  If ELL students that exited prior to graduation were in included in the ELL 
Grad Rate the result would be an increase of 16.72 to 74.02 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
          

 Graph:   
           Grad Rate for All Students, SPED/ELL students and the SPED/ELL Grad Rate if all exited students were included in the 

SPED/ELL Grad Rate.    
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Data Table:  Summary 

Special Ed Status 

2013 2012 2011 2010 

ELL Status 

2013 2012 2011 2010 
Grad 
Rate 

Grad 
Rate 

Grad 
Rate 

Grad 
Rate 

Grad 
Rate 

Grad 
Rate 

Grad 
Rate 

Grad 
Rate 

ALL STUDENTS 84.97 83.57 82.82 81.96 ALL STUDENTS 84.97 83.57 82.82 81.96 
SPED 60.03 57.41 56.57 54.72 ELL 57.30 54.82 54.07 56.94 
SPED + SPED EXITED 65.18 61.90 59.50 56.90 ELL + ELL EXITED 74.02 70.16 69.70 69.39 
Difference 5.15 4.49 2.93 2.18 Difference 16.72 15.34 15.63 12.45 
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LEA LEA Name Grade Subgroup Desc 
2013 Attendance 
Rate 

01 Allegany 01 All Students 95.0 
01 Allegany 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.2 
01 Allegany 01 Special Education 94.5 
01 Allegany 02 All Students 94.9 
01 Allegany 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 
01 Allegany 02 Special Education 92.9 
01 Allegany 03 All Students 95.4 
01 Allegany 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.6 

01 Allegany 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 98.9 

01 Allegany 03 Special Education 94.3 
01 Allegany 04 All Students 95.5 
01 Allegany 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.8 

01 Allegany 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 99.2 

01 Allegany 04 Special Education 94.3 
01 Allegany 05 All Students 95.6 
01 Allegany 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

01 Allegany 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 100.0 

01 Allegany 05 Special Education 94.9 
01 Allegany 06 All Students 94.8 
01 Allegany 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.7 

01 Allegany 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 100.0 

01 Allegany 06 Special Education 91.9 
01 Allegany 07 All Students 94.5 
01 Allegany 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.3 

01 Allegany 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 99.2 

01 Allegany 07 Special Education 91.8 
01 Allegany 08 All Students 93.8 
01 Allegany 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.5 

01 Allegany 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 100.0 

01 Allegany 08 Special Education 92.3 
01 Allegany 09 All Students 92.7 
01 Allegany 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.2 
01 Allegany 09 Special Education 89.3 
01 Allegany 10 All Students 92.7 
01 Allegany 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.1 
01 Allegany 10 Limited English Proficient 95.3 
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(LEP) 

01 Allegany 10 Special Education 87.9 
01 Allegany 11 All Students 93.0 
01 Allegany 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.6 

01 Allegany 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.3 

01 Allegany 11 Special Education 89.2 
01 Allegany 12 All Students 92.3 
01 Allegany 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.0 
01 Allegany 12 Special Education 91.5 
02 Anne Arundel 01 All Students 95.2 
02 Anne Arundel 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.2 

02 Anne Arundel 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.7 

02 Anne Arundel 01 Special Education 94.0 
02 Anne Arundel 02 All Students 95.6 
02 Anne Arundel 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

02 Anne Arundel 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

02 Anne Arundel 02 Special Education 94.4 
02 Anne Arundel 03 All Students 95.9 
02 Anne Arundel 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

02 Anne Arundel 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.5 

02 Anne Arundel 03 Special Education 94.5 
02 Anne Arundel 04 All Students 96.0 
02 Anne Arundel 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.1 

02 Anne Arundel 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.0 

02 Anne Arundel 04 Special Education 95.0 
02 Anne Arundel 05 All Students 95.9 
02 Anne Arundel 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

02 Anne Arundel 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

02 Anne Arundel 05 Special Education 95.1 
02 Anne Arundel 06 All Students 95.3 
02 Anne Arundel 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.9 

02 Anne Arundel 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.9 

02 Anne Arundel 06 Special Education 93.4 
02 Anne Arundel 07 All Students 95.1 
02 Anne Arundel 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.7 

02 Anne Arundel 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.3 
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02 Anne Arundel 07 Special Education 93.6 
02 Anne Arundel 08 All Students 94.7 
02 Anne Arundel 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.2 

02 Anne Arundel 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

02 Anne Arundel 08 Special Education 93.1 
02 Anne Arundel 09 All Students 93.5 
02 Anne Arundel 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.4 

02 Anne Arundel 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 91.2 

02 Anne Arundel 09 Special Education 89.6 
02 Anne Arundel 10 All Students 93.2 
02 Anne Arundel 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.5 

02 Anne Arundel 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.1 

02 Anne Arundel 10 Special Education 90.6 
02 Anne Arundel 11 All Students 93.1 
02 Anne Arundel 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.8 

02 Anne Arundel 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.5 

02 Anne Arundel 11 Special Education 91.3 
02 Anne Arundel 12 All Students 92.2 
02 Anne Arundel 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.5 

02 Anne Arundel 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 88.1 

02 Anne Arundel 12 Special Education 91.3 

03 
Baltimore 
County 01 All Students 95.0 

03 
Baltimore 
County 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 

03 
Baltimore 
County 01 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.9 

03 
Baltimore 
County 01 Special Education 94.1 

03 
Baltimore 
County 02 All Students 95.5 

03 
Baltimore 
County 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

03 
Baltimore 
County 02 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

03 
Baltimore 
County 02 Special Education 94.1 

03 
Baltimore 
County 03 All Students 95.8 

03 
Baltimore 
County 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.2 

03 
Baltimore 
County 03 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.7 
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03 
Baltimore 
County 03 Special Education 94.9 

03 
Baltimore 
County 04 All Students 95.8 

03 
Baltimore 
County 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.2 

03 
Baltimore 
County 04 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.5 

03 
Baltimore 
County 04 Special Education 94.9 

03 
Baltimore 
County 05 All Students 95.9 

03 
Baltimore 
County 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.3 

03 
Baltimore 
County 05 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

03 
Baltimore 
County 05 Special Education 94.8 

03 
Baltimore 
County 06 All Students 95.5 

03 
Baltimore 
County 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

03 
Baltimore 
County 06 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.2 

03 
Baltimore 
County 06 Special Education 93.8 

03 
Baltimore 
County 07 All Students 95.1 

03 
Baltimore 
County 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

03 
Baltimore 
County 07 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.2 

03 
Baltimore 
County 07 Special Education 93.3 

03 
Baltimore 
County 08 All Students 94.9 

03 
Baltimore 
County 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.8 

03 
Baltimore 
County 08 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

03 
Baltimore 
County 08 Special Education 93.2 

03 
Baltimore 
County 09 All Students 93.7 

03 
Baltimore 
County 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.0 

03 
Baltimore 
County 09 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 91.7 

03 
Baltimore 
County 09 Special Education 90.6 

03 
Baltimore 
County 10 All Students 93.1 
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03 
Baltimore 
County 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.2 

03 
Baltimore 
County 10 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.0 

03 
Baltimore 
County 10 Special Education 90.6 

03 
Baltimore 
County 11 All Students 93.4 

03 
Baltimore 
County 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.3 

03 
Baltimore 
County 11 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.1 

03 
Baltimore 
County 11 Special Education 91.3 

03 
Baltimore 
County 12 All Students 91.7 

03 
Baltimore 
County 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.5 

03 
Baltimore 
County 12 

Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.2 

03 
Baltimore 
County 12 Special Education 89.9 

04 Calvert 01 All Students 95.6 
04 Calvert 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

04 Calvert 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.2 

04 Calvert 01 Special Education 93.9 
04 Calvert 02 All Students 95.6 
04 Calvert 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

04 Calvert 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.8 

04 Calvert 02 Special Education 94.5 
04 Calvert 03 All Students 96.0 
04 Calvert 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.1 

04 Calvert 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.5 

04 Calvert 03 Special Education 94.9 
04 Calvert 04 All Students 95.8 
04 Calvert 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

04 Calvert 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.7 

04 Calvert 04 Special Education 95.0 
04 Calvert 05 All Students 96.1 
04 Calvert 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.4 

04 Calvert 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.3 

04 Calvert 05 Special Education 95.6 
04 Calvert 06 All Students 95.7 
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04 Calvert 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

04 Calvert 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.8 

04 Calvert 06 Special Education 94.1 
04 Calvert 07 All Students 95.4 
04 Calvert 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 

04 Calvert 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

04 Calvert 07 Special Education 94.9 
04 Calvert 08 All Students 95.0 
04 Calvert 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.8 

04 Calvert 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.9 

04 Calvert 08 Special Education 93.1 
04 Calvert 09 All Students 94.6 
04 Calvert 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.4 

04 Calvert 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.7 

04 Calvert 09 Special Education 90.5 
04 Calvert 10 All Students 94.8 
04 Calvert 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.3 

04 Calvert 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.1 

04 Calvert 10 Special Education 93.6 
04 Calvert 11 All Students 94.3 
04 Calvert 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.9 

04 Calvert 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.0 

04 Calvert 11 Special Education 93.1 
04 Calvert 12 All Students 93.4 
04 Calvert 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.7 
04 Calvert 12 Special Education 91.7 
05 Caroline 01 All Students 94.6 
05 Caroline 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.1 

05 Caroline 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

05 Caroline 01 Special Education 93.7 
05 Caroline 02 All Students 94.8 
05 Caroline 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.4 

05 Caroline 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

05 Caroline 02 Special Education 92.2 
05 Caroline 03 All Students 95.7 
05 Caroline 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.4 
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05 Caroline 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.8 

05 Caroline 03 Special Education 94.7 
05 Caroline 04 All Students 94.8 
05 Caroline 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

05 Caroline 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.8 

05 Caroline 04 Special Education 94.7 
05 Caroline 05 All Students 95.1 
05 Caroline 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

05 Caroline 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.9 

05 Caroline 05 Special Education 93.7 
05 Caroline 06 All Students 95.5 
05 Caroline 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

05 Caroline 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 98.4 

05 Caroline 06 Special Education 95.2 
05 Caroline 07 All Students 94.5 
05 Caroline 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.8 

05 Caroline 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.7 

05 Caroline 07 Special Education 93.2 
05 Caroline 08 All Students 94.5 
05 Caroline 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.9 

05 Caroline 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 

05 Caroline 08 Special Education 92.4 
05 Caroline 09 All Students 92.6 
05 Caroline 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.0 

05 Caroline 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.8 

05 Caroline 09 Special Education 90.1 
05 Caroline 10 All Students 93.2 
05 Caroline 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.2 

05 Caroline 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.8 

05 Caroline 10 Special Education 91.5 
05 Caroline 11 All Students 92.0 
05 Caroline 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.9 

05 Caroline 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.5 

05 Caroline 11 Special Education 89.9 
05 Caroline 12 All Students 91.4 
05 Caroline 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.7 
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05 Caroline 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.8 

05 Caroline 12 Special Education 92.5 
06 Carroll 01 All Students 95.4 
06 Carroll 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.9 

06 Carroll 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.2 

06 Carroll 01 Special Education 94.8 
06 Carroll 02 All Students 95.7 
06 Carroll 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

06 Carroll 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.7 

06 Carroll 02 Special Education 94.5 
06 Carroll 03 All Students 95.9 
06 Carroll 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.6 

06 Carroll 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

06 Carroll 03 Special Education 94.9 
06 Carroll 04 All Students 95.8 
06 Carroll 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

06 Carroll 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

06 Carroll 04 Special Education 94.6 
06 Carroll 05 All Students 95.7 
06 Carroll 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.1 

06 Carroll 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

06 Carroll 05 Special Education 95.0 
06 Carroll 06 All Students 95.9 
06 Carroll 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.4 

06 Carroll 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.5 

06 Carroll 06 Special Education 94.2 
06 Carroll 07 All Students 95.4 
06 Carroll 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.7 

06 Carroll 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.3 

06 Carroll 07 Special Education 94.1 
06 Carroll 08 All Students 95.3 
06 Carroll 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.9 

06 Carroll 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.2 

06 Carroll 08 Special Education 94.4 
06 Carroll 09 All Students 95.4 
06 Carroll 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.4 
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06 Carroll 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.3 

06 Carroll 09 Special Education 93.3 
06 Carroll 10 All Students 95.0 
06 Carroll 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.0 

06 Carroll 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

06 Carroll 10 Special Education 91.7 
06 Carroll 11 All Students 94.7 
06 Carroll 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.5 

06 Carroll 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.2 

06 Carroll 11 Special Education 93.0 
06 Carroll 12 All Students 94.0 
06 Carroll 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.5 

06 Carroll 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

06 Carroll 12 Special Education 92.7 
07 Cecil 01 All Students 94.4 
07 Cecil 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.3 

07 Cecil 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.2 

07 Cecil 01 Special Education 93.3 
07 Cecil 02 All Students 94.8 
07 Cecil 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.8 

07 Cecil 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.8 

07 Cecil 02 Special Education 93.4 
07 Cecil 03 All Students 95.1 
07 Cecil 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.9 

07 Cecil 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.3 

07 Cecil 03 Special Education 93.3 
07 Cecil 04 All Students 95.0 
07 Cecil 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.8 

07 Cecil 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.8 

07 Cecil 04 Special Education 93.9 
07 Cecil 05 All Students 94.9 
07 Cecil 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.6 

07 Cecil 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.9 

07 Cecil 05 Special Education 93.5 
07 Cecil 06 All Students 94.7 
07 Cecil 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.3 
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07 Cecil 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.2 

07 Cecil 06 Special Education 92.8 
07 Cecil 07 All Students 93.7 
07 Cecil 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.6 

07 Cecil 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.1 

07 Cecil 07 Special Education 92.8 
07 Cecil 08 All Students 93.2 
07 Cecil 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.0 

07 Cecil 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.9 

07 Cecil 08 Special Education 91.2 
07 Cecil 09 All Students 92.3 
07 Cecil 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.1 

07 Cecil 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.8 

07 Cecil 09 Special Education 88.5 
07 Cecil 10 All Students 91.7 
07 Cecil 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 88.5 

07 Cecil 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 70.1 

07 Cecil 10 Special Education 88.3 
07 Cecil 11 All Students 91.7 
07 Cecil 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 88.0 

07 Cecil 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.9 

07 Cecil 11 Special Education 90.6 
07 Cecil 12 All Students 90.2 
07 Cecil 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 86.6 

07 Cecil 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.2 

07 Cecil 12 Special Education 87.5 
08 Charles 01 All Students 95.5 
08 Charles 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

08 Charles 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.8 

08 Charles 01 Special Education 94.5 
08 Charles 02 All Students 95.7 
08 Charles 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

08 Charles 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.2 

08 Charles 02 Special Education 95.0 
08 Charles 03 All Students 96.1 
08 Charles 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.3 
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08 Charles 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.5 

08 Charles 03 Special Education 95.5 
08 Charles 04 All Students 96.0 
08 Charles 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.1 

08 Charles 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.1 

08 Charles 04 Special Education 95.2 
08 Charles 05 All Students 95.7 
08 Charles 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

08 Charles 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

08 Charles 05 Special Education 94.4 
08 Charles 06 All Students 95.7 
08 Charles 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 

08 Charles 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.6 

08 Charles 06 Special Education 95.0 
08 Charles 07 All Students 95.4 
08 Charles 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.1 

08 Charles 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.1 

08 Charles 07 Special Education 94.2 
08 Charles 08 All Students 95.0 
08 Charles 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.7 

08 Charles 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.2 

08 Charles 08 Special Education 93.0 
08 Charles 09 All Students 94.2 
08 Charles 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.5 

08 Charles 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.2 

08 Charles 09 Special Education 92.2 
08 Charles 10 All Students 94.1 
08 Charles 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.7 

08 Charles 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 88.7 

08 Charles 10 Special Education 91.7 
08 Charles 11 All Students 94.2 
08 Charles 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.7 

08 Charles 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.2 

08 Charles 11 Special Education 92.7 
08 Charles 12 All Students 93.1 
08 Charles 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.2 
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08 Charles 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 91.5 

08 Charles 12 Special Education 91.6 
09 Dorchester 01 All Students 94.1 
09 Dorchester 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.5 

09 Dorchester 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.4 

09 Dorchester 01 Special Education 93.9 
09 Dorchester 02 All Students 94.4 
09 Dorchester 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.8 

09 Dorchester 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.4 

09 Dorchester 02 Special Education 89.8 
09 Dorchester 03 All Students 94.5 
09 Dorchester 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.9 

09 Dorchester 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.5 

09 Dorchester 03 Special Education 93.1 
09 Dorchester 04 All Students 94.4 
09 Dorchester 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.8 

09 Dorchester 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.8 

09 Dorchester 04 Special Education 91.6 
09 Dorchester 05 All Students 94.0 
09 Dorchester 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.6 

09 Dorchester 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.2 

09 Dorchester 05 Special Education 93.9 
09 Dorchester 06 All Students 94.4 
09 Dorchester 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.1 

09 Dorchester 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.4 

09 Dorchester 06 Special Education 92.4 
09 Dorchester 07 All Students 93.5 
09 Dorchester 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.9 

09 Dorchester 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.0 

09 Dorchester 07 Special Education 93.3 
09 Dorchester 08 All Students 93.1 
09 Dorchester 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.0 

09 Dorchester 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.8 

09 Dorchester 08 Special Education 91.2 
09 Dorchester 09 All Students 90.7 
09 Dorchester 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 88.8 
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09 Dorchester 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.0 

09 Dorchester 09 Special Education 89.1 
09 Dorchester 10 All Students 93.1 
09 Dorchester 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.0 

09 Dorchester 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.2 

09 Dorchester 10 Special Education 92.0 
09 Dorchester 11 All Students 93.1 
09 Dorchester 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.4 

09 Dorchester 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.6 

09 Dorchester 11 Special Education 90.8 
09 Dorchester 12 All Students 93.2 
09 Dorchester 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.6 

09 Dorchester 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 87.4 

09 Dorchester 12 Special Education 94.9 
10 Frederick 01 All Students 95.3 
10 Frederick 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

10 Frederick 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.6 

10 Frederick 01 Special Education 94.8 
10 Frederick 02 All Students 95.6 
10 Frederick 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

10 Frederick 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.3 

10 Frederick 02 Special Education 94.8 
10 Frederick 03 All Students 95.9 
10 Frederick 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

10 Frederick 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 

10 Frederick 03 Special Education 95.0 
10 Frederick 04 All Students 95.9 
10 Frederick 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

10 Frederick 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 

10 Frederick 04 Special Education 95.1 
10 Frederick 05 All Students 95.8 
10 Frederick 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

10 Frederick 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

10 Frederick 05 Special Education 94.6 
10 Frederick 06 All Students 95.4 
10 Frederick 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.8 
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10 Frederick 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.7 

10 Frederick 06 Special Education 93.3 
10 Frederick 07 All Students 95.1 
10 Frederick 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.3 

10 Frederick 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

10 Frederick 07 Special Education 93.1 
10 Frederick 08 All Students 94.9 
10 Frederick 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.9 

10 Frederick 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.4 

10 Frederick 08 Special Education 92.9 
10 Frederick 09 All Students 93.9 
10 Frederick 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.8 

10 Frederick 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 91.0 

10 Frederick 09 Special Education 90.5 
10 Frederick 10 All Students 94.0 
10 Frederick 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.6 

10 Frederick 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 84.5 

10 Frederick 10 Special Education 90.6 
10 Frederick 11 All Students 93.9 
10 Frederick 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.4 

10 Frederick 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.8 

10 Frederick 11 Special Education 90.5 
10 Frederick 12 All Students 92.8 
10 Frederick 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.4 

10 Frederick 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 88.6 

10 Frederick 12 Special Education 92.4 
11 Garrett 01 All Students 94.7 
11 Garrett 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 
11 Garrett 01 Special Education 93.9 
11 Garrett 02 All Students 95.6 
11 Garrett 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.1 
11 Garrett 02 Special Education 94.2 
11 Garrett 03 All Students 95.4 
11 Garrett 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 
11 Garrett 03 Special Education 94.3 
11 Garrett 04 All Students 95.2 
11 Garrett 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 
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11 Garrett 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 98.8 

11 Garrett 04 Special Education 94.5 
11 Garrett 05 All Students 95.3 
11 Garrett 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 
11 Garrett 05 Special Education 94.5 
11 Garrett 06 All Students 94.9 
11 Garrett 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 
11 Garrett 06 Special Education 93.1 
11 Garrett 07 All Students 94.6 
11 Garrett 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.5 

11 Garrett 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.7 

11 Garrett 07 Special Education 93.9 
11 Garrett 08 All Students 94.5 
11 Garrett 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.4 
11 Garrett 08 Special Education 93.0 
11 Garrett 09 All Students 94.5 
11 Garrett 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.4 
11 Garrett 09 Special Education 94.4 
11 Garrett 10 All Students 95.0 
11 Garrett 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.2 
11 Garrett 10 Special Education 94.4 
11 Garrett 11 All Students 94.4 
11 Garrett 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.2 
11 Garrett 11 Special Education 93.9 
11 Garrett 12 All Students 95.2 
11 Garrett 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.5 
11 Garrett 12 Special Education 93.4 
12 Harford 01 All Students 95.2 
12 Harford 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.7 

12 Harford 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.9 

12 Harford 01 Special Education 94.2 
12 Harford 02 All Students 95.5 
12 Harford 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.4 

12 Harford 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.7 

12 Harford 02 Special Education 94.4 
12 Harford 03 All Students 96.0 
12 Harford 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

12 Harford 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 
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12 Harford 03 Special Education 95.0 
12 Harford 04 All Students 95.9 
12 Harford 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.8 

12 Harford 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.3 

12 Harford 04 Special Education 94.7 
12 Harford 05 All Students 95.9 
12 Harford 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.6 

12 Harford 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

12 Harford 05 Special Education 94.8 
12 Harford 06 All Students 95.3 
12 Harford 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.6 

12 Harford 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

12 Harford 06 Special Education 93.9 
12 Harford 07 All Students 94.8 
12 Harford 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.9 

12 Harford 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.6 

12 Harford 07 Special Education 92.9 
12 Harford 08 All Students 94.7 
12 Harford 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.6 

12 Harford 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.8 

12 Harford 08 Special Education 93.0 
12 Harford 09 All Students 93.6 
12 Harford 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.9 

12 Harford 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.7 

12 Harford 09 Special Education 91.0 
12 Harford 10 All Students 93.7 
12 Harford 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.9 

12 Harford 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.2 

12 Harford 10 Special Education 90.8 
12 Harford 11 All Students 93.8 
12 Harford 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.8 

12 Harford 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

12 Harford 11 Special Education 92.0 
12 Harford 12 All Students 92.8 
12 Harford 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.8 

12 Harford 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 83.2 
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12 Harford 12 Special Education 92.1 
13 Howard 01 All Students 96.0 
13 Howard 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

13 Howard 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

13 Howard 01 Special Education 94.7 
13 Howard 02 All Students 96.3 
13 Howard 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.3 

13 Howard 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.5 

13 Howard 02 Special Education 95.1 
13 Howard 03 All Students 96.7 
13 Howard 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.7 

13 Howard 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.1 

13 Howard 03 Special Education 95.7 
13 Howard 04 All Students 96.6 
13 Howard 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.6 

13 Howard 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.5 

13 Howard 04 Special Education 95.1 
13 Howard 05 All Students 96.6 
13 Howard 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.9 

13 Howard 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.0 

13 Howard 05 Special Education 95.5 
13 Howard 06 All Students 96.5 
13 Howard 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

13 Howard 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

13 Howard 06 Special Education 94.8 
13 Howard 07 All Students 96.4 
13 Howard 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

13 Howard 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.3 

13 Howard 07 Special Education 94.9 
13 Howard 08 All Students 96.1 
13 Howard 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.6 

13 Howard 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

13 Howard 08 Special Education 94.1 
13 Howard 09 All Students 95.9 
13 Howard 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.0 

13 Howard 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.3 
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13 Howard 09 Special Education 92.1 
13 Howard 10 All Students 96.0 
13 Howard 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.7 

13 Howard 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.8 

13 Howard 10 Special Education 93.3 
13 Howard 11 All Students 95.9 
13 Howard 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.9 

13 Howard 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.9 

13 Howard 11 Special Education 93.5 
13 Howard 12 All Students 93.7 
13 Howard 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.8 

13 Howard 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.5 

13 Howard 12 Special Education 92.8 
14 Kent 01 All Students 94.6 
14 Kent 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 

14 Kent 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

14 Kent 01 Special Education 94.7 
14 Kent 02 All Students 94.5 
14 Kent 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

14 Kent 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.3 

14 Kent 02 Special Education 90.7 
14 Kent 03 All Students 94.0 
14 Kent 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.1 

14 Kent 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.7 

14 Kent 03 Special Education 91.6 
14 Kent 04 All Students 94.9 
14 Kent 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

14 Kent 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.7 

14 Kent 04 Special Education 94.9 
14 Kent 05 All Students 95.0 
14 Kent 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

14 Kent 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.6 

14 Kent 05 Special Education 94.8 
14 Kent 06 All Students 95.3 
14 Kent 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

14 Kent 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.2 
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14 Kent 06 Special Education 95.9 
14 Kent 07 All Students 93.7 
14 Kent 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.7 

14 Kent 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

14 Kent 07 Special Education 92.1 
14 Kent 08 All Students 93.4 
14 Kent 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.9 

14 Kent 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.9 

14 Kent 08 Special Education 90.4 
14 Kent 09 All Students 91.4 
14 Kent 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 88.5 

14 Kent 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.4 

14 Kent 09 Special Education 88.5 
14 Kent 10 All Students 93.4 
14 Kent 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.6 

14 Kent 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 88.5 

14 Kent 10 Special Education 91.6 
14 Kent 11 All Students 89.0 
14 Kent 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 85.8 

14 Kent 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.1 

14 Kent 11 Special Education 89.0 
14 Kent 12 All Students 91.5 
14 Kent 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 88.9 

14 Kent 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

14 Kent 12 Special Education 87.3 
15 Montgomery 01 All Students 95.1 
15 Montgomery 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.2 

15 Montgomery 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.6 

15 Montgomery 01 Special Education 93.7 
15 Montgomery 02 All Students 95.6 
15 Montgomery 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

15 Montgomery 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.3 

15 Montgomery 02 Special Education 94.5 
15 Montgomery 03 All Students 95.9 
15 Montgomery 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.2 

15 Montgomery 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 
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15 Montgomery 03 Special Education 94.7 
15 Montgomery 04 All Students 96.0 
15 Montgomery 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.4 

15 Montgomery 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.8 

15 Montgomery 04 Special Education 94.6 
15 Montgomery 05 All Students 96.1 
15 Montgomery 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.7 

15 Montgomery 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 

15 Montgomery 05 Special Education 95.0 
15 Montgomery 06 All Students 96.0 
15 Montgomery 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

15 Montgomery 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

15 Montgomery 06 Special Education 94.6 
15 Montgomery 07 All Students 95.6 
15 Montgomery 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

15 Montgomery 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

15 Montgomery 07 Special Education 94.0 
15 Montgomery 08 All Students 95.2 
15 Montgomery 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

15 Montgomery 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.5 

15 Montgomery 08 Special Education 93.5 
15 Montgomery 09 All Students 95.1 
15 Montgomery 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.6 

15 Montgomery 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.1 

15 Montgomery 09 Special Education 91.1 
15 Montgomery 10 All Students 95.0 
15 Montgomery 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.0 

15 Montgomery 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.6 

15 Montgomery 10 Special Education 92.7 
15 Montgomery 11 All Students 95.3 
15 Montgomery 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.7 

15 Montgomery 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.2 

15 Montgomery 11 Special Education 93.2 
15 Montgomery 12 All Students 93.3 
15 Montgomery 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.7 

15 Montgomery 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 91.3 
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15 Montgomery 12 Special Education 91.5 
16 Prince George's 01 All Students 94.9 
16 Prince George's 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

16 Prince George's 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.0 

16 Prince George's 01 Special Education 93.9 
16 Prince George's 02 All Students 95.4 
16 Prince George's 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

16 Prince George's 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

16 Prince George's 02 Special Education 93.6 
16 Prince George's 03 All Students 95.8 
16 Prince George's 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.4 

16 Prince George's 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.9 

16 Prince George's 03 Special Education 94.4 
16 Prince George's 04 All Students 95.8 
16 Prince George's 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.4 

16 Prince George's 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 

16 Prince George's 04 Special Education 94.3 
16 Prince George's 05 All Students 95.9 
16 Prince George's 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.5 

16 Prince George's 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 

16 Prince George's 05 Special Education 94.3 
16 Prince George's 06 All Students 95.8 
16 Prince George's 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.3 

16 Prince George's 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.9 

16 Prince George's 06 Special Education 94.4 
16 Prince George's 07 All Students 95.6 
16 Prince George's 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

16 Prince George's 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.3 

16 Prince George's 07 Special Education 93.7 
16 Prince George's 08 All Students 94.8 
16 Prince George's 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

16 Prince George's 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.8 

16 Prince George's 08 Special Education 92.6 
16 Prince George's 09 All Students 90.7 
16 Prince George's 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.8 

16 Prince George's 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.8 
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16 Prince George's 09 Special Education 86.6 
16 Prince George's 10 All Students 92.5 
16 Prince George's 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.5 

16 Prince George's 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.0 

16 Prince George's 10 Special Education 89.1 
16 Prince George's 11 All Students 93.1 
16 Prince George's 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.2 

16 Prince George's 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.2 

16 Prince George's 11 Special Education 90.4 
16 Prince George's 12 All Students 91.4 
16 Prince George's 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.4 

16 Prince George's 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 86.7 

16 Prince George's 12 Special Education 88.3 
17 Queen Anne's 01 All Students 94.3 
17 Queen Anne's 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.1 

17 Queen Anne's 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.1 

17 Queen Anne's 01 Special Education 92.7 
17 Queen Anne's 02 All Students 94.6 
17 Queen Anne's 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.5 

17 Queen Anne's 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.5 

17 Queen Anne's 02 Special Education 93.6 
17 Queen Anne's 03 All Students 95.0 
17 Queen Anne's 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.2 

17 Queen Anne's 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.2 

17 Queen Anne's 03 Special Education 93.5 
17 Queen Anne's 04 All Students 95.4 
17 Queen Anne's 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.4 

17 Queen Anne's 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.6 

17 Queen Anne's 04 Special Education 95.4 
17 Queen Anne's 05 All Students 95.2 
17 Queen Anne's 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

17 Queen Anne's 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.8 

17 Queen Anne's 05 Special Education 94.1 
17 Queen Anne's 06 All Students 95.7 
17 Queen Anne's 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 

17 Queen Anne's 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.9 
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17 Queen Anne's 06 Special Education 94.8 
17 Queen Anne's 07 All Students 94.8 
17 Queen Anne's 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.4 

17 Queen Anne's 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 98.5 

17 Queen Anne's 07 Special Education 93.8 
17 Queen Anne's 08 All Students 94.6 
17 Queen Anne's 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.6 

17 Queen Anne's 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

17 Queen Anne's 08 Special Education 93.0 
17 Queen Anne's 09 All Students 94.7 
17 Queen Anne's 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.5 

17 Queen Anne's 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.4 

17 Queen Anne's 09 Special Education 93.4 
17 Queen Anne's 10 All Students 94.1 
17 Queen Anne's 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.3 

17 Queen Anne's 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.9 

17 Queen Anne's 10 Special Education 92.2 
17 Queen Anne's 11 All Students 94.3 
17 Queen Anne's 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.7 

17 Queen Anne's 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.7 

17 Queen Anne's 11 Special Education 93.6 
17 Queen Anne's 12 All Students 93.0 
17 Queen Anne's 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 88.8 

17 Queen Anne's 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.3 

17 Queen Anne's 12 Special Education 92.4 
18 Saint Mary's 01 All Students 94.8 
18 Saint Mary's 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.9 

18 Saint Mary's 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

18 Saint Mary's 01 Special Education 94.0 
18 Saint Mary's 02 All Students 95.2 
18 Saint Mary's 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.4 

18 Saint Mary's 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

18 Saint Mary's 02 Special Education 95.0 
18 Saint Mary's 03 All Students 95.5 
18 Saint Mary's 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

18 Saint Mary's 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 
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18 Saint Mary's 03 Special Education 94.2 
18 Saint Mary's 04 All Students 95.8 
18 Saint Mary's 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.8 

18 Saint Mary's 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.6 

18 Saint Mary's 04 Special Education 94.9 
18 Saint Mary's 05 All Students 95.8 
18 Saint Mary's 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

18 Saint Mary's 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

18 Saint Mary's 05 Special Education 95.0 
18 Saint Mary's 06 All Students 95.4 
18 Saint Mary's 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.6 

18 Saint Mary's 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

18 Saint Mary's 06 Special Education 94.2 
18 Saint Mary's 07 All Students 95.0 
18 Saint Mary's 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.9 

18 Saint Mary's 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.3 

18 Saint Mary's 07 Special Education 92.7 
18 Saint Mary's 08 All Students 94.0 
18 Saint Mary's 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.4 

18 Saint Mary's 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.1 

18 Saint Mary's 08 Special Education 91.9 
18 Saint Mary's 09 All Students 93.5 
18 Saint Mary's 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.4 

18 Saint Mary's 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 91.5 

18 Saint Mary's 09 Special Education 91.3 
18 Saint Mary's 10 All Students 94.1 
18 Saint Mary's 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.1 

18 Saint Mary's 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.8 

18 Saint Mary's 10 Special Education 93.2 
18 Saint Mary's 11 All Students 94.2 
18 Saint Mary's 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.3 

18 Saint Mary's 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.3 

18 Saint Mary's 11 Special Education 92.9 
18 Saint Mary's 12 All Students 92.1 
18 Saint Mary's 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 87.4 

18 Saint Mary's 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 86.3 
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18 Saint Mary's 12 Special Education 89.8 
19 Somerset 01 All Students 93.8 
19 Somerset 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.3 

19 Somerset 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.8 

19 Somerset 01 Special Education 92.0 
19 Somerset 02 All Students 94.8 
19 Somerset 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.7 

19 Somerset 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.6 

19 Somerset 02 Special Education 93.0 
19 Somerset 03 All Students 94.5 
19 Somerset 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.2 

19 Somerset 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.9 

19 Somerset 03 Special Education 94.0 
19 Somerset 04 All Students 94.7 
19 Somerset 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.4 

19 Somerset 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 

19 Somerset 04 Special Education 94.4 
19 Somerset 05 All Students 94.5 
19 Somerset 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

19 Somerset 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.2 

19 Somerset 05 Special Education 92.7 
19 Somerset 06 All Students 94.3 
19 Somerset 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.9 

19 Somerset 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.6 

19 Somerset 06 Special Education 93.7 
19 Somerset 07 All Students 93.4 
19 Somerset 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.9 

19 Somerset 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.1 

19 Somerset 07 Special Education 92.5 
19 Somerset 08 All Students 93.8 
19 Somerset 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.2 

19 Somerset 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.7 

19 Somerset 08 Special Education 93.2 
19 Somerset 09 All Students 91.9 
19 Somerset 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.0 

19 Somerset 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 99.1 
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19 Somerset 09 Special Education 89.2 
19 Somerset 10 All Students 91.4 
19 Somerset 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.3 

19 Somerset 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 98.7 

19 Somerset 10 Special Education 86.5 
19 Somerset 11 All Students 91.2 
19 Somerset 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.0 
19 Somerset 11 Special Education 89.5 
19 Somerset 12 All Students 91.9 
19 Somerset 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.8 

19 Somerset 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.9 

19 Somerset 12 Special Education 89.4 
20 Talbot 01 All Students 95.1 
20 Talbot 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.4 

20 Talbot 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

20 Talbot 01 Special Education 93.5 
20 Talbot 02 All Students 95.1 
20 Talbot 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 

20 Talbot 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.0 

20 Talbot 02 Special Education 92.8 
20 Talbot 03 All Students 95.3 
20 Talbot 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

20 Talbot 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

20 Talbot 03 Special Education 92.6 
20 Talbot 04 All Students 95.7 
20 Talbot 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.8 

20 Talbot 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.6 

20 Talbot 04 Special Education 95.7 
20 Talbot 05 All Students 95.3 
20 Talbot 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.1 

20 Talbot 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.5 

20 Talbot 05 Special Education 94.3 
20 Talbot 06 All Students 95.4 
20 Talbot 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

20 Talbot 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.7 

20 Talbot 06 Special Education 94.4 
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20 Talbot 07 All Students 94.5 
20 Talbot 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.4 

20 Talbot 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.9 

20 Talbot 07 Special Education 92.2 
20 Talbot 08 All Students 94.8 
20 Talbot 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.8 

20 Talbot 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.5 

20 Talbot 08 Special Education 94.8 
20 Talbot 09 All Students 93.3 
20 Talbot 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.3 

20 Talbot 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.0 

20 Talbot 09 Special Education 92.2 
20 Talbot 10 All Students 93.1 
20 Talbot 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.8 

20 Talbot 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.1 

20 Talbot 10 Special Education 90.7 
20 Talbot 11 All Students 93.7 
20 Talbot 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.6 

20 Talbot 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 91.4 

20 Talbot 11 Special Education 93.6 
20 Talbot 12 All Students 93.2 
20 Talbot 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.2 

20 Talbot 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.8 

20 Talbot 12 Special Education 91.7 
21 Washington 01 All Students 95.4 
21 Washington 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.8 

21 Washington 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

21 Washington 01 Special Education 94.3 
21 Washington 02 All Students 95.8 
21 Washington 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.4 

21 Washington 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.1 

21 Washington 02 Special Education 94.6 
21 Washington 03 All Students 95.9 
21 Washington 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.2 

21 Washington 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.6 

21 Washington 03 Special Education 94.8 
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21 Washington 04 All Students 96.1 
21 Washington 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.6 

21 Washington 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.9 

21 Washington 04 Special Education 95.1 
21 Washington 05 All Students 95.9 
21 Washington 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.3 

21 Washington 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

21 Washington 05 Special Education 94.5 
21 Washington 06 All Students 95.4 
21 Washington 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.3 

21 Washington 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.3 

21 Washington 06 Special Education 94.0 
21 Washington 07 All Students 95.2 
21 Washington 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

21 Washington 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.5 

21 Washington 07 Special Education 93.6 
21 Washington 08 All Students 95.0 
21 Washington 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.6 

21 Washington 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.3 

21 Washington 08 Special Education 93.0 
21 Washington 09 All Students 94.1 
21 Washington 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.4 

21 Washington 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

21 Washington 09 Special Education 91.8 
21 Washington 10 All Students 94.4 
21 Washington 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.3 

21 Washington 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.9 

21 Washington 10 Special Education 91.4 
21 Washington 11 All Students 94.5 
21 Washington 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.6 

21 Washington 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.1 

21 Washington 11 Special Education 92.2 
21 Washington 12 All Students 94.4 
21 Washington 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.5 

21 Washington 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.5 

21 Washington 12 Special Education 93.1 
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22 Wicomico 01 All Students 94.8 
22 Wicomico 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

22 Wicomico 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.2 

22 Wicomico 01 Special Education 93.8 
22 Wicomico 02 All Students 95.1 
22 Wicomico 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.6 

22 Wicomico 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

22 Wicomico 02 Special Education 92.8 
22 Wicomico 03 All Students 95.7 
22 Wicomico 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.4 

22 Wicomico 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.3 

22 Wicomico 03 Special Education 95.0 
22 Wicomico 04 All Students 95.6 
22 Wicomico 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.3 

22 Wicomico 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.4 

22 Wicomico 04 Special Education 94.8 
22 Wicomico 05 All Students 95.7 
22 Wicomico 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.3 

22 Wicomico 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.6 

22 Wicomico 05 Special Education 94.7 
22 Wicomico 06 All Students 94.3 
22 Wicomico 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.2 

22 Wicomico 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.8 

22 Wicomico 06 Special Education 92.6 
22 Wicomico 07 All Students 94.1 
22 Wicomico 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.1 

22 Wicomico 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.6 

22 Wicomico 07 Special Education 92.8 
22 Wicomico 08 All Students 94.0 
22 Wicomico 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.0 

22 Wicomico 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

22 Wicomico 08 Special Education 92.7 
22 Wicomico 09 All Students 91.7 
22 Wicomico 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.4 

22 Wicomico 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.2 

22 Wicomico 09 Special Education 88.4 
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22 Wicomico 10 All Students 92.8 
22 Wicomico 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.0 

22 Wicomico 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.5 

22 Wicomico 10 Special Education 89.3 
22 Wicomico 11 All Students 93.7 
22 Wicomico 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.3 

22 Wicomico 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.9 

22 Wicomico 11 Special Education 91.2 
22 Wicomico 12 All Students 93.3 
22 Wicomico 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 91.7 

22 Wicomico 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.3 

22 Wicomico 12 Special Education 91.0 
23 Worcester 01 All Students 94.9 
23 Worcester 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

23 Worcester 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.7 

23 Worcester 01 Special Education 94.4 
23 Worcester 02 All Students 95.0 
23 Worcester 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

23 Worcester 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

23 Worcester 02 Special Education 93.3 
23 Worcester 03 All Students 95.3 
23 Worcester 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.2 

23 Worcester 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.3 

23 Worcester 03 Special Education 94.3 
23 Worcester 04 All Students 95.2 
23 Worcester 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.6 

23 Worcester 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.8 

23 Worcester 04 Special Education 93.5 
23 Worcester 05 All Students 94.6 
23 Worcester 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.4 

23 Worcester 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.4 

23 Worcester 05 Special Education 94.5 
23 Worcester 06 All Students 94.7 
23 Worcester 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.1 

23 Worcester 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

23 Worcester 06 Special Education 93.0 
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23 Worcester 07 All Students 94.7 
23 Worcester 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

23 Worcester 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.2 

23 Worcester 07 Special Education 94.0 
23 Worcester 08 All Students 94.1 
23 Worcester 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.4 

23 Worcester 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 93.6 

23 Worcester 08 Special Education 93.4 
23 Worcester 09 All Students 93.9 
23 Worcester 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.2 

23 Worcester 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

23 Worcester 09 Special Education 92.8 
23 Worcester 10 All Students 93.7 
23 Worcester 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.2 

23 Worcester 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.8 

23 Worcester 10 Special Education 93.5 
23 Worcester 11 All Students 92.1 
23 Worcester 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.2 

23 Worcester 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 97.1 

23 Worcester 11 Special Education 90.3 
23 Worcester 12 All Students 91.9 
23 Worcester 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.4 

23 Worcester 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 87.1 

23 Worcester 12 Special Education 93.6 
30 Baltimore City 01 All Students 93.2 
30 Baltimore City 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.9 

30 Baltimore City 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

30 Baltimore City 01 Special Education 91.9 
30 Baltimore City 02 All Students 93.7 
30 Baltimore City 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.5 

30 Baltimore City 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.9 

30 Baltimore City 02 Special Education 92.9 
30 Baltimore City 03 All Students 94.2 
30 Baltimore City 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

30 Baltimore City 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

30 Baltimore City 03 Special Education 93.2 
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30 Baltimore City 04 All Students 94.3 
30 Baltimore City 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.1 

30 Baltimore City 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

30 Baltimore City 04 Special Education 92.9 
30 Baltimore City 05 All Students 94.7 
30 Baltimore City 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

30 Baltimore City 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.4 

30 Baltimore City 05 Special Education 93.3 
30 Baltimore City 06 All Students 94.3 
30 Baltimore City 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.1 

30 Baltimore City 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.0 

30 Baltimore City 06 Special Education 92.8 
30 Baltimore City 07 All Students 93.6 
30 Baltimore City 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.4 

30 Baltimore City 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

30 Baltimore City 07 Special Education 91.9 
30 Baltimore City 08 All Students 93.0 
30 Baltimore City 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 92.7 

30 Baltimore City 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.4 

30 Baltimore City 08 Special Education 90.5 
30 Baltimore City 09 All Students 79.8 
30 Baltimore City 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 79.3 

30 Baltimore City 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 84.5 

30 Baltimore City 09 Special Education 76.5 
30 Baltimore City 10 All Students 80.7 
30 Baltimore City 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 80.1 

30 Baltimore City 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 81.8 

30 Baltimore City 10 Special Education 76.6 
30 Baltimore City 11 All Students 83.5 
30 Baltimore City 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 82.9 

30 Baltimore City 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 81.0 

30 Baltimore City 11 Special Education 78.9 
30 Baltimore City 12 All Students 85.6 
30 Baltimore City 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 85.0 

30 Baltimore City 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 85.8 

30 Baltimore City 12 Special Education 83.1 
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32 SEED 06 All Students 96.9 
32 SEED 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 96.9 
32 SEED 06 Special Education 97.8 
32 SEED 07 All Students 96.9 
32 SEED 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 96.7 
32 SEED 07 Special Education 96.4 
32 SEED 08 All Students 97.8 
32 SEED 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 97.9 
32 SEED 08 Special Education 97.9 
32 SEED 09 All Students 97.2 
32 SEED 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 97.4 
32 SEED 09 Special Education 95.9 
32 SEED 10 All Students 96.7 
32 SEED 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 96.6 
32 SEED 10 Special Education 97.6 
A State 01 All Students 94.9 
A State 01 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

A State 01 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.9 

A State 01 Special Education 93.7 
A State 02 All Students 95.3 
A State 02 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

A State 02 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.6 

A State 02 Special Education 94.0 
A State 03 All Students 95.7 
A State 03 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.9 

A State 03 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.9 

A State 03 Special Education 94.5 
A State 04 All Students 95.7 
A State 04 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.0 

A State 04 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.2 

A State 04 Special Education 94.4 
A State 05 All Students 95.8 
A State 05 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 95.1 

A State 05 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 96.2 

A State 05 Special Education 94.5 
A State 06 All Students 95.5 
A State 06 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.5 

A State 06 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.8 
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A State 06 Special Education 93.9 
A State 07 All Students 95.1 
A State 07 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 94.0 

A State 07 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 95.5 

A State 07 Special Education 93.3 
A State 08 All Students 94.7 
A State 08 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 93.4 

A State 08 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 94.9 

A State 08 Special Education 92.7 
A State 09 All Students 92.2 
A State 09 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 88.8 

A State 09 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 92.2 

A State 09 Special Education 87.8 
A State 10 All Students 92.7 
A State 10 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.4 

A State 10 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.8 

A State 10 Special Education 88.9 
A State 11 All Students 93.1 
A State 11 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 90.1 

A State 11 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 90.9 

A State 11 Special Education 90.0 
A State 12 All Students 92.0 
A State 12 Free/Reduced Meals (FARMS) 89.3 

A State 12 
Limited English Proficient 
(LEP) 89.5 

A State 12 Special Education 89.9 
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Appendix IV 

PARCC Resources and Transition Information: 
• Exhibit I: PARCC Information and Resources 
• Exhibit II: PARCC Resources for Parents 
• Exhibit III: Transition from HSA to PARCC 
• Exhibit IV: Technology Readiness 
• Exhibit V: Report on the PARCC Field Tests and LEA Technology Readiness for 

PARCC Assessments 
• Exhibit VI: Learn MD Online Portal 
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Maryland Successfully Completes PARCC Online Field Tests 

June 2014 

Maryland public schools successfully completed the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College 
and Careers (PARCC) field tests online in early June.  The first half of the PARCC field test, the 
Performance Based Assessment (PBA), took place from March 24 - April 11.  The second half of the field 
test, the End of Year (EOY) assessment, occurred from May 5 - June 6.  After each of the online field 
tests the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) compiled summaries of issues from the 24 
districts: 19 LEAs reported issues during the PBA; 7 LEAs reported issues during the EOY.  The decrease 
in technology issues from the PBA to the EOY confirmed that many of the challenges experienced in the 
PBA were resolved prior to the EOY. In addition to the technical challenges, some of the online test 
items and related tools were confusing to students because they were either new or, in some cases, 
flawed and not working as planned.   

LESSONS LEARNED FROM TWO ROUNDS OF ONLINE FIELD TESTS 

The PARCC Infrastructure Trial.  All schools picked to administer the field test online participated in the 
PARCC infrastructure trial.  However, the PARCC infrastructure trial was not as comprehensive as the 
one used in Maryland for the past seven years to prepare schools for online testing.  Since Maryland 
began testing online in 2007, we have prepared schools by training LEAs on how to administer online 
practice tests using the Pearson Access Training Center, a practice test platform designed to replicate all 
the features and functionality of the operational online assessment system.  Using the Training Center, 
schools can not only test whether or not their computers and networks can run the online tests, but a 
range of other vital readiness checks can be made.  Proctors can validate that they know how to set up 
and administer online tests and students can become familiar with the user interface, the online test 
items, and tools.  The reason why PARCC’s infrastructure trial was not as comprehensive as what 
Maryland has done in the past is simply because they did not have practice tests ready when the 
infrastructure trial took place (to be fair, PARCC never said they would).  In a recent meeting with the 
PARCC technology group,  MSDE confirmed that the way in which we have prepared schools, computers, 
networks, staff and students for online testing in Maryland in the past will be possible prior to the 
operational assessment in the 2014-2015 school year. Practice tests will be available in the PARCC 
Pearson Access Training Center by mid-September, 2014 of this year and LEAs will be trained on how to 
administer them.   
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Internet Explorer. Metrics from across PARCC states reveal that the most widely used browser for the 
PARCC field tests was Google’s Chrome.  Approximately 55% of all online tests across PARCC states were 
administered with the Chrome browser (versions 34 and 35 being the most common).  Pearson’s 
technology guidelines state that TestNav 8 supports Microsoft’s Internet Explorer (IE), specifically 
versions 9, 10, and 11, but many schools were forced to switch from IE to Chrome after unsuccessful 
attempts to resolve issues experienced using IE.  A few districts in Maryland refused to switch to another 
browser, for example Chrome, because they have Microsoft tech support for IE but do not have such 
support for other browsers.   

Windows XP.  There are a lot of computers in schools across Maryland still running Microsoft’s XP 
operating system.  However, XP is no longer supported by Microsoft and while XP will be supported for 
the first operational year, PARCC will not support it beyond year one.  As a result, schools in Maryland 
still on XP, who intend to test PARCC online, need to migrate to Windows 7 by the end of 2015.  Across 
PARCC states data shows that 67% of all assessments were delivered on Windows 7 whereas only 9.8% 
of assessments were delivered on XP.  MSDE has requested metrics from PARCC and Pearson on which 
operating systems experienced the most problems during the field test. 

Java Challenges.  Oracle’s Java, which Pearson’s TestNav 8 engine is dependent upon, created 
challenges for schools.  While Pearson’s Technology Guidelines state that TestNav 8 is designed to work 
with multiple versions of Java, this turned out not to be the case.  Oracle released a mandatory Java 
update in January, which left many districts scrambling to update machines prior to the start of the PBA.  
Making things more difficult, Pearson’s online testing readiness tool, the System Check Tool, was 
incorrectly passing versions of Java that, it turned out, were not compliant with the online test delivery 
system, TestNav 8.  As a result, schools who successfully completed the infrastructure trial earlier found 
themselves unable to run the field tests.  One of Pearson’s recommendations, to uninstall a current 
version of Java and reinstall another, was not logistically possible, in the eleventh hour, for local IT 
departments.  Another suggestion from Pearson that would not work was to lower the Java security 
settings.  For obvious reasons, locals are not willing to lower Java security settings.  Java will continue to 
present challenges for locals because the Department of Homeland Security will continue to force 
Oracle to update current versions of Java to make them more secure.  Even more challenging, we have 
found that there are applications used in schools that run on versions of Java that are not supported by 
Pearson’s online testing systems.    

Rethinking the Delivery of Online Testing.  The Java issue illustrates one of the many technology 
challenges facing schools that have led local Chief Information Officers to question the current model for 
delivering online assessments.  Over the past year, MSDE has been meeting with CIOs and the Maryland 
Research and Education Network1 (MDREN) to discuss solutions to the challenges of managing the 
rapidly increasing number of web-based learning applications, online assessments, as well as the 
proliferation of devices in schools.  The crux of the issue is that LEAs have to manage an ever increasing 
number of devices (PCs, Macs, tablets, and Chromebooks) that need to support digital learning and 
online assessment, but online testing systems require device configurations that do not conform with 

1 MDREN: http://admin.mdren.net/index.cgi 
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configurations used for digital learning.  Online testing systems that support high-stakes assessments, 
such as Pearson’s TestNav 7.5 and TestNav 8, used for Maryland state tests and PARCC assessments, 
respectively, require a host of device-specific configurations that online learning applications do not.  To 
prepare devices for online testing, and to deliver secure online assessments, technicians are required to 
put devices in “kiosk” mode and turn off all programs running in the background, such as the screen 
saver, automatic updates to the operating system, as well as anti-virus updates.  In addition, power 
management settings need to be changed.  This situation creates an unsustainable workload for local 
information technology departments that, in many counties, have to touch thousands of devices by 
hand in order to configure them for online assessment, and then back to learning and, again, back to 
assessment, and on and on.  This situation is eating up a bigger piece of each LEA’s information 
technology operating budget every year.  As a result, many CIOs are investigating the cost benefits of 
Virtual Desktop Infrastructure (VDI) and for this reason MSDE sees great opportunity in partnering with 
MDREN. With VDI in place, students can seamlessly access secure online tests in a virtual environment, 
for example in the cloud, on a device used primarily for learning, without having to configure and 
manage that device for testing.  A VDI environment that has been configured to support online testing 
can be accessed by thousands of computers concurrently.   

MDREN was created from the University Of Maryland Academic Telecommunications System (UMATS) 
as a University System of Maryland (USM) service that has expanded to provide connectivity to K20 and 
research partners.  A key strategic direction in the creation of MDREN was providing an enhanced mix of 
services on top of a restructured educational state network. One of the first services that MDREN 
partnered in providing was the Virtual Desktop Environment (VDE) pilot, which used a Dell provided 
grant to install VDI infrastructure at University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) for use by partner 
schools in the state.   

MSDE, partnering with MDREN and local CIOs, applied for a federal grant in 2014 to support VDI in 
schools, but due to a technicality did not make it through the grant approval process.  This group 
continues to meet on a monthly basis and has also brought together representatives from the State’s 
Department of Information Technology.  

New Online Platform, New Item Types, New Tools, and Mobile Devices.  The online PARCC field tests 
were new assessments, developed with new item types, such as Technology-Enhanced Items (TEIs), and 
delivered on a new testing platform, Pearson’s TestNav 8, which is device independent and supports 
mobile devices that had never been used for online testing (iPads and Chromebooks).  In addition, there 
were new tools, such as a math equation editor, and accessibility features, such as text-to-speech, that 
students and teachers had to become familiar with and that did not always work as intended.  Some of 
the TEIs, like questions with video streaming, presented challenges on the delivery side.  The PARCC 
online field test tutorials were designed to help users become familiar with the TestNav 8 user interface, 
but not all of the tools and test item types that were on the field test were represented in the tutorial.  
In the coming weeks, psychometric evaluations will generate item level statistics, which will indicate 
how reliable the test items were on each of the different online testing devices: iPads, Chromebooks, 
PCs, and Macs.   
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Pearson-Side Connectivity Issues: While TestNav 8 is designed to work when there are Internet 
connectivity issues, with test content is proctor-cached locally at schools, Pearson confirmed that there 
were many instances of connectivity issues that were the result of TestNav 8 failures and that had 
nothing to do with local school connectivity.  The Pearson-side connectivity issues resulted in students 
not being able log in to TestNav 8, students getting kicked out of TestNav, and student responses not 
being able to be saved locally to Student Response File locations.  Representatives from MSDE recently 
attended a multi-day “Field Test Lessons Learned” meeting with Pearson and PARCC and confirmed that 
Pearson is still investigating the TestNav 8 connectivity issues.  It is important to note that Maryland also 
uses Pearson’s TestNav 7.5, to administer Maryland HSAs and MSA Science online, and that we had no 
issues with the TestNav 7.5 platform while concurrently testing PARCC field tests online using Pearson’s 
TestNav 8. 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES WITH ONLINE TESTING AS IT SCALES TO SUPPORT PARCC 

1. Mobile Devices.  Schools need more mobile devices to support an increase in digital learning as 
well as an increase in online assessment under PARCC.  

2. Device Management and Virtualization.  The increase in devices used for digital learning and 
assessment in schools is resulting in districts beginning to explore the use of virtualization 
solutions for online testing, making it less time consuming and, in theory, costly to deliver and 
manage secure and reliable online assessments on devices mainly used for digital learning.  
Baltimore City conducted a VDI pilot this spring, using both VMware and NComputing, 
administering several PARCC assessments virtually in a number of schools with great success.   

3. Building out WIFI Environments.  The old model of sending students to a computer lab to take 
an assessment online is quickly becoming a thing of the past.  With the increase in digital 
learning schools are interested in administering online assessments in classrooms. 

 
PARCC FIELD TEST INCREASED MARYLAND’S PARTICIPATION IN ONLINE TESTING 
 
Maryland was the only PARCC state that field tested in every school and approximately half of the 
schools in the state administered the field test online.  Although Maryland has been testing online since 
2007, with all but one of the Maryland state tests offered online, participating in the PARCC field test 
significantly increased Maryland’s participation in online testing.  Prior to the PARCC field test, online 
testing was optional in Maryland.  While all counties participate in online testing, participation varies,   
some counties test 100% online while others only test 10-20% of their students online.  The Maryland 
High School Assessments (HSAs) and MSA Science tests are administered 70% online statewide.  With 
PARCC, schools were randomly selected to test online, by the testing company ETS, which meant a lot of 
schools that had never tested online were required to make the migration away from paper.  As a result, 
all of the counties in Maryland significantly increased their participation in online testing as a result of 
the field test.  MSDE is currently working with LEAs to determine how many schools in each county still 
need to transition to online testing.  Of the 1,448 public schools in Maryland we believe approximately 
1,000 have already made the transition to online testing.  MSDE will get the exact number this summer. 
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BENEFITS OF THE PARCC FIELD TEST2 (Paraphrased from the PARCC Website) 
 
The field test gave students and teachers the opportunity to become familiar with the new PARCC 
assessments before the operational test goes live, during the 2014-2015 school year.  All students had 
practice opportunities with a tutorial and sample test items prior to the field test.  The field test also 
gave students and teachers the opportunity to be part of the test development process by trying out the 
assessment questions and new mobile formats of the tests and offering their feedback through educator 
and student surveys administered at the end of the tests.  Through the field test, PARCC will learn more 
about: 

– Accessibility and fairness of the test items 
– Accommodations for students with disabilities and English language learners 
– Comparability between computer and paper-based tests and comparability between tests 
administered on different devices, such as tablets and laptops 
– Validity of test items, how well they measure student performance on content the item was designed 
to measure 
– Whether PARCC assessments can be linked to international tests to compare the academic 
performance of U.S. students to their global peers  

 
CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS 

While the PARCC online field tests presented some significant challenges for local school districts, during 
the PBA, by the EOY most of the technical issues had been resolved.  With PARCC practice tests 
becoming available online in September, students will have opportunities to take practice tests when 
they return to school this fall.  They will be able to practice with new technology-enhanced item types 
on mobile devices that are used for instruction (as well as on traditional PCs and Macs).  LEAs interested 
in using virtualization to deliver secure, next generation PARCC assessments will be able to learn from 
Baltimore City as they tested PARCC virtually in a few schools.  Specific MSDE next steps are as follows: 

• MSDE will convene a “Lessons Learned” work session with locals to review the PARCC field test 
and make preparations for the operational online assessments, starting in 2015.   

• MSDE will deliver more training to LEAs to support the increasing number of Test Examiners 
needed to administer PARCC assessments online.  Also, additional training and support will be 
needed to help LEAs transition to PearsonAccessNext, which is Pearson’s new online testing 
management platform, scheduled to be released in August.   

• MSDE will collaborate with other states to share best practices around online testing and related 
training, as well as the development of tools to support online testing readiness in schools. 

2 Source: https://www.parcconline.org/sites/parcc/files/PARCCFT-1-pager-2-5-14.pdf 
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• MSDE will continue to meet with CIOs and MDREN to find ways to leverage virtualization as a 
means of developing more cost effective, and secure, high-stakes online assessment delivery 
options for schools. 

Prepared for MSDE by Dale Cornelius, Project Manager, Online Testing 
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Maryland State Department of Education 

Division of Curriculum, Assessment, and Accountability 

200 West Baltimore Street 

Baltimore, MD  21201-2595 

Lillian M. Lowery, Ed.D., State Superintendent of Schools 
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Report on the PARCC Field Tests and LEA Readiness

Introduction 
Pursuant to the Joint Chairmen’s Report - Operating Budget, April 2014 (R00A01, p. 118), the 
Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) is required to submit a report on the 
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) field tests and 
technology readiness of each local education agency (LEA), as well as one-to-one access to 
digital educational resources, including the option to create “bring your own device” programs 
as the State approaches full implementation. 

The PARCC field tests were given statewide in spring 2014, and the operational tests will be 
implemented in all schools in the 2014-2015 school year.  MSDE has a goal for all LEAs to 
administer PARCC online by the 2016-2017 school year.  The deadline for PARCC to be 
administered fully online is the 2017-2018 school year. 

This requested report is to be submitted to the Joint Chairmen no later than November 1, 
2014.  As articulated in the request, this report is structured to address the following: 

• The implementation of PARCC;
• The field tests and technology readiness of the LEAs to give PARCC online;
• The one-to-one access to digital educational resources, including the option to

create “bring your own device” programs;
• The number of students who took the test in each LEA;
• The number of students who took the test online and on paper;
• Summary statistics on students’ scores on the test;
• Problems or difficulties encountered by giving the field test this year;
• Lessons learned from the field test administration;
• How each LEA will be able to implement the PARCC assessments fully on line by the

2016-1027 school year;
• MSDE’s criteria for evaluation for readiness;
• Gaps that may remain in terms of technology infrastructure in each LEA; and
• A cost breakdown of resources needed by each LEA to meet full online

implementation.

In order to obtain the requested information, MSDE surveyed the Chief Information Officers 
(CIOs) from each of the 23 counties and Baltimore City to ascertain LEA readiness to support 
digital learning and the next generation PARCC assessments online.  The findings from this 
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survey show that while most schools in Maryland are ready to administer PARCC assessments 
online there is a significant gap when it comes to supporting equal access to digital learning.  

THE PARCC FIELD TESTS 
Maryland public schools successfully completed the PARCC field tests online in early June.  The 
first phase of the PARCC field test, the Performance Based Assessment (PBA), occurred 
March 24 - April 11, 2014.  The second phase, the End of Year (EOY) assessment, occurred 
May 5 - June 6, 2014.  In response to the request for “summary statistics on students’ scores” 
there were no student scores given as part of the field test.  The purpose of the field test was to 
test the items. 

Following the administration of each of the online field tests, MSDE compiled summaries of 
issues from the 24 LEAs:  19 reported issues during the PBA and 7 reported issues during the 
EOY.  Some of the issues included unknown problems accessing TestNav 8 with Internet 
Explorer, a problem not unique to Maryland but, rather, evident across PARCC states.  The 
Internet Explorer issue was resolved by switching to another browser, such as Chrome or 
Firefox.  Other issues were related to Java and Microsoft XP.  For a complete list of issues 
experienced, see page 4: Lessons Learned from the PARCC Field Test in 2014.  

The decrease in technology issues from the PBA to the EOY confirmed that many of the 
challenges experienced in the PBA were resolved prior to the EOY.  In addition to the technical 
challenges, some of the online test items and related tools were confusing to students because 
they were either new or, in some cases, flawed and not working as planned.   

Of the PARCC states, Maryland was the only state to administer the PARCC field test in all but 
seven schools.  On average, each school had 1-2 classes participating in the PARCC field test.  
The PARCC field test was administered online in approximately half of Maryland’s schools; the 
other schools administered paper tests.  Schools were chosen to administer the PARCC field 
test online through a random sampling.  The fact that schools were chosen randomly to 
administer the PARCC field test online meant that schools that had previously not participated 
in online testing were required to participate in the PARCC field test online.  This increased the 
total number of schools in Maryland that have administered an assessment online.  To date, 
over 1,000 of Maryland’s approximately 1,400 schools have administered a high-stakes 
assessment online.  The breakdown between online and paper PARCC field tests administered 
in Maryland is as follows: 

Table 1: PARCC Field Tests Administered in Maryland 
PARCC Field Tests Administered in Maryland Online Paper 

65,122 33,154 
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Table 2: PARCC Field Tests Online Participation by County 
District PBA EOY Field Test Total 
Allegany 395 436 831 
Anne Arundel 2675 2928 5603 
Baltimore County 3898 3281 7179 
Calvert 520 478 998 
Caroline 224 298 522 
Carroll 970 1248 2218 
Cecil 497 536 1033 
Charles 899 785 1684 
Dorchester 199 274 473 
Frederick 1408 1401 2809 
Garrett 307 308 615 
Harford 1284 1017 2301 
Howard 1909 1381 3290 
Kent 110 136 246 
Montgomery 5421 5111 10532 
Prince George's 4617 5007 9624 
Queen Anne's 230 283 513 
St. Mary's 627 479 1106 
Somerset 127 128 255 
Talbot 137 142 279 
Washington 875 928 1803 
Wicomico 350 376 726 
Worcester 160 204 364 
Baltimore City 5031 5053 10084 
SEED 11 23 34 
Total 65122 
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Table 3: PARCC Field Tests Paper Participation by County 

District PBA EOY Field Test 
Total 

Allegany 325 115 440 
Anne Arundel 1377 1234 2611 
Baltimore County 1599 1685 3284 
Calvert 307 348 655 
Caroline 54 54 108 
Carroll 468 509 977 
Cecil 333 366 699 
Charles 497 555 1052 
Dorchester 52 52 104 
Frederick 446 548 994 
Garrett 18 18 36 
Harford 543 614 1157 
Howard 1077 1797 2874 
Kent 41 41 82 
Montgomery 2429 2292 4721 
Prince George's 3286 3538 6824 
Queen Anne's 42 0 42 
St. Mary's 270 302 572 
Somerset 81 38 119 
Talbot 170 142 312 
Washington 586 399 985 
Wicomico 382 378 760 
Worcester 144 108 252 
Baltimore City 1698 1796 3494 
SEED 0 0 0 
Total 33154 

Lessons learned from the PARCC Field Tests 

1. Internet Explorer performance issues
Metrics from across PARCC states reveal that the most widely used browser for the PARCC field 
tests was Google Chrome.  Approximately 55% of all online tests across PARCC states were 
administered with the Chrome browser (versions 34 and 35 were the most common).  Although 
state-specific metrics on browser usage were not received the number of issues seen with 
Internet Explorer in Maryland were similar other PARCC states.  A number of LEAs in Maryland 
switched to Chrome after it was discovered that there were issues with Internet Explorer (IE).  
Pearson’s technology guidelines state that TestNav 8 supports Microsoft’s IE, specifically 
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versions 9, 10, and 11, however many schools were forced to switch from IE to Chrome after 
unsuccessful attempts to resolve issues experienced using IE.  A few districts in Maryland 
refused to switch to another browser since they have Microsoft tech support for IE but do not 
have such support for other browsers. 

2. Windows XP
There are some schools in Maryland still running Microsoft’s XP operating system.  However, XP 
is no longer supported by Microsoft and while XP will be supported for the first operational 
year, PARCC will not support it beyond year one.  As a result, schools in Maryland still on XP, 
who intend to test PARCC online, need to migrate to Windows 7 by the end of 2015.  Across 
PARCC states data shows that 67% of all assessments were delivered on Windows 7 whereas 
only 9.8% of assessments were delivered on XP.  MSDE has requested metrics from PARCC and 
Pearson on which operating systems experienced the most problems during the field test. 

3. Java updates
Oracle’s Java, which Pearson’s TestNav 8 engine is dependent upon, created challenges for 
schools.  While Pearson’s Technology Guidelines state that TestNav 8 is designed to work with 
multiple versions of Java, this was not the case.  Oracle released a mandatory Java update in 
January 2014, which left many districts scrambling to update machines prior to the start of the 
PBA.  Making things more difficult, Pearson’s online testing readiness tool, the System Check 
Tool, was incorrectly passing versions of Java that were not compliant with the online test 
delivery system, TestNav 8.  As a result, schools that successfully completed the infrastructure 
trial earlier were unable to run the field tests.  One of Pearson’s recommendations, to uninstall 
a current version of Java and reinstall another, was not logistically possible.  Another suggestion 
from Pearson, lowering the Java security settings, was unacceptable due to system security 
standards.  For obvious reasons, locals are not willing to lower Java security settings.  Java will 
continue to present challenges for LEAs because the Department of Homeland Security will 
continue to force Oracle to update current versions of Java to make them more secure.  
Additionally, there are applications used in schools that run on versions of Java that are not 
supported by Pearson’s online testing systems; this also poses more challenges. 

4. Rethinking the Delivery of Online Testing
The Java issue illustrates one of the many technology challenges facing schools that have led 
local CIOs to question the current online assessment delivery model.  Over the past two years, 
MSDE has consistently met with CIOs and the Maryland Research and Education Network1 
(MDREN) to discuss solutions to the challenges of managing the rapidly increasing number of 
web-based learning applications, online assessments, as well as the proliferation of devices in 
schools. 

1 MDREN: http://admin.mdren.net/index.cgi 
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The issue is that LEAs are required to manage an ever increasing number of devices (PCs, Macs, 
tablets, and Chromebooks) that need to support digital learning and online assessment, but 
online testing systems require device configurations that do not conform with configurations 
used for digital learning.  Online testing systems that support high-stakes assessments, such as 
Pearson’s TestNav 7.5 and TestNav 8, used for Maryland state tests and PARCC assessments, 
respectively, require a host of device-specific configurations that online learning applications do 
not. 

The amount of human labor required to prepare devices for online testing and to deliver secure 
online assessments is excessive.  Technicians are required to put devices in “kiosk” mode and 
turn off all programs running in the background, such as the screen saver, automatic updates to 
the operating system, as well as anti-virus updates.  In addition, power management settings 
need to be changed.  This situation creates an unsustainable workload for local IT departments 
that, in many counties, have to touch thousands of devices by hand in order to configure them 
for online assessment, and then back to learning and, again, back to assessment, and on and 
on. 

5. The promise of Virtual Desktop
 As a result, some CIOs are investigating the cost benefits of Virtual Desktop Infrastructure (VDI) 
and for this reason MSDE is exploring the opportunity to partner with MDREN. With VDI in 
place, students can seamlessly access secure online tests in a virtual environment, for example 
in the cloud, on a device used primarily for learning, without having to configure and manage 
that device for testing.  A VDI environment that has been configured to support online testing 
can be accessed by thousands of computers concurrently.   

MDREN was created from the University of Maryland Academic Telecommunications System 
(UMATS) as a University System of Maryland (USM) service that has expanded to provide 
connectivity to K20 and research partners.  A key strategic direction in the creation of MDREN 
was providing an enhanced mix of services on top of a restructured educational state network. 
One of the first services that MDREN provided was the Virtual Desktop Environment (VDE) pilot, 
which used a Dell provided grant to install VDI infrastructure at University of Maryland 
Baltimore County (UMBC) for use by partner schools in the state.  MSDE, partnering with 
MDREN and local CIOs, applied for a federal grant in 2014 to support VDI in schools, but due to 
a technicality did not make it through the grant approval process.  This group continues to meet 
on a monthly basis and has also brought together representatives from the State’s Department 
of IT.  

6. New Online Platform, New Item Types, New Tools, and Mobile Devices
The online PARCC field tests were new assessments, developed with new item types, such as 
Technology-Enhanced Items (TEIs), and delivered on a new testing platform, Pearson’s TestNav 
8, which is platform independent and supports mobile devices had never been used for online 
testing (iPads and Chromebooks).  In addition, there were new tools, such as a math equation 
editor, and accessibility features, such as text-to-speech, that students and teachers had to 
become familiar with and that did not always work as intended.  Some of the TEIs, like video 
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streaming, presented challenges on the delivery side.  The PARCC online field test tutorials were 
designed to help users become familiar with the TestNav 8 user interface, but not all of the 
tools and test item types that were on the field test were represented in the tutorial.  As a part 
of the PARCC research study psychometric evaluations will generate item level statistics, which 
will indicate how reliable the test items were on each of the different online testing devices: 
iPads, Chromebooks, PCs, and Macs.   

7. Pearson-Side Connectivity Issues
Pearson confirmed that there were many instances of connectivity issues that were the result 
of TestNav 8 failures that had nothing to do with local school connectivity.  The Pearson-side 
connectivity issues resulted in students not being able log in to TestNav 8, students getting 
kicked out of TestNav, and student responses not being able to be saved locally to Student 
Response File locations.  Representatives from MSDE recently attended a multi-day “Field Test 
Lessons Learned” meeting with Pearson and PARCC and confirmed that Pearson is still 
investigating the TestNav 8 connectivity issues.  It is important to note that Maryland also uses 
Pearson’s TestNav 7.5, to administer Maryland HSAs and MSA Science online; there were no 
issues with the TestNav 7.5 platform while concurrently testing PARCC field tests online using 
Pearson’s TestNav 8. 

CREATING EQUAL ACCESS TO TECHNOLOGY IN MARYLAND’S SCHOOLS 
Attention has been focused on changes in curriculum, instruction, and learning as part of the 
Maryland College and Career Ready Standards (MCCRS), Race to The Top, and the Next 
Generation Online PARCC Assessments.  It is important to note that the one thread running 
through all these reforms is technology.  

Starting as early as third grade, the MCCRS standard for English Language Arts Literacy requires 
that students “With guidance and support from adults, use technology to produce and publish 
writing (using keyboarding skills) as well as to interact and collaborate with others.”2 One could 
argue that students should actually begin learning keyboarding in second grade, since the 
PARCC assessments are computer-based, starting in third grade, and students who know how 
to keyboard in third grade will have an easier time answering questions on the new 
assessments that require a written response. 

2 Corestandards.org: http://www.corestandards.org/ELA-Literacy/W/3/6/ 
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The need for 1-1 student access to technology is greater than ever, but many current LEA 
capital budgets for technology do not have funding to support a 1-1 digital learning 
environment in all schools.  Yet, with MCCRS, students from primary through high school will 
need access to technology on a regular basis.  Of course, LEAs and schools are in the best 
position, not the state, to determine in what grade a 1-1 program might be implemented.   

The High Cost of Equitable Access to Technology 
LEAs need support building schools where all students have access to the technology that will 
help them become college and career ready.  According to the National Council on State 
Legislatures there are two kinds of costs related to technology that schools and districts face as 
they transition to MCCRS:  upfront and ongoing costs3.  

Upfront Costs and Ongoing Costs 
Examples of one-time (upfront) transition costs and investments are: 

• New assessments to test students' proficiency against the new standards, including
procuring and/or updating the technological infrastructure to administer the 
assessment instrument; 

• Depending on the state, upfront costs are borne between states and school districts;
and 

• One-time costs do not occur in one fiscal year alone but rather over the course of the
implementation period (i.e., over multiple fiscal years). 

Ongoing costs will always include: 
• Maintenance and repair of assessment medium, and
• Technological obsolescence.

Three Ways to Achieve Equal Access to Technology in Maryland’s Schools 
After surveying each of the 24 CIOs on this topic, responses were compiled in a number of data 
driven charts that can be found on the following pages.  Upon review of the survey data it was 
determined that there are three key areas in which LEAs need additional resources in order to 
create equal access to technology in all of their schools: 

• Creating 1-1 Schools4,
• Building sustainable capacity to support digital learning and online testing, and
• Assessing students 100% online

Creating 1-1 Schools 
Student-to-device ratios are an indicator of an LEAs ability to support digital learning and online 
testing.  The following table shows each county’s current student-to-device ratio.  Presently, 
none of Maryland’s LEAs are able to support a 1-1 student-to-device ratio in all schools.   

3 Source: http://www.ncsl.org/research/education/common-core-state-standards-costs.aspx 
4 1-1 Schools are schools that have a 1-1 student-to-device (computer) ratio 
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Table 4 Student-to-Device Ratio in Maryland by County 

Supporting 1-1 Programs 
A number of schools in Maryland have already implemented 1-1 programs.  One to one 
programs have the potential to create greater learning opportunities.  Students with their own 
devices are able to access limitless learning opportunities and materials online, collaborate with 
teachers and other students more easily, and receive more personalized instruction. Innovative 
approaches to teaching and learning, like Flipped Classrooms, where students learn lessons 
outside of school and then receive remediation or enrichment during class time can only be 
achieved when all students have access to a personal device, both in and out of school.  
Another challenge is created, ensuring that students have access to the Internet both inside 
and out of school.   

Bring Your Own Device (BYOD) 
While there is interest in creating BYOD programs in schools, the fact is that in many counties, 
given the lack of wealth, many families simply cannot afford to purchase and maintain a device 
for their son or daughter.  In such LEAs, creating 1-1 programs that are fully sponsored by the 
LEA may be the only way to achieve digital equity.  A list of the challenges facing districts 
considering BYOD follows: 

Policy-Before an LEA can implement BYOD program, policy needs to be created with 
information readily accessible to the community and other interested parties.  
Frederick County Public Schools5, as an example, has set up an information 
portal for parents, students, teachers, and administrators participating in the 
district’s BYOD program. 

Technology-A separate network needs to be set up in each school for students to access 
the Internet and appropriate protections put in place.  For example, an LEA may 
require that anti-virus software is installed on student devices before they can 
log in to the school’s BYOD network. 

5 FCPS BYOD Information Portal: https://sites.google.com/a/fcps.org/byod/home 

1-to-1 1-to-2 1-to-3 1-to-5 1-to-7 1-to-10 1-to-15 or Higher
None Talbot Carroll Somerset Worcester Frederick Dorchester

Wicomico Prince George's Charles Garrett
Anne Arundel Harford Baltimore County
Kent Allegany Baltimore City
Caroline Cecil
Montgomery Howard
St. Mary's Washington

Calvert
Queen Anne's

0 7 9 4 1 1 2

* A device is a computer or tablet that can be used for digital learning and assessment

Student-to-Device* Ratio in Maryland by County
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Equity-Adequate devices should be made available to students whose families cannot 
afford them.  By “adequate” we mean a device that has up-to-date hardware 
and software and access to all of the necessary digital educational resources.  

Licensing-With the transition to digital content and leaning, licensing will present 
challenges with regard to personal devices.  It may be required for an LEA to 
maintain complete control of devices if there are district-provided learning 
applications and digital content that have ongoing costs associated with them. 

Funding-In a BYOD school students and families will likely be responsible for maintaining 
student devices however costs associated with setting up and maintaining a 
BYOD network and costs associated with increased bandwidth will be borne by 
the LEA.  Additionally, there are costs for powering devices when they need to 
be charged. Finally, there are significant expenditures associated with providing 
devices to students who do not have them.  If students who receive devices from 
a district are allowed to bring them home the shelf life on such devices may be 
shorter as they will undoubtedly go through more wear and tear. 

Support BYOD When Possible 
When CIOs were asked whether or not their district had a funding plan to implement BYOD, 
seven said yes and 17 responded that their district did not have such a plan.  The following 
table details how many schools in each district currently support BYOD. 

Table 5 Number of Schools with BYOD Programs by County 
Number of Schools With BYOD by County
0 Schools 1-5 Schools Over 20 Schools
Talbot Charles Carroll
Prince George's Cecil Frederick
Harford Baltimore City Allegany
Somerset Calvert Howard
Wicomico Montgomery
Baltimore County
Anne Arundel
Dorchester
Washington
Kent
Queen Anne's
Caroline
Garrett
Worcester
St. Mary's
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Increase Investments in Bandwidth so that Every School has a High-Speed Connection 
Generally speaking, school Internet connections can support next generation, online 
assessments.  This readiness is due to the fact that Maryland’s model for assessing children 
online includes proctor caching.  Proctor caching enables digital test content to be downloaded 
from the vendor’s server and stored locally on a server in a school, significantly reducing the 
bandwidth a school needs to test online.  In order for schools to support digital learning and the 
proliferation of computers and tablets required with 1-to-1 and BYOD, greater investments in 
bandwidth at the classroom level are needed. 

The following chart shows the percentage of schools in each LEA with high-speed Internet 
connections: 

Chart 1 Percentage of Schools in each LEA Connected to Internet with High-Speed Bandwidth 

While a vast majority of the schools in Maryland have high-speed Internet connections, many 
LEAs are still in the process of building out their WIFI infrastructure.  Because of this, most 
classrooms in Maryland do not have Internet connectivity at the classroom level yet. 

Appendix IV, Page 45



Increase Investments in Bandwidth so that Every Classroom has a High-Speed Connection  
The old model of sending students to a computer lab to take an assessment has become a relic 
of the past in many schools.  With the increase in digital learning on mobile devices, and limited 
space in schools in which to create computer labs, schools are interested in administering 
online assessments in classrooms on the same devices used for instruction.  Since the PARCC 
next generation online assessments are platform independent, they can be administered on 
almost any device used for instruction (PCs, Macs, tablets, and Chromebooks). 
The following chart shows the percentage of schools in each LEA with sufficient WiFi to support 
digital learning and online testing.  With regard to WiFi in the classroom, there is great variation 
among counties.  Having a high-speed Internet connection in every school is one thing, but 
making high-speed connections available in every classroom is still a work in progress. 

Chart 2 Percentage of Schools by LEA with Sufficient WIFI to Support Digital Learning and 
Online Testing 
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Build Sustainable Capacity to Support Digital Learning Environments 
When the question around technology readiness of schools is raised, it is often too limited in 
scope, focusing on just devices (hardware) and Internet connectivity (bandwidth).  However, 
there is an important human factor in all of this that needs to be included in the equation. 

1. Pay Market Rate for Highly Skilled Information Technology (IT) Professionals
Due to the proliferation of devices, and digital learning, getting all of the hardware and 
software in place, and managing it has become a daunting task every year.  Finding and 
retaining highly skilled IT professionals present an ongoing challenge for LEAs because, 
such workers can often earn a larger salary in the private sector.  The negative effects of 
not being able to pay market rate for experienced IT professionals can be illustrated by 
the lack of remote management and monitoring of computers in many LEAs. Of course, 
this is just one example. 

2. Invest in Remote Management and Monitoring
Remote monitoring and management of computers (devices) saves money on
transportation costs associated with sending technicians to schools, among other things,
but such services are expensive to set up and maintain.  Most experienced IT
professionals with the skills to do such work know that they can earn higher wages in
the private sector.  As a result, as Chart 3 shows, only nine of the LEAs have the ability to
manage computers remotely and this issue will only become more of a challenge as
more and more 1-1 programs are created.

Appendix IV, Page 47



Chart 3 Percentage of Computers (Devices) IT Departments Manage Remotely (as opposed to 
sending technicians to schools) 

1. Hire a Full Time Technology Staff Member at Each School
Information in Chart 4 shows that most of Maryland’s schools do not have a full time
technology staff member.  Thus, when there are problems with a school’s network or
computers there are wait times before devices are fixed, therefore they are also not available
for teaching and learning.  Schools with a full-time technology staff are able to provide better
support for digital learning.
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Chart 4 Percentage of Schools in Each LEA with a Full Time Technology Staff Member 

Assessing students 100% online 
Maryland has led the nation in its adoption of high-stakes online testing, having administered 
online tests since 2007 and is one of the first states to incorporate technology-enhanced 
questions into high-stakes assessments (MSA Science), moving beyond traditional multiple 
choice and constructed response items.  Today, every county delivers online assessments in a 
majority of the schools and, to date, over 1,000 of Maryland’s 1,447 schools have administered 
high-stakes tests online. 

The Plan to transition schools to 100% online testing 
Maryland’s plan to transition to 100% online assessments began in 2007 when Maryland 
administered its first-ever online state tests, MSA Science in grades 5 and 8.  Each year MSDE 
has offered additional tests online and today all of Maryland’s state assessments are offered 
online.  Over the years LEAs have increased their participation in online assessments at the rate 
of approximately 10% each year.  Today, about 75% of Maryland’s state tests are administered 
online and many counties in the state deliver 100% of their assessments online.  MSDE 
transitioned a majority of Maryland’s schools to online testing by making online testing optional 
and by showing LEAs how much easier, and more advantageous, it is to test online. Not only do 
students prefer testing online, which is important, but once a school transitions to online 
testing they almost never go back to paper because managing the hundreds, and sometimes 
thousands, of test booklets and materials, and keeping them secure, and shipping them back to 
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the vendor, is a tremendous workload for a schools’ staff.  Most LEAs are planning to 
administer PARCC assessments (75%-100%) online during spring 2015. 

The challenge of assessing students with disabilities online 
The biggest challenge MSDE faced when transitioning to online assessments was that the 
industry-standard assessment platforms were not designed to assess students with disabilities.  
For example blind students, who traditionally took assessments on paper, were unable to 
participate in online assessments as were deaf students who relied on individuals trained in 
American Sign Language.  In response to this, in 2009, working with Minnesota, MSDE applied 
for and won the first of two Enhanced Assessment grants from the U.S. Department of 
Education to develop the first-ever standards for online testing systems, now known as the 
Accessible Portable Item Protocol6 (APIP).  Since its inception, APIP has been managed by IMS 
Global, the organization that developed the Question and Test Interoperability (QTI) standard 
for Learning Management Systems.  The IMS Global website states: 

“The APIP standard provides assessment programs and question item developers with a data 
model for standardizing the interchange file format for digital test items. When applied 
properly, the APIP standard accomplishes two important goals. First, the standard allows digital 
Tests and Items to be ported across APIP compliant test item banks. Secondly, it provides a test 
delivery interface with all the information and resources required to make a test and an Item 
accessible to students with a variety of disabilities and special needs.” For more information on 
APIP please visit the IMS Global website: http://www.imsglobal.org/apip/. 

In 2010, eleven states and a number of non-profit institutions formed the APIP working group 
and when PARCC adopted the APIP standard in 2013, for the first time ever, all students, 
including those with disabilities, were able to participate in online assessments. With PARCC 
next generation assessments hearing impaired and deaf students will be able to access a video 
of a person signing the assessment online and blind students will be able to use a refreshable 
braille reader connected to a personal computer to take an online tests (although this feature 
will not be available in the first operational year).  A complete list of accessibility features 
supported by the PARCC next generation assessments can be made available upon request.  To 
date dozens of states, private companies, and non-profits have adopted the APIP standard. 

Table 6 shows LEA readiness to deliver online PARCC assessments.  Eleven LEAs are planning to 
administer PARCC 100% online and eleven more will be able to support a 75% online 
administration: 

6 APIP is managed by IMS Global: http://www.imsglobal.org/apip/ 
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Table 6 District Readiness to Administer PARCC Online in 2014-2015 

Maryland’s LEAs have transitioned to online testing over the past eight years using local funds.  
They have steadily increased their schools’ participation in online testing by about 10% each 
year; subsequently about 75% of all state tests are administered online.  Over the next three 
years, assuming we can continue with the average increase of about 10% a year, schools will be 
participating 100% in online testing.   

MSDE’s criteria for assessing online testing readiness 
MSDE has always maintained that the most accurate method of determining a school’s 
readiness to assess students online is to track the number of online assessments given in each 
school by county.  As previously mentioned, Maryland’s schools, on average, have increased 
their participation in online testing approximately 10% each year and as a state we are 
currently administering approximately 75% of all tests online. 

Electronic tools to assess readiness 
Over the years, MSDE has provided LEAs with a number of electronic tools to assess their online 
testing readiness.  In 2008, MSDE introduced the Online Testing Readiness tools.  Not all 
counties used the Online Testing Readiness tool, preferring to use in house tools to assess 
readiness, but this tool helped some locals assess their student-to-device ratios, as well as 
bandwidth capacity, and make comparisons with what they had to what was needed to test all 
students in a given school online.  Shortly after Maryland joined the PARCC consortium, two 
new tools were developed and released to LEAs: the Technology Readiness Tool and the 
Assessment Capacity Planning tool.  Although neither of these tools was widely adopted the 
counties that did use them were able to assess the readiness for each of their schools from the 
context of devices, operating systems, RAM, as well as bandwidth.  
Recently Maryland had the opportunity to participate in a national bandwidth speed test which 
was sponsored by the Education Superhighway, a non-profit with the stated goal to “work to 

100% Online 75% Online 25% or Below Online
Prince George's Carroll Harford
Wicomico Frederick
Talbot Anne Arundel
Cecil Somerset
Howard Charles
Washington Allegany
Kent Baltimore City
Caroline Dorchester
Montgomery Calvert
Worcester Queen Anne's
St. Mary's Garrett

Baltimore County
Total: 11 Total: 11 Total: 1

District Readiness to Administer PARCC Online in 2014-2015

Appendix IV, Page 51



ensure that every K-12 public school in America has the Internet infrastructure that students 
and teachers need for digital learning.”7   

CIO COMMENTS FROM SURVEY 
CIOs were asked “What are the challenges your department faces as your district increases digital 
learning and moves to a 100% online testing environment?” to which they responded: 

Carroll 

“We do not have nearly enough staff compensated at a level that is equitable 
to the market demands.  We need competitive salaries to attract true 
technology professionals.  While we do remote management, there is still a 
GREAT need for on-site personnel.  Everything cannot be accomplished 
remotely.  We continue to add technology without the resources to 
appropriately support it.  More technology staff is essential.  However, 
appropriate training for instructional staff is also a key need.” 

Talbot 
“Cost of maintaining infrastructure and purchasing devices.  Cost of 
increasing bandwidth.” 

Prince George’s 
“One of the biggest areas of concern is the resources (People) to support the 
full implementation of PARCC.” 

Harford “Funding!” 

Somerset 

“We're having difficulty getting funding to replace our aging infrastructure 
and getting enough personnel to support our technology.  We also have 
some elementary schools which aren't covered 100%, by even old WiFi 
technology. We also have a small elementary school on Smith Island which 
has a very small student population and a slow WAN connection. It's a 45 
minute boat ride to get to the island. We have concerns that if we move to 
online testing, they won't have the local resources to react to issues or 
problems.” 

Charles 
“Stable on-line testing program, system updates (i.e., Java), technical support 
during testing, number of devices, wireless and device maintenance.” 

Frederick 
“Aging PC systems (60% over 6 years old) that have no funded refresh cycle.  
Lack of in-school technology support staff.” 

Wicomico 

“Funding for infrastructure (increased wireless density and capacity, power); 
staffing to support more complex infrastructure; teacher readiness to 
incorporate BYOD in instruction; and classroom management.  There has 
been no comment or direction from State regarding digital learning and 
Maintenance of Effort funding.  The cost of digital learning will require 
increases in funding beyond MOE, particularly in infrastructure.” 

Baltimore 
County “Having staff and hardware to support online testing.” 

Allegany 

“Having enough equipment for testing in the window at middle school.  3rd 
grade taking an online test, could be difficult for that age group.  Java (both 
scheduled and unscheduled) updates are a major concern as well during the 
testing window as we do not have control over the timing of these updates.” 

7 EducationSuperhighway: http://www.educationsuperhighway.org/about-us.html 
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Cecil 

“Immediate (FY15): Devices and wireless network ($$). Intermediate (FY16-
FY17): Local wired/fiber network backbone capacity and throughput needs 
to accommodate more wireless devices ($$$$).” 

Howard 

“The major challenge is the online testing computer environment.  Many 
times, these requirements (Flash/Java/etc.) interfere with local software 
needed to support our curriculum. There are many other challenges that are 
well documented.” 

Baltimore City 

“The challenge areas are devices, training, and instructional resources.  
Schools have varying levels of technology capacity in terms of number of 
devices and condition of devices. This makes it difficult to deploy district 
wide programming for instruction and move easily to a 100% online testing 
environment. In certain schools, the learning environment is not necessarily 
conducive for digital learning and online testing.  As teachers are learning to 
teach a new curriculum, finding time to enhance training for instructional 
technology becomes challenging.” 

Anne Arundel “The answer to these questions is a book, not a few sentences.” 

Dorchester 

“We have a great deal of old and aging computers that have not been 
replaced for years due to budget constraints.  We are just beginning to 
replace the 7-8 year old laptops and desktops.  While VDI does offer some 
options of being able to utilize the older computers for testing, it is very 
costly and I don't have funds to do both.” 

Washington 
“Funding to provide proper technical support. Funding to keep devices on a 
six year refresh cycle.” 

Kent “We need additional devices, staffing, and infrastructure upgrades. 
Calvert “Computer technicians and network engineers.” 

Queen Anne's 

“Insufficient funds for wireless access points in all instructional areas. 
Insufficient funds for devices for instructional and testing purposes. No 
confirmed funding source for moving to a one-to-one implementation. 
Insufficient technicians for support of devices. No Instructional Technology 
staff for support of teachers. No dedicated School Test Coordinators.” 

Caroline 
“Funding for hardware and infrastructure, personnel to support hardware 
and infrastructure, time, and teacher professional development.” 

Garrett “Issues with TestNav compatibilities. Number of readily available devices.” 

Montgomery 
“Wireless infrastructure, professional development, instructional resources 
that align with curriculum and CCSS.” 

Worcester “Tech support, funding, implementation timeline.” 

St. Mary's 
“Internet Bandwidth and aging technology in the schools.  WiFi access points 
do not have adequate coverage.” 

CIOs were also asked, “With regard to BYOD, what are the biggest challenges facing your district that 
need to be addressed before you can implement BYOD? 

Carroll 
“We have a limited BYOD program in all schools. Students can bring devices 
and use them at specific times but cannot be "required" to use them in class 
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since not all students have devices.  We cannot afford to provide devices to 
those who do not.  Further, students only get access to a separate "Guest" 
network for non-domain devices. Data security is an enormous priority that 
is often over-looked that we must maintain.  EQUITY is a HUGE ISSUE that 
needs to be addressed.” 

Talbot 
“No plans to implement BYOD.  It's a legal, managerial, disciplinary, and a 
financial minefield.” 

Prince George’s “Cost.” 
Harford * 
Somerset * 

Charles 
“Device for students (haves and have-nots), wireless access in elementary 
schools, security, older devices.” 

Frederick “BYOD is fully implemented in FCPS schools.” 

Wicomico 

“Funding for infrastructure (increased wireless density and capacity, power); 
staffing to support more complex infrastructure; teacher readiness to 
incorporate BYOD in instruction; and classroom management.” 

Baltimore 
County “BCPS is moving to a 1-1 provided by BCPS.” 

Allegany 
“Already implemented, no challenges.  Infrastructure is in place, has been for 
3 years.  No funding plan necessary.” 

Cecil 

“1. Leadership both at the District, State and National level to understand 
that BYOD is not a solution to the digital divide or 100% online testing; 2. 
Curriculum and technology-based curriculum resources flexible enough to 
leverage BYOD and 1:1 in the classroom; 3. Teachers flexible enough to 
embrace technology, and technology-enabled curriculum, in the classroom; 
4. Non-classroom teaching staff to help model, train and evaluate
technology-enabled curriculum in the classroom.” 

Howard 

“Security, risk, awareness, and liabilities.  BYOD introduces many concerns in 
the area of Data Privacy. Since districts cannot mandate device types, 
software and online resources need to be "watered down" to be device 
agnostic.” 

Baltimore City 
“Funding to develop the mobile device management processes and the 
security associated with that.” 

Anne Arundel 
“Need to make sure it makes sense and is something we want to do. Need a 
Network Access Control solution. Need more bandwidth.” 

Dorchester 

“In additional to building out managed wireless infrastructures, we also need 
to implement a Network Access Control and Mobile Device Management 
solution.” 

Washington 
“Finish installation of new network switches.  Adding WiFi access points to 
provide proper coverage/density.” 

Kent 
“Using the devices for testing purposes.  Professional development for 
teachers.” 

Calvert “Access Points.  Proper staffing to support.” 
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Queen Anne's “We have no intention of implementing BYOD.” 

Caroline 
“Funding, network capacity, hardware upgrades, staff attitude and teacher 
professional development.” 

Garrett “Connectivity, monitoring, tracking, security.” 
Montgomery “Reinforcement of the wireless infrastructure in some schools.” 
Worcester “Technology Safeguards, Network Access Control, Policy.” 

St. Mary's 
“Presently we have capacity issues with WiFi in general.  We will be 
reviewing BYOD in the Spring once our classrooms have sufficient coverage.” 

*Indicates no response.

CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS 
Chief Information Officers were asked to provide MSDE with county-specific cost estimates for 
needed technology purchases that are not currently supported by current or prospective 
budgets.  LEAs are required to provide this information to MSDE for another report that will be 
submitted to the Governor and General Assembly in December, 2014.  As a follow up, a copy of 
that report will be forwarded to the Joint Chairmen.   

SUMMARY  
All but one of Maryland’s LEAs are committed to delivering the PARCC 2015 spring operational 
assessments 75-100% online.  Their readiness to deliver PARCC online is a testament to the 
hard work done over the past eight years, since the 2007, when MSDE first made high-stakes 
online testing an option for schools.  While MSDE is on track to meet the goal of testing PARCC 
100% online by 2016-2017, many schools will still have to make concessions in order to assess 
large numbers of students online.  This means that for many schools during the two 20-day 
testing windows, devices will not be available for digital learning because they will be used to 
support the online assessments. 

The greater challenge for the state is in creating equal access to digital learning to all of 
Maryland’s students.  As teaching and learning goes digital, brought on by the newly adopted 
Maryland College and Career Ready Standards, paying for the programs needed to support the 
next generation of learners, such as creating 1-to-1 schools, will continue to present challenges. 
District technology budgets are not currently funded at levels needed to support, and sustain, a 
truly equitable 21st century learning environment.  In order to accurately assess the cost of the 
1-to-1 devices in all schools in Maryland, the State should consider commissioning a study by an 
outside organization that is well-qualified to gather such information.  Such a study could result 
in a well-designed plan that would benefit school systems, policy makers and state leadership.  
Ultimately, if technology is embedded in instructional practices, student learning will increase 
across Maryland.   
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Maryland State  
Department of Education 
Learn MD Portal 
Overview 
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Learn MD Portal – What is it? 

 A place where the tools of teaching and 
learning are housed 
 Easy to use
 Will work on all devices
 Central place for all MSDE tools
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Tools versus Manuals 
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One place for your tools…  
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For use by any device that a teacher uses…  
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Quick links to useful tools… 
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One click takes you…  
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Thank you 
Questions/Comments? 
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Appendix V 

School Calendar Information 

Appendix V, Page 1



Appendix V, Page 2



A
pp

en
di

x 
V

Appendix V, Page 3



Appendix V, Page 4



Appendix V, Page 5



Appendix V, Page 6



Appendix V, Page 7



Appendix V, Page 8



Appendix V, Page 9



Appendix V, Page 10



Appendix V, Page 11



Appendix V, Page 12



Appendix VI 

Agendas and Minutes 
• July 10, 2014
• July 25, 2014
• August 12, 2014
• September 17, 2014
• October 21, 2014
• November 12, 2014
• January 30, 2015
• February 9, 2015

Appendix VI, Page 1



Appendix VI, Page 2



Agenda 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

July 10, 2014, 9:00 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 

I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

II. REVIEW OF THE CHARGE - Chapter 246 (House Bill 1164)
Questions 

III. LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICES
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the 
State and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State 
Standards and PARCC assessments” 

IV. IMPACT ON SELECTED STUDENT POPULATIONS
Section 1(f)(3) “assess how the MCCRS and the PARCC assessments will affect students 
with disabilities, English language learners, and students who qualify for free and 
reduced-price meals” 

V. TECHNOLOGY READINESS 
Section 1(f)(7) “assess the technological readiness and the needs of the public schools for 
the implementation of the PARCC assessments, including what resources will be needed to 
teach students the necessary computer skills to take the PARCC assessments” 

VI. Comments and Questions

VII. Adjourn

NEXT MEETING 
July 25, 2014 – 9:00 – 12:00 
West County Area Library – Anne Arundel County Public Library 
1325 Annapolis Road, Odenton, MD 21113 
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Minutes 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment 
of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

July 10, 2014 

The meeting was called to order at 9:05 a.m. by co-chairs Jack R. Smith and Betty Weller. 

ATTENDANCE: Fourteen (14) workgroup members were present (see attendance log).  There 
were 14 observers in attendance (see sign-in sheet). 

The co-chairs welcomed the members who introduced themselves. 

LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICE 
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the 
State and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State 
Standards and PARCC assessments” 

One of the responsibilities of the workgroup is to report on best practices of local school 
systems.  Dr. Kathryn Kubic, Asst. Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction for Anne 
Arundel County Public Schools (AACPS), presented a model they are using to visually 
present how the Common Core State Standards and PARCC Claims are aligned in a 
purposeful way.  At the core of the visual representation is the Model Content Framework, 
with the Common Core Standards, Cognitive Complexity, Evidence Statements, Performance 
Level Descriptors, PARCC Claims, Task Types, Blueprints, and Mathematical (or English 
Language Arts) Practices all connecting to the core.  The school district is unpacking all of 
these components for teachers. 

Question: Teachers need time to find available tools and learn how to use them before they 
are part of the teachers’ evaluations. Is the school district including teaching best practices in 
professional development? 
Answer: AACPS is working to compact tools, give teachers curricular documents, and 
unpack items in a rolling document in the curriculum. This is a work in progress. 
Comment: This is a time saver, but it still takes teachers’ time. 

Question: What is the feedback AACPS is getting? 
Answer: The initial reaction is often “Whoa!” But, then teachers are appreciative. 

Question: Is there time in the day in AACPS for professional development? 
Answer: AACPS parses professional development opportunities during the school year. 
Comment: Sometimes teachers get planning time taken away for professional development. 
Response: School districts are careful to honor teacher contracts and often build in additional 
collaborative planning time so individual planning time is not impacted. 
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Comment: Teachers often plan during the summer, so waiting until the start of the school 
year to give teachers this information is too late. Teachers feel pressured to implement what 
they don’t fully understand. 

Question: Do you start where the child is, even if the child is behind? 
Answer: Teachers are not teaching as many standards, but they are teaching to higher rigor. 
AACPS is helping teachers know how to use the tools to help students meet the standards. 

Question: Has AACPS developed tools for parents and students? 
Answer: AACPS will be rolling out a parent portal so they know what to do to help the child 
meet the standards. 
Comment: There is concern about the consistency of standards across states, as there is great 
inconsistency. 
Comment: School systems are at different places in the implementation of the standards, but 
this has been true in the past with former standards as well. The goal is for the state to bring 
consistency while still maintaining local control. 

Best practices will be a regular agenda item. 

REVIEW OF THE CHARGE - Chapter 246 (House Bill 1164) 

The co-chairs reviewed the responsibilities of the workgroup as delineated in legislation.  
Agenda items at each meeting will be organized around specific responsibilities.  

Comments: 

• There is anxiety about what is successful; that is not always obvious until after the fact.
• The workgroup needs to talk about the bumps in the road; members must be honest about

problems.
• The study being done by the workgroup should have been done prior to the

implementation of the MCCRS and PARCC.  The General Assembly wants to do this
now in an effort to help.

• There must be an open evaluation process of what is going on.  The State Board of
Education is interested in sharing best practices.  The summer Educator Effectiveness
Academies are breaking down some of the past barriers in sharing best practices.

• Members can email concerns or questions in any of the areas covered by the workgroup’s
charge to the co-chairs.  These will be used to build future agendas and presentations.
Since the MCCRS and PARCC are in the implementation process, the information
provided will be a snapshot in time.

• A preliminary report will be provided to the General Assembly by August 15.  A draft
will be written after the July 25 meeting and reviewed/revised by the group on August 12.

IMPACT ON SELECTED STUDENT POPULATIONS 
Section 1(f)(3) “assess how the MCCRS and the PARCC assessments will affect students with 
disabilities, English language learners, and students who qualify for free and reduced-price 
meals” 
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Presentation by Maryland State Department of Education Assistant Superintendents Henry 
Johnson, Kristina Kyles, Marcella Franczkowski 

• A PowerPoint was presented and discussed (see attached)
• For English Language Learners (ELL):

o The achievement gap for these students has remained virtually the same from
2010-13, with gaps at the elementary, middle and high school levels

o MCCRS can help identify strategies to help students
o Students are assessed with a test aligned with the MCCRS that assesses

English language acquisition
o Questions/comments:

 Students enter Maryland schools in many grades.  Are we doing a
better job with students entering in earlier grades?

 The dropout gap is dismal but has improved 20% from 2010-13.
 There is a gap in elementary school, which improves in middle school

and then gets larger again in high school.  What is happening?
• For students qualifying for Free and Reduced Meals (FARMS)

o MCCRS will help in addressing equity in education
o Achievement gaps for these students have grown slightly.
o MSDE is providing targeted support.
o Questions/comments:

 Can MSDE provide data and best practices by school district?
 What percentage of FARMS students are also ELL?
 How will Bridge Projects change during the transition?  Is the number

of Bridge Projects increasing or decreasing over time?
 FARMS students struggle from the beginning. How do we do things

differently for these students knowing that MCCRS are more rigorous?
Will students just struggle more? Response:  There will be an
implementation gap, but will be able to target instruction more
strategically with the more dynamic, clear and streamlined curriculum.

 Information about the Early Childhood Race to the Top would be
interesting.

 Can the workgroup get information about the attendance rates for
various student groups by district and grade?

• For students receiving special education services:
o Achievement gaps can be looked at at three levels: individual student, over

time, and in the aggregate.
o It is harder to erase learning gaps in later grades.
o MCCRS/PARCC change the way we are doing business.  The standards will

be built into the Individualized Education Programs and will drive instruction.
o PARCC can be used as a diagnostic tool.
o Questions and comments:

 How well or how poorly are IEPs implemented? Response: Early
identification is critical to student success.  IEP implementation is
critical.
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 Can the workgroup get information on student exit levels for special
education and ELL students.  How does this affect graduation rates?

 What is done for students who are in the Infants and Toddler program,
enter regular education and are unsuccessful? Response: Those
students can be re-evaluated by the school’s IEP teach.

 PARCC and self-contained classrooms – When skills are not covered,
how do we provide a foundation for all students? Response: Universal
Design for Learning can help all students.  1% of students will need an
alternative assessment and 2% will need test accommodations.

 This information must be provided to teachers so they will not be as
worried. Response: The Student Learning Objective (SLO) process
will be very helpful to help mark student progress.

 NCLB forces states to give students the same assessment. The balance
that needs to be reached is to have teachers teach to the IEPs and also
hold high expectations for learning.

TECHNOLOGY READINESS 
Section 1(f)(7) “assess the technological readiness and the needs of the public schools for the 
implementation of the PARCC assessments, including what resources will be needed to teach 
students the necessary computer skills to take the PARCC assessments” 

• MSDE provided a summary of the PARCC field test – see attached.  Maryland is the only
state that field tested PARCC in every school.  This gave schools an opportunity to test the
hardware and the accommodations. MSDE is recommending that teachers use PARCC
practice tests during the school year so students are exposed to the technology and the
experience.

• Questions and comments:
o Do schools have enough devices for all students to take the test? Response: Students

can take a paper version of the assessment through 2017, so there is time to gear-up.
o When will districts have to declare whether they are using paper/pencil or computer

tests for the next administration? Response: Will provide the answer at the next
workgroup meeting.

o Will someone be looking at comparability of results between paper/pencil and
computer? Response: There will be comparability studies after the 2014-15
administration.

o Will there be reports from all 24 school districts?  Response: yes
o Will school districts be encouraged to increase the % of online administration each

year? Response: Yes.  The goal is to have everyone ready by 2016-17, which is one
year early.

o Will there be efficiency in purchasing technology? Response: School districts can
piggyback on state and other district contracts.

o At the school level, as more devices are used for testing, fewer will be available for
instruction. Response: MSDE and PARCC will be looking at the amount of testing
time that is essential – especially for ELL students.

o Schools will need tech support. Response: This is one reason that PARCC was field
tested in every school.

o Baltimore City used virtual desktop, which helps when districts are using multiple
types of devices for testing.
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o Part of having students who are college and career ready is having teachers who are
comfortable using technology.

o Will MSDE be monitoring the use of technology to see how much is being used for
testing vs. instruction? Response: Yes. MSDE staff will be visiting more classrooms.

o Can the workgroup get a breakdown of the testing time/calendar for 2014-15?
o How much money will school districts need so there is enough technology?

Response: MSDE polled school districts, and this resulted in a huge number.  There
have been subsequent conversations to clarify what was included in those
projections.  This fall MSDE and districts will have a better idea of the bandwidth
and device needs.  This information will be included in the districts’ plan for digital
conversion.  Some money can come out of the textbook allocation.

o What is the expectation that school districts will realign their budgets?  Technology
acquisition must start now. Will MSDE be monitoring this? Response:  It will have
to.  It is also important for instruction in the 21st century.  MSDE must make clear
how it can and cannot help school districts.

o What information does MSDE need to ensure school districts are on track?  Will
MSDE send out timelines? Response: Yes.

The meeting adjourned at 11:45 a.m. 

Minutes adopted: July 25, 2014 

NEXT MEETING 
July 25, 2014 – 9:15 – 12:00 
West County Area Library – Anne Arundel County Public Library 
1325 Annapolis Road, Odenton, MD 21113 

FUTURE MEETING DATES 
Tuesday, August 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Wednesday, September 17 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Tuesday, October 21 – 1:00 – 4:00 
Wednesday, November 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Thursday, December 11 – 9:15 – 12:00 
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Agenda 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

July 25, 2014 – 9:15 – 12:00 
West County Area Library – Anne Arundel County Public Library 
1325 Annapolis Road, Odenton, MD 21113 

I. WELCOME &  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

II. LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICE
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the State
and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State Standards
and PARCC assessments”

III. FOLLOW-UP ON QUESTIONS FROM JUNE 10

IV. CURRICULUM RESOURCES
Section 1(f)(4) “determine what, if any, new curriculum resources will be needed in order to fully
implement the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards”

V. PARENT AND STUDENT PREPARATION
Section 1(f)(5) “identify how the State Department of Education plans to assist local education
agencies in preparing parents and students for the PARCC assessments”

VI. SCHOOL CALENDAR
Section 1(f)(10) “assess how the PARCC assessments testing window will affect the normal school
calendar and school schedule.”

VII. TRANSFERRING FROM HSA TO PARCC
Section 1(f)(5)  “develop a plan to transfer from the Maryland High School Assessments in English
and Algebra Data/Analysis to the comparable PARCC assessments as a graduation requirement”

VI. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

VII. ADJOURN

FUTURE MEETING DATES 
Tuesday, August 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Wednesday, September 17 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Tuesday, October 21 – 1:00 – 4:00 
Wednesday, November 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Thursday, December 11 – 9:15 – 12:00 
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Minutes 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment 
of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

July 25, 2014 
 

The meeting was called to order at 9:15 a.m. by co-chairs Jack R. Smith and Betty Weller. 

ATTENDANCE 

Fifteen (15) workgroup members were present (see attendance log).  There were 15 
observers in attendance (see sign-in sheet). 

The co-chairs welcomed the members who introduced themselves. Mr. Daric Jackson 
moved and Sen. Paul Pinsky seconded that the minutes be approved as written; the 
minutes were approved by unanimous vote. 

Dr. Smith said that the State Board of Education made the decision to only administer 
three PARCC high school assessments – English 10, Algebra I, and Algebra II – in 2014-
15.  English 10 and Algebra I are needed for students to meet graduation requirements 
and Algebra II is the measure of college and career-readiness. 

LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICE  
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the 
State and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State 
Standards and PARCC assessments” 
 
Dr. Shawn Joseph, Deputy Superintendent; W. Wesley Watts, Jr., Chief Information Officer; 
Yakoubou Ousmanou, Director of Testing; and Pauline Carey, Testing Administration 
Specialist; all from Prince George’s County Public Schools (PGCPS), presented PARCC 
Assessment Best Practices and Challenges. See attached PowerPoint. 
 
The goal of the school system is to ensure outstanding student achievement for all students 
with a focus on literacy.  The collaboration between instruction and informational technology 
supports this goal. 
 
Since PGCPS had tested 100% of its students online for the MSA, it felt more ready for the 
online PARCC administration.  It used a technology readiness tool provided by PARCC to 
project its needs.  An infrastructure trial emphasized the need for an opportunity for students 
to use the same device during instruction that they will use for testing (e.g. iPad, desktop, 
laptop).  Differentiated trainings are needed for staff (school technicians, School Test 
Coordinators (STCs)) and various student populations. 
 
Over four years, PGCPS evaluated the bandwidth needed for instruction and testing, 
increasing the bandwidth as needed.  Wireless was added to all buildings. Additional devices 
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were added and the system evaluated which devices were most effective.  They are 
concerned about the tech support needed for STCs and schools, especially during the 20-day 
testing window.  They will be developing a plan during the 2014-15 school year. 
 
Question: Does PGCPS take advantage of bulk buying opportunities? 
Answer: Yes, it purchases technology through state contracts. 
 
Challenges include support to schools, infrastructure readiness for Charter schools, online 
assessment scheduling, and online test security.  Challenges and essential questions will be 
addressed by a cross-functional team that meets monthly. 
 
Question: How are you training teachers: 
Answer: PGCPS is using the trainer-of-trainers model.  There are monthly online tutorials for 
STCs and IT specialists, with a focus on digital literacy in the classroom.  Information is 
provided on technology-enhanced lessons.  Staff is also looking at training for students so 
they are ready. Principals provide information on what is needed at the school level. 
 
Question: Do you have a FAQ document: 
Answer: the Local Accountability Coordinator workgroup, which holds statewide meetings, 
share best practices. 
 
Question: Does the school communicate information to parents? 
Answer: The school system is working on this aspect of communication. Parents want more 
information.  The district is preparing a PARCC video as well as a generic presentation that 
can be used as a resource by multiple presenters.  
 
Question: Do you have budget concerns? Technology is expensive. 
Answer: It is a challenge to get funds for the network; PGCPS has used grants and e-rate 
funds, in addition to local funding.  The next challenge will be to get sufficient funds to 
provide tech support to schools.  Devices are purchased over time.  One-to-one student 
devices are not necessarily the answer; PGCPS is studying the best distribution of 
instructional technology.  Charter schools can be a challenge because they have their own 
networks and devices. PGCPS is considering establishing a lab that can support student 
testing. 
Comment: The lab should be as portable as possible for budget requirements and maximum 
flexibility. 
 
Comment: Perhaps one of the workgroup recommendations should address technology 
funding. 
Comment: When making recommendations, be mindful of various district needs, which 
differ greatly. 
 
Question: How do you handle the constant need for computer updates? 
Answer: PGCPS works on a 4-5 year replacement schedule.  Most software is installed 
remotely, but some work needs to be done in-person. 
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FOLLOW-UP ON QUESTIONS FROM JUNE 10  

Written information will be provided to the group in the future; a brief oral presentation was 
provided by Dr. Douglas Strader, Interim Chief, Planning and Assessment Branches at 
MSDE.   

• Data for English Language Learners and students receiving Free and Reduced Meals is 
available by school district. 

• Districts will have to declare the mode of delivering the PARCC assessments when they 
submit their pre-test files. This designation can be done at the student level.  MSDE has 
written into the contract with PARCC that over the 4-year contract, 75% of the 
administration will be paper in the first year with 25% in the fourth year.  This will give 
school districts time to transition to online testing.  While the eventual goal is 100% of 
students testing online, it is recognized that there will be some students who will have 
paper assessments stipulated in their IEPs. 

• LEAs will have to realign their budgets to some extent to purchase technology for test 
administration and student instruction.  MSDE has an online consultant that is 
communicating with local school districts. 

• Each PARCC content area assessment has 2 parts.  One part is performance-based and 
the other is and end of year (EOY).  The assessment is not timed, so the assessment 
window is long to allow all students adequate time to complete the assessment.  PARCC 
is dedicated to reducing the testing time and will be evaluating it this year. 

o Question – can local districts design an alternate activity for those students who 
complete the assessment before the end of the assessment window? Answer: 
MSDE will discuss this with PARCC. 

 
SCHOOL CALENDAR  

Section 1(f)(10) “assess how the PARCC assessments testing window will affect the normal 
school calendar and school schedule” 
 
Bill Cappe, Maryland State Department of Education Ombudsman, presented school calendar 
considerations 
• Section 7-103 of the Education Article sets the parameters of what school systems are 

required to do when setting their calendars.  Systems must be open for students a 
minimum of 180 school days and a minimum of 1080 hours during a 10-month period.  
Most school systems exceed the minimum hour requirement. The law also stipulates 
certain holidays that requires school closures. 

• COMAR 13A.03.02.12 defines the length of the school year for high schools, stipulating 
1170 hours during a 10-month period. 

• Handouts (attached) are: 
o Public school openings and closings for 2014-15 
o Days and hours per district for 2014-15 
o 2014-15 inclement weather days per school district 
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• School systems have local autonomy in setting their school calendars within the legal 
guidelines, and establish the calendars 2-3 years out.  School systems use calendar 
committees, including a variety of stakeholders.  Testing windows are established within 
these calendars. 

Comment: Local school system autonomy is important.  Instructional days in August and 
September are more important than in mid-June. 
 
Question: do we know how many days are allocated for testing – local and state testing – in 
each district? 
Answer: The PARCC testing window is 8 weeks – 4 performance based and 4 EOY. 
Comment: Instructional time can be disrupted by testing. 
Comment: The actual number of testing days per student is very different from the length of 
the testing window. 
Comment: We can poll districts about both the testing windows and the number of actual test 
days per student 
Comment: Longer testing windows give districts more flexibility in deciding when to 
schedule individual tests. 
 

CURRICULUM RESOURCES  
Section 1(f)(4) “determine what, if any, new curriculum resources will be needed in order to 
fully implement the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 
 
Judy Jenkins, Director in the Division of Curriculum, Assessment and Accountability at 
MSDE, said that curricular resources reside online in Blackboard.  These were developed in 
various content areas for all grade levels and in collaboration with teachers across the state.  
These resources include the needed shifts in instruction, address the learning needs of 
different student populations, and embed Universal Design for Learning. MSDE started 
sharing these units with teachers during the 2012 Educator Effectiveness Academies. 
 
It is important to create resources and share them. Parent resources are posted on the website, 
are shared through the PTA, and include videos. Staff resources are shared in the following 
ways. 

• At monthly Assistant Superintendent meetings 
• At quarterly Content Coordinator meetings 
• At state conferences such as Common Ground and MSEA 
• During MSDE visits to local school districts 
• Online through LEA connections to Blackboard 

Resources include STEM and PARCC resources. 
 
MSDE shares the PARCC test design and sample assessment items so teachers can use these 
during instruction.  Tools need to include sample technological enhancements so teachers 
feel comfortable incorporating these into their daily instruction.  Students need to practice 
things like “drag and drop” so they are familiar with this during testing. 
 
Question: For whose use are the intervention modules designed? 
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Answer: Intervention modules are available for teachers, parents and students. 
 
Question: Are there long-term plans for using data to automatically notify students and 
parents of where a student needs extra work and providing them with the appropriate 
module? 
Answer: A formative assessment program is being developed to help identify weaknesses. 
Some of this will depend on local school systems.  Many private vendors are working on this. 
 
Question: What will be the trend for teachers who struggle with this> 
Answer: The vast majority of teachers are grasping these changes.  Help and information 
must be provided “in the moment.” Teachers are ready now, so it is a good time to provide 
resources and support. 
Comment: We should poll districts to find out what curricular and professional resources they 
need now. 
Comment: This is a cultural shift.  Teachers used to be prescriptive and now they have more 
flexibility. Some teachers are not comfortable with this new role yet.  It is a transition. 
 
Comment: It is important to remember the there are 4 areas of educational reform and this 
committee is only considering 2 of the 4.  On the survey it is important to consider the 
fidelity of the implementation. 
 
Question: Does MSDE know if local districts are incorporating MSDE resources?  Are they 
being used? 
Answer: This was asked during MSDE visits to all 24 school districts. It varies from district-
to-district. MSDE is working with Blackboard so MSDE can get this information moving 
forward. 
 
Question: Is MSDE getting feedback from districts on what resources are helpful? 
Answer: MSDE gets this information through district visits as well as at the Educator 
Effectiveness Academies. Teachers are still not aware of all of the available units.  The 
number one request is videos showing classroom implementation.  
Comment: There will probably be more teachers accessing the information this year as 
teachers are shifting to the new instructional methods. 
 

PARENT AND STUDENT PREPARATION 
Section 1(f)(5) “identify how the State Department of Education plans to assist local 
education agencies in preparing parents and students for PARCC assessments” 
 
Laura Motel, Race to the Top Communications Specialist, said that last year, MSDE focused 
on the following communication strategies: 

• Providing print resources 
• Demonstrating PARCC assessments at conferences, including the Maryland 

Association of Student Councils and PTA 
• Inviting members of the media to visit schools during practice test administrations 
• Providing information on social media platforms 

Goals for communications this year include providing information about 
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• What the transition looks like 
• New graduation requirements 
• Merging information about MCCRS and PARCC 

The following sample print documents were distributed: 

• Parents Guide to New Assessments in Maryland 
http://www.msde.state.md.us/w/PTAGuide_MD_MDCCRS_042014.pdf  

• Top 10 Things Every Maryland Teacher Should Know about the PARCC 
Assessments and 2014 Field Test 
http://www.msde.state.md.us/mdclassroom/Vol19_No2_032014.pdf  

• Top 10 Things Parents Need to Know about Testing in Maryland 
http://www.msde.state.md.us/w/Top10TestingMD2014.pdf 

• Content Guide – Resources on the PARCC Assessments – see attached 

In July, MSDE mailed flash drives to schools so they have electronic documents to share 
with parents.  MSDE is partnering with MPT to produce videos for parents.   

Doug Strader said that MSDE is also sharing information from the PARCC online website, 
which has a wealth of information.  There are links that are relevant to parents, students and 
teachers.  http://parcconline.org/for-parents  

Question: What are we doing to market to students? 
Answer: To some extent, we are hoping information filters through teachers to students. Also, 
it is hoped that students access the social media sources. 
 
MSDE does not want the communications to get too far ahead of where people are. One 
important thing to communication this year is that this is a totally new test, so we can’t 
compare the results.  MSDE is learning from states that are ahead of Maryland in test 
administration.  It is important to give parents information that is actionable so they can be 
involved in helping their children. 
 
Comment: PTA is working to reach parents who are culturally not participating or who do 
not have access to information. 
Question: Is MSDE working to reach hard to reach parents? 
Answer: We are working to improve outreach. Publications are translated into multiple 
languages. 
 
Comment: There is a lot of good information, but it is not reaching parents 
Answer: We are providing information to schools so they can, in turn, share it with parents.  
We are also partnering with PTA. 
 
Question: Does information go to school system public information officers? 
Answer: Yes. 
 
Question: Is MSDE developing an app? 
Answer: We will look into that. 
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The meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 
 
Minutes adopted: 
 

NEXT MEETING 
Tuesday, August 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
House Appropriations Committee Room 
House Office Building 
6 Bladen Street 
Annapolis, MD  21401 
 
FUTURE MEETINGS 
Wednesday, September 17 – 9:15 – 12:00 
House Appropriations Committee Room 
House Office Building 
6 Bladen Street 
Annapolis, MD  21401 
 
Tuesday, October 21 – 1:00 – 4:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
 
Wednesday, November 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
 
Thursday, December 11 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
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Agenda 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

http://marylandpublicschools.org/parccworkgroup/ 

August 12, 2014 -  9:00 – 12:00 
Appropriations Committee Room 
House Office Building 
6 Bladen Street, Annapolis, MD 21401 

I. WELCOME AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

II. LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICES
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the State 
and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State Standards 
and PARCC assessments” 

III. FOLLOW-UP ON QUESTIONS FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS

IV. TRANSFERRING FROM HSA TO PARCC
Section 1(f)(5)  “develop a plan to transfer from the Maryland High School Assessments in English 
and Algebra Data/Analysis to the comparable PARCC assessments as a graduation requirement” 

V. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND CURRICULUM RESOURCES – SURVEY REVIEW 
Section 1(f)(4) “determine what, if any, new curriculum resources will be needed in order to fully 
implement the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 

Section 1(f)(6) “assess the needs of teachers and principals in the area of professional 
development related to the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards, including determining: 

(i) what, if any, State and federal funding is available to supplement the funding that 
local governments provide toward the professional development of teachers and 
principals; and 

(ii) what, if any, professional development and ongoing support from local education 
agencies is available to expand the use of technology as an instructional tool in the 
classroom” 

VI. REVIEW PRELIMINARY REPORT – DUE AUGUST 15

VII. Comments and Questions

VII. Adjourn

Appendix VI, Exhibit III
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NEXT MEETING 
Wednesday, September 17 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Appropriations Committee Room 
House Office Building 
6 Bladen Street, Annapolis, MD 21401 

 

FUTURE MEETING DATES 
Tuesday, October 21 – 1:00 – 4:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
 
Wednesday, November 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
 
Thursday, December 11 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 

c 
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Minutes 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment 
of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

August 12, 2014 
 

The meeting was called to order at 9:15 a.m. by co-chairs Jack R. Smith and Betty Weller. 

ATTENDANCE 

Eleven (11) workgroup members were present (see attendance log).  There were five 
observers in attendance (see sign-in sheet). 

Dr. Lissitz moved and Ms. Williams seconded that the minutes be approved as written; the 
minutes were approved by unanimous vote. 

LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICE  
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the 
State and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State 
Standards and PARCC assessments” 
 
Dr. Margaret Pfaff, Director of Instruction and Curricular Resources, Mary Swack, Supervisor 
of Secondary Mathematics, and Janetta Jayman, Supervisor of English and World Languages, 
from Carroll County Public Schools (CCPS), presented examples of best practices in 
implementing the Common Core Standards. (See attached handouts) 
 
CCPS supervisors help develop curriculum, offer professional development and directly 
supervise teachers.  Local teachers also play a pivotal roll in developing and designing 
curriculum.  The school system sets the direction and supervisors map out the curriculum, 
including the specifics of implementation.  Consequently, curriculum for each content area 
looks different and has a unique structure. 
 
Secondary mathematics has three prongs to ensure a smooth transition to the new curriculum 
based on the Common Core Standards.  CCPS uses a trainer of trainer approach to 
professional development. Professional development is provided on the PARCC navigation 
tool so teachers can experience the same test the students will take.  Teachers are given time 
to co-plan. 
 
English Language Arts used the same process as mathematics.  The previous English high 
school course sequence did not support the new PARCC course assessments, so CCPS 
developed a new course sequence through a collaborative leadership model.  From 2010-2012 
the county transitioned to the new course sequence, which broadened options for students.  
 
CCPS is still receiving feedback and revising curriculum, which is seen as a living, changing 
document.  One of CCPS’s best practices is formally recognizing the work teachers do in 
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writing and implementing the curriculum through individual notes, recognition at Board of 
Education meetings and through presentations at local, state and national meetings. 
 
Curriculum is posted on an Intranet site.  Parent resources are posted on the CCPS website 
and are distributed to parents. 
 
Question: What are the one or two big challenges in the forefront? 
Answer: In English Language Arts, there is some dissatisfaction with the cannons of British 
Literature.  Teachers are prepared, but are passionate about certain works and are having a 
hard time transitioning to the new curriculum. 
 
Question: The elementary curriculum is very challenging.  How are you getting teachers 
ready? 
Answer: Integration is a challenge.  In both math and English Language Arts, CCPS has 
resource teachers who are well-trained and are the school-based go-to people for professional 
development.  These resource teachers mainly work with other teachers.  Integrating content 
is complex.  Forward progress is consistent, but slow. It is imperative that CCPS changes not 
just the content and curriculum, but also how teachers teach. 
 
Question: What types of communication do you have with parents? 
Answer: CCPS conducts regional information nights for parents. Grade and content area 
communications are distributed to parents and are posted on the website.   
 
Question: How do you meet the needs of various student populations? 
Answer: The curriculum embeds UDL principles and is scaffolded, so it can meet the needs of 
all student groups, including English Language Learners, students receiving special education 
services, and students in gifted and talented programs. Professional development includes 
teachers in various student programs.  All supervisors share the responsibility for the 
implementation of PARCC and teacher professional development.  
 
Question: What are some of your budget challenges? 
Answer: Race to the Top funds have paid for much of this work so far.  Now the big issue is 
technology. CCPS has written and received some grants.  By prioritizing, CCPS has been able 
to implement this within existing resources. 
 
Question: You have talked about the changing nature of teachers’ work. How do you see 
changes for administrators supporting these teachers? 
Answer: Administrators spend a great deal of time in classrooms observing teachers and 
providing support through one-on-one feedback.  Progress is slow, but steady. Supervisors are 
facilitators. It is important to be diligent about focusing on the vision. 
 
Question: What contributes to your positive culture? 
Answer: CCPS tries to give teachers and supervisors a sense of opportunity through support 
from the top and opportunities to have ownership of the curriculum. 
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Question: Are support professionals included in curriculum writing and professional 
development? 
Answer: There is a one-day conference for Instructional Assistants with break-out sessions.  
Elementary school principals are encouraged to include IA’s in school-based professional 
development.   
 
Question: How do you find time for teacher co-planning? 
Answer: CCPS offers some co-planning time.  Stipends are offered for after school and 
summer institutes.  The district tried Saturday opportunities, but these were not well-received.  
One-credit graduate courses are offered on topics identified by CCPS. 
 
 

FOLLOW-UP ON QUESTIONS FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS  

Chandra Haislet, Interim Chief of Accountability and Data Systems, and Henry Johnson, 
Asst. Superintendent of Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment, both from MSDE, 
presented data regarding questions asked at previous Workgroup meetings.  Data files will 
be posted on the Workgroup webpage. 

Pertinent points include: 

• English Language Learners perform at grade level in elementary school; performance 
drops through middle and high school. 
o When looking at gaps between ELLs and All students, gaps widened from 

2009-13 in reading. 
o Math performance gaps widened in middle school and then closed in high 

school. 
• Data for students receiving Free and Reduced Meals (FARMS) is available by school 

district.  Best practices may be able to be identified by looking for districts with a high 
percentage of FARMS students that also have high performance scores. 

• Data will be posted regarding the percentage of FARMS students who are English 
Language Learners. 

• There was an increase in the number of Bridge Projects completed during the first 3 
years of the High School Assessment administration.  This was expected.  This will 
occur again during the first several years of the administration of PARCC 
Assessments. 

• Attendance information by grade level will be posted.  Grades 9 – 12 tend to have 
lower attendance rates. 

• Gaps exist in the graduation rates for English Language Learners and students 
receiving Special Education services. 

The PARCC Governing Board will reduce testing times to 10 hours.  It will reduce English 
Language Arts testing times by reducing the number of reading passages. It has decided that it 
cannot reduce testing time in mathematics. 

TRANSFERRING FROM HSA TO PARCC 
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 Section 1(f)(5)  “develop a plan to transfer from the Maryland High School Assessments in 
English and Algebra Data/Analysis to the comparable PARCC assessments as a graduation 
requirement” 

 
Dr. Johnson reviewed the memo and diagram approved by the State Board of Education dated 
August 6, 2014, summarizing the Maryland High School Assessment Program.  The chart 
diagrams the transition by graduation cohort groups during the 2-year transition from the 
HSAs to PARCC as graduation requirements. 

Question: Will the results of the Performance Based Assessments be available to teachers 
before the End of Year assessments? 
Answer: Not this year, but they will be next year.   
 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND CURRICULUM RESOURCES – SURVEY 
REVIEW 

Section 1(f)(4) “determine what, if any, new curriculum resources will be needed in order to 
fully implement the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 

Section 1(f)(6) “assess the needs of teachers and principals in the area of professional 
development related to the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards, including determining: 

(i) what, if any, State and federal funding is available to supplement the funding that 
local governments provide toward the professional development of teachers and 
principals; and 

(ii) what, if any, professional development and ongoing support from local education 
agencies is available to expand the use of technology as an instructional tool in the 
classroom” 

A draft survey was presented for discussion. The goal of the survey is to gather 
information in two areas of Workgroup responsibility. 

The survey is based on feedback from teacher summer professional development sessions. 

Members vigorously discussed and made recommendations about survey questions.  Two 
surveys will be developed – one for teachers and one for school system central office staff. 
MSDE staff members will incorporate the recommendations made by Workgroup 
members into the two surveys.  Dr. Smith, Ms. Weller and Dr. Lissitz will review the 
survey, which will be field tested by approximately 10 teachers for clarity. Final edits will 
be made prior to dissemination.  

VI.  REVIEW PRELIMINARY REPORT – DUE AUGUST 15 

Members approved the Preliminary Report, which will be submitted to the General Assembly, 
the Governor, and the State Board of Education by August 15 as stipulated in law.  The 
Preliminary Report describes Workgroup activities through August 12 and does not contain 
any recommendations. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 11:45 p.m. 
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Minutes adopted: September 17, 2014 
 

NEXT MEETING 
 
Wednesday, September 17 – 9:15 – 12:00 
House Appropriations Committee Room 
House Office Building 
6 Bladen Street 
Annapolis, MD  21401 
 
FUTURE MEETINGS 
 
Tuesday, October 21 – 1:00 – 4:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
 
Wednesday, November 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
 
Thursday, December 11 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
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Agenda 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

http://marylandpublicschools.org/parccworkgroup/ 

September 17, 2014 -  9:15 – 12:00 
Appropriations Committee Room 
House Office Building 
6 Bladen Street, Annapolis, MD 21401 

I. WELCOME AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

II. LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICES  - Queen Anne’s County
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the State 
and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State Standards 
and PARCC assessments” 

III. FOLLOW-UP ON QUESTIONS FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS AND QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE
CHARGE

IV. AREAS OF CONSENSUS AND MULTIPLE VIEWPOINTS: FORMING REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS
Section 1(f)(3)  “assess how the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards and the PARCC 
assessments will affect students with disabilities, English language learners, and students who 
qualify for free and reduced-price meals” 

Section 1(f)(10)  “assess how the PARCC assessments testing window will affect the normal school 
calendar and school schedule” 

Section 1(f)(14)  “develop a plan to transfer from the Maryland High School Assessments in 
English and Algebra/Data Analysis to the comparable PARCC assessments as a graduation 
requirement” 

IV. TEACHER/PRINCIPAL EVALUATION SYSTEM AND STUDENT LEARNING OBJECTIVES –  10:30
Section 1(f)(12)  “analyze the guidance education agencies have received from the State 
Department of Education in regards to measuring student growth in light of the new teacher 
evaluation system and student learning objectives” 

Section 1(f)(13)  “assess how the new teacher evaluation system is impacting local education 
agencies’ ability to implement the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 

V.  INFORMATION FROM SUPERINTENDENTS (PSSAM) AND MSEA PRESIDENTS – 11:45 

VIII. Comments and Questions

IX. Adjourn

Appendix VI, Exhibit IV
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NEXT MEETING 
Tuesday, October 21 – 1:00 – 4:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 

 

FUTURE MEETING DATES 
 
Wednesday, November 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
 
Thursday, December 11 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
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Minutes 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

September 17, 2014 
 
The meeting was called to order at 9:15 a.m. by co-chairs Jack Smith and Betty Weller. 
 
The August 12, 2014 minutes were approved with two abstentions.   
 
The last three Workgroup meetings will be held at the Howard County Board of Education; the 
October 21 meeting will begin at 1:00 p.m. 

ATTENDANCE 

Eleven (17) workgroup members were present (see attendance log) with eight observers 
in attendance (see sign-in sheet). 

LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICE  
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the State 
and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State Standards 
and PARCC assessments” 
 
Dr. Carol Williamson, Superintendent, and Ms. Roberta Leaverton, Asst. Superintendent for 
Instructional Services, Queen Anne’s County Public Schools (QAPS), presented a best practice 
whereby a clear and consistent message was delivered to staff during the implementation of 
the Maryland College and Career Ready Standards.  QAPS was an early adopter of the new 
standards, so this is the 4th year of implementation. 
 
Queen Anne’s is a rural county on the Eastern Shore with 14 schools, 7800 students, and 600 
certificated staff.  The system understands the need for a strong communication system to get 
the right information to the right people in a timely manner at the appropriate time.  All 
leadership teams have systems in place to move information.  There is a committee in its 4th 
year of work, with representatives from each school to ensure communication, training and 
consistency across the system. 
 
The Executive Team understands its role is to support schools.  The MCCRS is not only what is 
taught, but also how it is taught. During 2011-12, QAPS moved the new standards into the 
early grades and moved it into other grades only after an extensive gap analysis – both 
vertically and horizontally.  Gap lessons were used during the transition.  QAPS purchased 
aligned curricular resources, engaged in curriculum writing, used the cloud to house 
curriculum and resources, and engaged in professional development. 
 
Comment: Dorchester County Public Schools also uses instructional coaches.  The timeline for 
change must be reasonable. 
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Question: How do you include parents in the process to better educate them about what the 
students are doing? How do you incorporate diverse populations? 
Answer: Parent brochures are developed to show changes in the standards at each grade level 
and content area. Parent meetings are held in the evenings.  QAPS conducted parent surveys 
and the information was shared with teachers and appropriate staff.  Materials are translated 
and parent meetings are held in Title I schools. 
 
Question: How do you address science and technical writing? 
Answer: Most of this is done at the secondary level.  Science and social studies participate in 
curricular conversations about disciplinary literacy, which is emphasized in professional 
development.  State workshop information is brought back to all teachers, and subsequent 
professional development is done with elementary teachers.  Writing – both informative and 
narrative - at the early grades has been a major focus since the implementation of the new 
standards. 
 
Question: How do you deal with Professional Development Schools? 
Answer: QAPS works closely with Washington College, which works on the same skills with its 
students and QAPS does with its teachers. 
 
Question: Do you give climate surveys? 
Answer: These are given to students, staff and parents, but they only serve as one gauge of 
what is happening.   
 
Question: What do teachers say they still need? 
Answer: They say they have a good knowledge of the new standards, but they  need more time 
for collaborative planning. 
 
Question: What would you recommend? 
Answer: We need time to fully implement all components before teachers are held 
accountable, more time for students to get used to using technology in instruction, and time to 
align benchmarks with standards and PARCC. 
 
Comment: Time is needed for teachers to implement the curriculum with fidelity. Teachers 
need to develop a level of trust with parents and students.  Moving too quickly with testing can 
jeopardize this trust. 
 
Comment: The MABE resolutions committee plans to introduce a resolution in this arena. 
 

III. FOLLOW-UP ON QUESTIONS FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS AND QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE 
CHARGE 

 
The questionnaire discussed at the last meeting was revised to reflect the workgroup 
discussion and has been distributed to teachers and central office staff.  The results will be 
compiled and discussed at the October meeting.  Results of the Center for Application and 
Innovation Research in Education (CAIRE) survey, which was designed by Towson University, 
distributed to teachers and administrators, and solicited information about the transition to 
the MCCRS, will be presented in October as well. 
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IV. AREAS OF CONSENSUS AND MULTIPLE VIEWPOINTS: FORMING REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 
Section 1(f)(3)  “assess how the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards and the PARCC 
assessments will affect students with disabilities, English language learners, and students who 
qualify for free and reduced-price meals” 
 
Section 1(f)(10)  “assess how the PARCC assessments testing window will affect the normal school 
calendar and school schedule” 
 
Section 1(f)(14)  “develop a plan to transfer from the Maryland High School Assessments in 
English and Algebra/Data Analysis to the comparable PARCC assessments as a graduation 
requirement” 
 

• The Workgroup will start the process of forming recommendations in each area with 
which it is charged, keeping in mind the concepts of circles of concern and circles of 
influence. 

 
• When looking at the first three charge areas, recommendations will need to include 

what Maryland is doing for students in various student groups.  From the data, there 
should be strong recommendations about needing additional supports to help close 
gaps for all student groups. 

 
• Clarity is needed on what “career ready” means.  Support will need to be provided to 

ensure teachers know what this is and how they can do it. 
 

o Is career ready just for students not going to college? 
o Can businesses also be part of the conversation about what it means to be career 

ready? This is a difficult conversation because it is complex. 
o Students are being pushed to obtain certifications in technical programs, when 

available. This should be considered when discussing the definition. 
 Certification and college prep are only one piece of the puzzle.  Students 

must also have baseline English and math skills. They must be ready to 
benefit from additional training and/or schooling. 

o It will also be important to look at the word “readiness” and include how ready 
schools feel to do this work. 

o Is the Workgroup including accurate data about students and teachers?  Will 
there be mastery of standards? 

o When talking about college AND career ready – what does the AND mean?  The 
opening of the report should address this.   

 
• It is important to look at more data than just lag data.  

 
• For the school calendar recommendation, it might be possible to reverse the language 

in the charge because what the impact will be will not be known until after the first 
administration of PARCC. 

 
• One recommendation will need to be regarding time to do the work.  Time has been a 

recurring theme. 
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• Recommendations need to be strong and focused. They may include additional 

questions.  Will there also be dissenting opinions or just additional questions?  
 

• The report can reference what is happening externally and can include hyperlinks. 
 

• Jack Smith and Betty Weller will meet to draft initial recommendations for discussion at 
future Workgroup meetings. 

      
IV. TEACHER/PRINCIPAL EVALUATION SYSTEM AND STUDENT LEARNING OBJECTIVES  
 Section 1(f)(12)  “analyze the guidance education agencies have received from the State 

Department of Education in regards to measuring student growth in light of the new teacher 
evaluation system and student learning objectives” 

 
Section 1(f)(13)  “assess how the new teacher evaluation system is impacting local education 
agencies’ ability to implement the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 
 
David Volrath, Planning and Development Officer, and Ben Feldman, Subject Matter Expert, 
MSDE, reviewed how Maryland approaches state assessment measures (see attached 
PowerPoint). The presenters reviewed the history of the decision-making process for 
measuring student growth for teacher and principal evaluations (TPE).  There is now a State 
model for TPE and an option for local models as well. The models must satisfy both the U.S. 
Department of Education and State law.  The state model depends heavily on Student Learning 
Objectives to measure student growth. 
 

Comment: Local input into SLOs is critical.  They should use local tests and measures and 
support local autonomy.  It is important to remember that SLOs are one portion of the 
quantitative part of the model; 50% of the model is based on qualitative measures. 

 
Comment: If they are going to be evaluated on this, teachers and principals want to have some 
control of the process and they must believe the process is fair. 
 

Comment: SLO’s move more toward a formative approach to improving instruction.  With 
SLO’s, each teacher has a starting point.  If a teacher low-balls expectations and has great 
growth, and another teacher sets a goal that is too high, how does one use that to 
accurately have a meaningful evaluation?  This is difficult work – working with principals 
to know what to look for will help. This is a conversation they should have with teachers – 
the work is nuanced and will take time.  This is a leadership development issue. 

Question: Based on this State model, what should Boards of Education be looking at when a 
teacher appeals a personnel decision? 
Answer: There should be agreement between the teacher and the principal when forming the 
SLO.  This will minimize appeals. 
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Comment: In two years, there will be PARCC data to use for measuring growth.  Conversations 
will then occur regarding how this data is used in TPE.  The State may be able to stay with the 
SLO model, using PARCC data to write the SLOs. 
 
Comment:  What it means to have high or low quality SLOs needs to be carefully considered 
because there is little history in the success of this. Standardized testing has a long history in 
relation to validity and reliability of the results.  Understanding effective teaching is complex 
and is not well understood.  It will be difficult for this work to make a meaningful impact. 
Everyone needs to be careful not to confuse good teaching with student learning. 

 
V.  INFORMATION FROM SUPERINTENDENTS (PSSAM) AND MSEA PRESIDENTS  
 

Betty Weller communicated with local MSEA Presidents.  The issues of concern that they 
identified were:  

• time  
• having enough technology to use during instruction 
• additional teacher work load (this may decrease over time) 
• inadequate support and resources for classrooms with large numbers of students with 

IEPs and 504 plans 
• training for instructional assistants so they can better assist teachers 
• a better understanding of state requirements in relation to SLOs 
• understanding what is locally determined, what is flexible 

Henry Wagner reported that there were no additional concerns identified by local 
superintendents beyond those he has already mentioned during Workgroup meetings. 

The fiscal impact of MCCRS and PARCC is an important consideration; staffing, technology and 
training are of concern. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 12:00. 
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Agenda 
Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

http://marylandpublicschools.org/parccworkgroup/ 

Tuesday, October 21 – 1:00 – 4:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 

I. WELCOME AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

II. LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICES  - Nicole Gavin, Baltimore County Public Schools, and Beth
Blandenburg, Washington County Public Schools 

Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the State and in 
other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State Standards and PARCC 
assessments” 

III. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND CURRICULUM RESOURCES – SURVEY RESULT DISCUSSION
Section 1(f)(4) “determine what, if any, new curriculum resources will be needed in order to fully 
implement the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 

Section 1(f)(6) “assess the needs of teachers and principals in the area of professional development 
related to the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards, including 
determining: 

(i) what, if any, State and federal funding is available to supplement the funding that local 
governments provide toward the professional development of teachers and principals; and 

(ii) what, if any, professional development and ongoing support from local education agencies is 
available to expand the use of technology as an instructional tool in the classroom” 

IV. DISCUSS DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS

V. PRESENTATION – NATIONAL CENTER AND STATE COLLABORATIVE (NCSN) ASSESSMENTS 

VI. ADJOURN

UPCOMING MEETINGS 

Wednesday, November 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – 
Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 

Thursday, December 11 – 9:15 – 12:00 
Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – 
Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 
Ellicott City, MD  21042 
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Minutes 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

October 21, 2014 
 
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by co-chairs Jack Smith and Betty Weller. 
 
The September 17, 2014 minutes were approved.   
 
The group agreed to cancel the December 11, 2014, meeting since the draft final report must be 
submitted to the Department of Legislative Services and the Department of Budget and Management 
by December 1 for review.  It was undecided whether to extend the length of the November meeting.  
Gail Bennett will check to see if the Howard County Board Room is available past 12:00 noon on 
November 12. 

ATTENDANCE 

Fifteen (15) workgroup members were present (see attendance log) with seven (7) 
observers in attendance (see sign-in sheet). 

LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM BEST PRACTICE  
Section 1(f)(2) “identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the State 
and in other jurisdictions that are successfully implementing the Common Core State Standards 
and PARCC assessments” 
 
Dr. Nicole Gavin, Staff Developer, William Paca Elementary School, Baltimore City Public 
Schools, and Ms. Elizabeth Brandenburg, Elementary Math Lead Teacher, Washington County 
Public Schools (WCPS), led a presentation and discussion that was originally done at one of the 
Educator Effectiveness Academies for teachers this past summer, which gave teachers time to 
explore the PARCC assessments and think about how the assessments inform instruction. 
Assessment items, strategies and tools must be integrated into instruction and into district and 
classroom assessments.  Enough technology must be available so students can use the 
technology on a regular basis, which helps teachers evaluate student skills and understanding. 
Districts and teachers are engaged in ongoing professional learning focused on aligning 
intended curriculum with instruction and assessment.  The products of these experiences are 
new instructional tools and strategies to help students make the leap to master the increased 
expectations.  All content areas are conducting content-specific professional development, 
focusing on close reading and problem-solving, stressing academic vocabulary, encouraging 
critical thinking, teaching students to write like professionals. 
 
Comment: It is important to present the many positive aspects of the PARCC assessments and 
to be interdisciplinary when teaching concepts and approaches to thinking and problem 
solving.  Local school districts can and should do more work together.  That is one of the pluses 
to the summer academies. 
 

Appendix VI, Page 32



Comment: The timeline for implementation is tight and there is never enough time for 
professional development.  Current scheduling structures do not fully support the needs for 
professional development. 
 
Question: How do you share this information with parents? 
Answer: We invite parents and community members to schools during the evenings to see the 
assessments and how they are used in the classroom to improve student learning.  There are 
monthly meetings with videos, teachers talk with parents, and information is provided to 
bilingual populations. Parents are shown PARCC sample problems, questions and strategies. 
 
Question: Has not being able to write on the test (because it is computer-based) affected 
student results? 
Answer: Students are allowed to have several sheets of blank paper, so teachers use this 
technique in instruction and classroom assessments. 
 
Question: Can individual students opt out of computerized assessments and use paper and 
pencil? 
Answer: No, only school districts can decide the percentage of computerized v. paper format 
used in the district during the next 3 years.  This decision is made based on the amount of 
technology that is available in the district as well as the level of technology that is used during 
instruction. 
 
Comment: It is important to remember that expectations are higher for everyone – teachers 
and students.  Teachers must be able to support student learning. 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND CURRICULUM RESOURCES – SURVEY RESULT DISCUSSION 
Section 1(f)(4) “determine what, if any, new curriculum resources will be needed in order to fully 
implement the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 

Section 1(f)(6) “assess the needs of teachers and principals in the area of professional development 
related to the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards, including 
determining: 

(i) what, if any, State and federal funding is available to supplement the funding that local 
governments provide toward the professional development of teachers and principals; and 

(ii) what, if any, professional development and ongoing support from local education agencies is 
available to expand the use of technology as an instructional tool in the classroom” 

Henry Johnson, Assistant State Superintendent for Curriculum, Assessment and Accountability 
at the Maryland State Department of Education reviewed the results of the Professional 
Learning Survey developed and distributed by the Workgroup.  There were 3308 responses 
from classroom teachers (2315), administrators (275) and others (550).  Respondents 
represented a wide variety of years of service, grade level experience and content area 
expertise.  The results of the survey are located in the PowerPoint. 
 
Question: There seem to be no Aha’s in the results. Can they be used? 
Answer: MSDE can use the results in designing future professional development opportunities. 
 
Question: How were teachers chosen for the Educator Effectiveness Academies? 
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Answer: The sessions this past summer were open enrollment and were offered in 8 regions to 
improve access. 

 
 
DISCUSSION OF DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS 

The draft recommendations were distributed to members prior to the meeting and discussion 
points involved the following. 
 
The recommendations revolving around time have dual implications: time that is embedded 
during the day or week and longitudinal time – when certain milestones are reached.  The last 
recommendation in the draft document embeds both of these types of time and appears to be 
accurate. 
 
There is concern about students being held accountable, with assessment results being tied to 
diplomas.  When and how should we hold them to this high stakes requirement?  
 
More time is needed because of the extra work required of teachers.  Should staff be increased 
in schools?  Creative scheduling only goes so far.  Should local school districts be given more 
money for staffing during the transition? 
 
When and how will the success of the new curriculum and professional development be 
assessed? 
 
The role of teacher preparation and the readiness of parents need to be more explicitly 
addressed. 
 
Under charge #12, it is important to consider the reliability and validity of the Student 
Learning Objectives (SLOs) being written. Are the goals reachable?  If scores drop and teacher 
rigor increases, is that fair? 
 
What is the priority?  There must be a balance between setting a high bar and ensuring that 
everyone is prepared.  We all need to meet the needs of students, and we must make this 
transition successful.  In this section, we need to tell what we believe good professional 
development looks like and how we ensure that it happens.  We must delineate what students 
need, what it will take to have that, and an implementation timeline.  Money must be 
associated with the recommendations. 
 
Should professional development be the priority?  High quality professional development must 
be offered, and perhaps teachers need to be certified as having completing it.  We should focus 
on rigorous teacher observations rather than on assessment results in teacher evaluations.  
Should less money and focus be on technology and more on professional development? 
 
The varied needs of local school districts must be met in order to ensure the needs of students 
are being met. 
 
We must both meet the needs for professional development and protect individual teacher 
planning time. 
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In the last recommendation, should the Workgroup set a time frame for the provision of 
support for adults by MSDE and a dollar figure associated with that?  Perhaps during FY 16 and 
FY 17 time should be built-in for educators to work together. 
 
How fast do students learn? Units must be well-paced prior to the assessments.  For those 
students who are shifting from the previous curriculum, this is a whole new way of thinking 
and learning.  The timeline must be extended for these students. 
 
Is fully implementing PARCC in FY18 realistic? 
 
There is a challenge to doing both HSA and PARCC.  Teachers need a single focus. 
 
Teachers are afraid of what to set as an SLO since they will be evaluated on reaching the SLO. 
 
There are three kinds of time: 

1. High stakes for students – holding students accountable through graduation 
requirements.  The State Board of Education will potentially address this issue in 
October and December. 

2. PARCC will be fully implemented this year as required by NCLB 
3. Better preparation for adults to meet the needs of students.  This need will exist at least 

through FY 16 and 17 

Under charges #12 and 13, we must evaluate teachers.  MSDE should provide SLO procedures 
and guidelines so implementation is uniform.  Teacher input will be critical. 

Students need to adapt to these changes.  They need to understand what the scores mean and 
how it affects them.  They need to know if they need remediation. 

Communication of results will be analyzed. 

The development of teachers should be the focus of the Workgroup report. 

Technology is another key piece. Money should be put aside to get rid of the inequities among 
school districts. 

There should be a system in place for school districts that are doing the right thing or are doing 
things differently.  There are principals who are finding creative ways of doing the work. 

For charge #10 (and perhaps #14) the report should say that the state will closely monitor 
local districts and schools.  Bridge Projects may balloon during this transition. 

We also must think about the student and how much testing they must endure and how must 
instructional time is lost to testing.  Some students also experience test anxiety. 

The results of the professional learning survey can be used to provide evidence for the 
recommendations. 

The next draft of the recommendations will have recommendations organized topically.  By the 
week of November 3, a draft will be sent to Workgroup members.  A response will be asked for 
by Nov. 7 so edits can be incorporated into the draft for consideration on Nov. 12. 
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PRESENTATION – NATIONAL CENTER AND STATE COLLABORATIVE (NCSC) ASSESSMENTS 

Section 1(f)(3) “assess how the MCCRS and the PARCC assessments will affect students with 
disabilities, English language learners, and students who qualify for free and reduced-price 
meals” 

Marcella Franczkowski, Assistant State Superintendent for Special Education and Early 
Intervention Services, and Trinell Bowman, Program Manager in the Division of Curriculum, 
Assessment and Accountability, presented information on the National Center for State 
Collaborative (NCSC), which will develop an alternative assessment based on alternative 
achievement standards.  This assessment will balance flexibility and standardization, working 
closely with teachers, content, and assessment design experts.   

Of the approximately 52,000 students in Maryland with Individualized Education Programs, 
8% will take these alternative assessments.  This represents 1% of the entire school 
population who meet strict identification criteria.  The goal is to have more students reach 
higher standards, so they are college and career ready. 

The NCSC will be first administered in the 2015-16 school year.  The roll out of the new 
assessment is critical.  The NCSC technology guidelines are aligned with PARCC’s and there is a 
seamless connection with assistive technology. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 
 
Minutes approved: November 12, 2014. 
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Agenda 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 

Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 
http://marylandpublicschools.org/parccworkgroup/ 

Wednesday, November 12 – 9:15 – 12:00 

Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 

Ellicott City, MD  21042 

I.   WELCOME AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

II. TEACHER PANEL
Section 1(f)(11) “assess how local education agencies are including teachers in the discussion to 
improve the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 

III. REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION DISCUSSION

IV. ADJOURN

NEXT MEETING 

Cancelled 

Thursday, December 11 – 9:15 – 12:00 

Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B 
10910 Clarksville Pike (Rt. 108) 

Ellicott City, MD  21042 
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Minutes 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

November 12, 2014 

The meeting was called to order at 9:18 a.m. by co-chairs Jack Smith and Betty Weller. 

The October 21, 2014 minutes were approved.  

As a reminder, the December 11, 2014, meeting was cancelled since the draft final report must be 
submitted to the departments of Legislative Services and Budget and Management by December 1 for 
review.   

ATTENDANCE 

Fourteen (14) workgroup members were present (see attendance log) with seven (7) 
observers in attendance (see sign-in sheet). 

TEACHER PANEL 
Section 1(f)(11) “assess how local education agencies are including teachers in the discussion to 
improve the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards” 

The following teachers addressed the question “How has your school system included teachers 
in the discussion to improve the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards?” 

• Valerie Coll, Montgomery County

Ms. Coll is the 3rd grade team leader at Flora M. Singer Elementary School and is the
co-chair of the Elementary Council on Testing and Learning in Montgomery County.
This is her 26th year in education, and she has been a classroom teacher for all of
those years.

The 4th grade at Singer Elementary took the PARCC field test last year. This is the
first time that many teachers and parents took notice of the reality of the PARCC
assessments. Not everyone is as aware as they should be until an issue becomes real
to them; until then, they don’t know what they don’t know. It is helpful to look at the
online PARCC questions.  The rollout of the PARCC was not as smooth as it could
have been.  Teachers need training on tools for students, including keyboarding as
an essential skill.  Teachers are included in county-wide conversations through
system level committees, but teachers often have to go through the process once
before they become sure of what will really happen.

• Gary Hammer, Wicomico County

Mr. Hammer is the band director at Bennett Middle School and has been teaching for
38 years – 12 in high school and 26 in middle school.  He is currently the President
of the Wicomico County Education Association.
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Instructional time is being lost to testing and to learning skills such as keyboarding 
for the new assessments.  The new assessments have a new look and use new tools, 
but the technology in school districts is not yet sufficient.  There are not enough 
computers, devices, Wi-Fi connections or network capacities.  Teachers take 
students to computer labs, which takes away from instructional time. In addition, 
Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) are due during the spring testing windows, so 
teachers are overwhelmed.  Finally, band students in Wicomico County will not be 
able to participate in band festivals because they fall within the testing windows.  It 
is important to find a way to be less intrusive on instruction. 

• Ross Benincasa, Charles County

Mr. Benincasa currently teaches English and journalism at LaPlata High School.  He
is in his third year of education and full-time teaching in Maryland.

Technology is a major issue in an old school.  Essentially, the computer labs have
been turned into testing rooms, and they are no longer available for instruction. One
special needs student was refused a paper version of the assessment and was very
frustrated*.  Teachers feel uninformed and unready.  All mandated surveys, etc., are
given during English class, so English loses a disproportionate amount of
instructional time.  Local school systems are not receiving adequate help with
curriculum and the new assessments. (*Clarification – this will not occur in future
years since this was a unique to the field testing.)

• Rachel Leess, Phelps Luck Elementary School, Howard County

Ms. Leess teaches 4th grade at Phelps Luck Elementary School.  This is her third year
teaching.  Before returning to school to become certified to teach, Ms. Leess worked
as a museum teacher at the Maryland Historical Society.

Teachers are not opposed to the new standards or assessments, but they are
concerned about the implementation.  Support and professional development have
seemed to disappear after the first year of full implementation.  Teachers are
involved in curriculum writing, but they are not experts in the new standards.  It is
hard when other teachers ask the curriculum writers about the standards, since
they are not experts.  This leads to a lack of consistency in implementation.

Teachers are not prepared for the PARCC administration; they lack information
from PARCC.  The school district has provided math but not reading PARCC-aligned
assessments for teacher use.

In low-income schools, students lack access to technology at home, so the only time
they use technology is in school; yet, they are expected to have the skills needed to
use computers, devices, and PARCC tools.

Teachers and students were not asked for feedback about their experiences after
the PARCC field test.  Therefore, lessons learned cannot be shared to shape
instruction.  Teachers feel they are not prepared, yet they will be evaluated on the
results. (*Clarification – Teachers who gave the PARCC field tests did complete
surveys; results were collected by PARCC.  The results are available to and analyzed
by States. These results are not shared with schools, but they will be used to shape
future PARCC administrations.)

• Brenda Luger, Allegany County

Appendix VI, Page 39



Ms. Luger is a school counselor at Bel Air Elementary School and has been a 
counselor in four different elementary schools.  She is in her 31st year in education.  
During those years, she has taught English in middle and high school, was a 
yearbook advisor, and served as a drill team advisor.  

Bel Air field tested the paper version of PARCC.  The presentation of the material 
was confusing, so students got wrong answers because of the presentation, not as a 
result of lack of knowledge.  Low income students had issues with the technology; 
some students gave up because they got kicked off the computer multiple times and 
had to re-start the test.  Teachers have a great deal of input into the incorporation of 
the new standards into the curriculum, but need more time for implementation.  
They do not feel they have time to develop the expertise to teach as effectively as 
possible. The pressure teachers feel is beginning to show – especially with the 
Student Learning Objective (SLO) process being put on top of the new standards and 
assessments. 

Question: The administration of the paper tests seems as difficult as the computer tests.  
How have you involved parents in learning about the new assessments? 

Answers: 

• The school system has community partners who are aware of the reforms.
Information is sent out in multiple formats, including paper and digital.

• Managing paper test books, paper answer books, and scrap paper was a challenge
for some students.

• The field test was for PARCC to field test items.  The first full administration of
PARCC will be very different from the field test.  School districts will be able to
declare the percentage of digital vs. paper assessments given to students, eventually
moving to 100% administration over time.  Accommodations listed in student IEPs
will be honored during future PARCC administrations.

• Information is shared with parents at PTA meetings, on the Internet, and through
flyers and other printed documents, but communications do not reach all parents.
Regional parent workshops are held, and information is provided at curriculum
nights.

Question: Do parents call the school when their children experience test frustration? 

Answer: That information is handled by the school administration and is not shared with 
teachers. 

Question: The Workgroup report cannot just list problems.  Please give a specific example 
of how you would like things to look one year from now. 

Answers:  

• Change should be intentional, with time to develop initiatives. Change has been too
fast.  Take a few things off teachers’ plates.
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• Slow down the process so there is an authentic process to implement new
standards, the new assessments, and the new evaluation system.

• New standards are the priority, so give teachers more autonomy in the classroom so
they have time to teach to the new standards.

• The workload issue is huge.

• There should be less of an impact on instructional time.

• The movement to meeting the needs of students should be purposeful.

• Teachers need to feel they can deliver instruction effectively.

Question: It is hard to tease out the impact of the new standards from the implementation 
process. Was teacher autonomy impacted by an implementation that was too fast, or by the 
new standards themselves? 

Answers: It was both. The time crunch does impact autonomy. 

New, off the shelf curriculums are being developed to address the new standards.  This is 
essentially a national curriculum. Teachers are being given something that is already 
unpacked for them. Some panel members said this was positive, and some said it was 
negative.  

Will the results on the PARCC drive governmental school funding? 

Question: What should the impact be on higher education? 

Answer: Teacher candidates are not being taught about the testing psyche. The standards 
are clear, teaching candidates about the standards is clear, but in the classroom it comes 
down to time needed vs. time available. 

Comment:  The comments heard today are important perspectives, representing the 
viewpoints of some of the educators in Maryland public schools.  There are over 840,000 
students in over 1400 schools in the state with multiple viewpoints. 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION DISCUSSION

It will be important to consider that many of the recommendations will need additional 
funding in order to implement them.  Some will be more costly than others.  
Recommendations will be made regardless of cost because that is the Workgroup’s charge, 
but the Workgroup should identify where these costs occur. 

Written comments and suggestions from Robert Lissitz, Workgroup member, the Maryland 
Association of Boards of Education (MABE), and the Maryland State Education Association 
regarding the draft recommendations were distributed to the Workgroup prior to the 
meeting, will be posted on the webpage, and will be appended to the report. 

The report should discuss the priority of the recommendations, and those priorities must 
be manageable.  The report cannot just list problems.  
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School accountability is vast, and a great deal hinges on individual school improvement 
plans. There are many pressures far beyond the new standards and assessments on 
teachers and schools.  For example, for some schools, attendance is a major focus – 
students cannot learn if they are not in school. So, some school improvement plans 
stipulate that teachers call parents when students are not in school; this takes time. 
Principals try to pace the work, and there is not uninterrupted time for teacher 
professional development.  The report must recognize this in some way. 

One member commented that he was hearing teachers say that if they could focus on the 
new standards and not the PARCC or SLOs right now, the transition to a new way of 
teaching would be easier. 

It would be good to align the PARCC accountability timeline for students with the 2-year 
delay in using the assessment results to hold teachers accountable for student growth in 
Teacher/Principal Evaluation systems. 

All recommendations must be general enough so that future workgroups can flesh out the 
work based on thorough analysis and evaluation.  This Workgroup has not had the time to 
identify the nuances of the issues. 

Discussion of Dr. Lissitz’s recommendations 

Comments: 

• It is essential to define College and Career-Ready (CCR).  One can’t measure what is
not defined.

• PARCC’s definition of CCR is essentially built into the standards.  Also, to a large
extent CCR will be defined operationally, such as through graduation requirements.

• Dr. Lissitz is suggesting that it is important to analyze whether the cut scores for
defining proficiency on PARCC are set at the appropriate place.

• Dr. Smith noted that this work is a continuation of work that started a number of
years ago.  The General Assembly passed the Education Reform Act of 2010,
Maryland was granted one of the Race to the Top Grants, the State Board of
Education adopted new standards, Maryland joined the PARCC consortium to
develop new assessments, and Maryland was granted Flexibility under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

• The original thought behind CCR is that no remediation would be required when a
student enters college. But, different institutes of higher education are setting
different standards.  These new standards and assessments will hopefully close the
gap between where a student is at high school graduation compared to what is
needed starting college.  So, the goal is essentially to reduce the amount of
remediation needed.

• PARCC may not be a perfect measure of CCR, but setting the cut scores is critical.  It
must be at a level that works for both K12 and higher education.

• Lack of autonomy is an issue for higher education as well as for K12 education.
There must be collaboration around what it means to be CCR.

Recommendations #1 and #2 made by Robert Lissitz were adopted.  They will be reworded 
so they are aligned with each other. 
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Discussion of MABE’s recommendations 

• On the recommendation about identifying best implementation practices, there
should be a clearinghouse of best practices available on all MSDE websites that are
easily accessible.

• MABE’s recommendation on finding solutions to the digital divide will be merged
with the current draft recommendation.

• To address MABE’s comment about identifying curricular resources, the Workgroup
wants MSDE to identify curricular best practices and make these easily accessible.
This can include Blackboard, the Race to the Top (RTTT) Learning Management
System, and other RTTT portals.

• Addressing the charge of outreach, the recommendations will also be melded in a
best practices section, with specific examples in relation to students, parents and
community stakeholders.

• For recommendations on professional development, the Workgroup wants to
include the concept of collaborative planning time and the additional time that
would be needed for this.  Also, the concept of the trainer-of-trainers model needs to
be looked at to see if it is effective.  It will be important to find out how teachers are
getting their information.

• The Workgroup agreed with MABE’s recommendations regarding technology.
• The Workgroup agreed with MABE’s recommendation regarding school calendars.
• The Workgroup expanded on MABE’s recommendation regarding teacher

engagement to say that best practices on communication should be identified.
• Regarding the Teacher and Principal Evaluation recommendations, members had

the following comments:
o Implementation procedures around SLOs need standardization so it is

equitable around the state. There must be an ongoing evaluation of the
effectiveness of SLOs. The process needs to be thoughtful and substantive.

o Time for implementation will be needed because it is new and is in addition
to everything else.

o Communication so teachers understand the reasoning behind the need for
the system and the evaluation process is essential so it is a meaningful
process, not just an efficient process.

• The implementation of everything must be slowed down.

Discussion of MSEA’s recommendations 

• One member commented about the affordability of some of the recommendations
and whether MSDE would need additional funding.

• Instead of “Required Follow-up” it should read “Recommended Follow-up” since
this report is submitted to the General Assembly, which will determine what the
next steps, if any, are.

• Regarding students with disabilities, English language learners and students
qualifying for free and reduced meals

o Merge MSEA’s 2 comments regarding required follow-up into one statement.
o Merge MSEA’s recommendations with those in the current draft.

Appendix VI, Page 43



• For curricular resources, the recommendation should make a statement about both
sustaining and expanding funding.

• The MSEA recommendations under preparing students and parents for PARCC
should be merged into one statement.  Keyboarding for young students should be
addressed.  Should there be a recommendation to develop an app?

• Under assessing technology readiness, the recommendation about allowing each
school to determine which students will use the paper and pencil version of PARCC
should not be included.

• For the charge about developing a professional development plan for 2014-15, one
follow-up item should be to provide consistent information to LEAs.

o Timing of professional development is important.
• Regarding student growth, MSEA’s recommendations should be merged with the

draft.

General comments 

• The report should have a preamble that includes topics of communication, time, and
competing issues.  There should be a note that the surveys depend on self-reported
data.  Implementing some of the recommendations will be challenging.

• Is there assistance to school districts to translate documents?

The next draft of the report will be created, incorporating all of the discussion to date, and 
will distributed to the Workgroup prior to Thanksgiving. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:00 p.m. 

Minutes approved: November 24, 2014 
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Agenda 
Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 
http://marylandpublicschools.org/parccworkgroup/  

Friday, January 30, 2015 
1:00 - 4:00 p.m. 
Odenton Regional Library, Room A 
1325 Annapolis Road, Odenton, MD 

I. Welcome and approval of minutes 

II. Update – LearnMD online portal

III. Organization of report – by topic or by charge area?

IV. Review submitted comments and recommendations

Appendix VI, Exhibit VII
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Minutes 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

January 30, 2015 

The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by co-chairs Jack Smith and Betty Weller. 

ATTENDANCE 

Thirteen (13) workgroup members were present (see attendance log) with five (5) 
observers in attendance (see sign-in sheet). 

UPDATE ON LEARN MD PORTAL 

Dr. Smith reviewed the design and upcoming release of the Learn MD Portal, which will house 
online tools of teaching and learning.  It will be easy to use, work on all devices and serve as a 
central location for all Maryland State Department of Education tools. 

ORAGNIZATION OF REPORT 

The Workgroup decided that the Summary of Recommendations section of the report should 
be organized according to major themes.  The Summary of Work section will be organized 
according to the charge areas contained in the legislation.  Some recommendations will be 
repeated in each section since there is overlap in the charges given to the Workgroup. 

REVIEW OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Workgroup discussed, one-by-one, the recommendations in the current draft document; edits 
were suggested, discussed and agreed upon.  Dr. Smith and Mrs. Weller will incorporate the agreed 
upon edits and bring another draft for consideration and discussion to the meeting on Feb. 9. 

The meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m. 

Minutes approved:  February 25, 2015 
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Agenda 
Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 
http://marylandpublicschools.org/parccworkgroup/  

Monday, February 9, 2015 
1:00 – 3:30 p.m. 
Odenton Regional Library, Room A 
1325 Annapolis Road, Odenton, MD 

I. Welcome 

II. Review revised draft report with consideration of comments submitted by Frederick
County Board of Education

III. Next Steps

UPCOMING MEETING 

February 20, 2015 
1:00 – 4:00 p.m. 
Anne Arundel County Board of Education 
2644 Riva Road, Annapolis, MD 

Appendix VI, Exhibit VIII
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Minutes 

Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of 
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

February 9, 2015 
 
The meeting was called to order at 1:10 p.m. by co-chairs Jack Smith and Betty Weller. 
 
 

ATTENDANCE 

Ten (10) workgroup members were present (see attendance log) with four (4) observers in 
attendance (see sign-in sheet). 

 
REVIEW OF SUBMITTED COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The Workgroup reviewed the edits made to the draft recommendations based on the 
discussion during the January 30, 2015 meeting.  In addition, the group considered the 
comments received from the Board of Education of Frederick County, incorporating most of 
the suggestions.  
 

NEXT STEPS 
 
Dr. Smith and Ms. Weller will make final edits to the report and recommendations; they will 
send edited recommendations to the Workgroup by February 20 by email for final comments 
and agreement. 
 
The draft report will be submitted to the Department of Legislative Services and the 
Department of Budget Management by March 1 as required.  The final report will be submitted 
to the Governor and General Assembly by March 31. 
 

 
The meeting adjourned at 2:45 p.m. 
 
Minutes approved: February 25, 2015 
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Appendix VII 

Review of Maryland Approaches to State Assessment Measures 
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Review of Maryland Approaches  
to State Assessments Measures 

 
Annapolis 

September 17, 2014 
 

Jack Smith, Chief Academic Officer 
Dave Volrath, Planning and Development Officer 

Ben Feldman, Subject Matter Expert 
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The Mandate 

• The Education Reform Act of 2010 introduces 
Student Growth as a “significant” portion of the 
principal and teacher evaluation. 

• Growth requires multiple measures, of which 
none can exceed 35 percentage points. 

• RTTT language expands this to require the use of 
the State Assessment where it exists. 

• Over the first four years of the RTTT grant, 
through give and take, the Assessment 
contribution was established as 20 percentage 
points. 
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State Teacher Evaluation Model 
Professional Practice  Student Growth 

Planning and 
Preparation 

12.5% 

Instruction 
12.5% 

Classroom 
Environment 

12.5% 

Professional  
Responsibilities 

12.5% 

Elementary/Middle 
School Teacher  

Two Tested Areas  
 
20% MSA Lag Measure   
         based on 10%  
         Reading and 10%  
         Math  
15% Annual SLO  
         Measure as  
         determined by        
         priority identification  
         at the district or  
         school level 
 15% Annual SLO Measure 
         as determined by     
         priority identification  
         at the classroom level 

Elementary/Middle 
School Teacher  

One Tested Area 

20% MSA Lag Measure  
         based  on either 20%  
         Math or 20% Reading 
15% Annual SLO Measure 
         as determined by     
         priority identification  
         at the district or  
         school level 
 15% Annual SLO Measure 
         as determined by     
         priority identification  
         at the classroom level 
 

K-12 Non-Tested  
Area/Subject Teachers 

 
 
20%  SLO Lag Measure based on      
          School Progress Index  
          Indicators ( Achievement, Gap   
          Reduction, Growth, College and  
          Career Readiness), Advanced   
          Placement Tests, or similarly   
          available measures 
15% SLO Measure as determined by     
         priority identification at  
         the district or school level 
 15% Annual SLO Measure as  
         determined by priority  
          identification at the classroom  
          level 

High School 
Teacher Tested Subjects 

20% SLO Lag Measure  
        based on HSA   
        Algebra, HSA English 2,  
        HSA Biology, or HSA   
         American Government  
         and including an HSA  
         data point 
15% Annual SLO Measure 
         as determined by     
         priority identification  
         at the district or  
         school level 
 15% Annual SLO Measure 
         as determined by     
         priority identification  
         at the classroom level 

50 %  Qualitative Measures 
Domain percentages proposed by LEA and approved by MSDE 

or 

50 %  Quantitative Measures 
As defined below 

or or 
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Challenges 

• The existing assessments, the Maryland 
School Assessments or MSAs, are criterion 
referenced, not norm referenced. 

• MSAs do not have a vertical scale nor do they 
assess the same material, year to year. 

• Thus they do NOT support a simple model:  
Growth = 2014 score – 2013 score 
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Review of MSDE Past Experiments 
The 1st Approach: VAM 

• In the original RTTT grant application, 
Maryland suggested it would explore the 
“Tennessee” model. 

• This is a “Value Added Model” or VAM 
developed by William Saunders of the SAS 
Institute.  In Tennessee this is called TVAAS 
and SAS sells this as EVAAS. 

• This and similar VAMs are used in various 
states. 
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The New York version of a VAM 

•The VAM calculates a predicted score a student should achieve 
bases on his or her prior performance. 
•If the posttest score exceeds the predicted score, using the above 
or similar formula, this effect is attributed to the educator. 
•A decline, similarly, is attributed to  the educator. 
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Pros and Cons of VAMS 
• Has achieved scientific 

precision in recent years 
• Can include multiple 

years of test scores 
• Can include covariates or 

controls for student and 
community 
characteristics 

• Is able to explain only 5% 
of observed variance in 
scores…“a fight over a 
nickel” 

• Cannot be readily 
communicated to most 
audiences 

• Is expensive to purchase 
and maintain 

• Implies poor performance 
by traditionally 
challenged populations is 
acceptable. 
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2nd Approach: Student Growth 
Percentiles 

• Based on the work of Damian Betebenner, 
developed in Colorado, and used by a large 
consortium of states, is the Student Growth 
Percentile, or SGPs 

• Used by MSDE for the SFSF-required “Teacher 
Impact Report” in Fall 2011 
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Student Growth Percentiles 

•The pretest score is used to sort the students into performance 
categories, e.g., all 3rd grade reading students who had a scale 
score of 336, all who had a scale score of 337, etc. 
•This small custom control group is analyzed against itself. 
•In the above example, a student who earned a score of 565 on 
the posttest outperformed 75% of all students who had earned a 
455 the year before. 
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Pros and Cons of SGPs 
• MSDE can calculate 

accurately because State 
has so many data points 

• SGPs are readily 
communicated to most 
audiences 

• They are perceived as fair 
• They do not require a 

vertically scaled test or even 
that the pretest and 
posttest be the same test 

• They remove demographics 
from the conversation 

• SGPs provide a descriptive 
statistic only 

• They do not answer the 
question, “Was this 
performance good or 
adequate?” 

• Colorado uses the SGPs by 
putting them back into a 
VAM, to make a 
prediction…with all the 
problems associated with 
VAMs 
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SGPs in Maryland 

• One LEA continues to use SGPs.  The teacher’s 
average SGP is compared to the district’s average, 
using a test of statistical significance.  If the 
teacher’s result is statistically significant, this 
result—good or bad—is the teacher’s MSA 
growth score. 

• This particular LEA is very high performing; an 
average score there would be good.  This model 
would not work for the several LEAs in the state 
that have struggled with their performance. 
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The 3rd Approach: TRSG, the recommendation 
from the National Psychometric Council 

•This is a “transformation“ or “value” matrix. 
•The matrix takes students from nine levels—low basic, middle 
basic, high basic, low proficient…high advanced—to the levels 
they achieved the next year.  This is the “transformation” 
•The values come from the weights put into the cells. 
•The diagonal shows students who stay where they are: low basic 
to low basic, through high advanced to high advanced. 
•The great value is to the top right of the matrix: the top scores 
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Pros and Cons of the TRSG Matrix 

• Provides an elegant 
number pattern 

• Stable: that is, it did not 
move much from year 
to year 

• The National 
Psychometric Council 
endorsed it 

• TRSG was universally 
criticized by all 
practitioner groups 

• Teachers argued that 
success would depend 
entirely on the luck of 
the draw: getting good 
students 

• Field testing with real 
data confirmed these 
concerns 
 

Appendix VII, Page15



The 4th Approach:  
Maryland Tiered Achievement Index 

•The M-TAI was fit directly to actual Maryland data and tested in several LEAs. 
•The “Transformation” structure remains the same. 
•Moving “north” of the diagonal carries rewards.  Falling “south” of the diagonal 
is not rewarded.  
•The greatest rewards are given to educators who have success with low 
performing students. 
•The model accepts that maintaining a high performing student is a challenge and 
should be respected. 
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Making the MSA work 

• A problem with all other models is that the 
MSA itself has issues. 

• It does not have a vertical scale. 
• Each grade and subject perform differently. 
• M-TAI needs a technique to answer the 

question: is this performance good or 
adequate. 
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The Technique for the M-TAI 

1. All the teachers students are loaded into the cell 
that reflects their performance. 

2. The teacher gets the numeric average of these 
students. 

3. This average is compared to the Statewide 
standard deviations for that grade and subject. 

4. Using the following approach, determinations 
from unacceptable to highly acceptable can be 
made. 
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Using the State Standard Deviations 

  Performance spanning the grade mean by one standard deviation is considered expected 
and acceptable (green bracket). 
 
Growth more than .5 STD above mean is beyond expected and commendable (blue 
bracket). 
 
Performance .5 STD below the central range is concerning (yellow bracket); performance a 
full STD below mean is a significant loss and unacceptable (red bracket). 

Slide borrowed from CCPS presentation, March 11, 2013 

Appendix VII, Page19



M-TAI Means, STDs, and Tiers Using 
Spring 2013 MSA Data 

The model generally centers around 2.0, a year’s acceptable growth.   
 
The MSA swings, e.g., from math grade 4 to 5 or reading grade 5 to 6, are 
evident. M-TAI 2 is sensitive to this and mitigates it. 
 
Points are awarded thus: 20/16/12/10 
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Pros and Cons of M-TAI 
• Easy to communicate  
• Based on Maryland reality 
• Uses the MSA with 

understanding of the 
test’s construction 

• Fair to teachers of all 
kinds of students 

• Has performed with 
precision as tested in 
several LEAs, small, 
medium, and large 

• The MSA has sunset 
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Whole School or Shared Measures 

• Many make the case that the school belongs 
to the entire faculty. 

• The School Progress Indicator (SPI), the 
replacement to Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) was the available measure. 

• The SPI had issues of its own, particularly 
when measuring GAP because it compared 
ethnic groups to service groups. 
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When Using the SPI, Teachers were Disproportionately 
Hurt (3 to 1) by Including the SPI 

This illustrates the top and bottom sort of one medium sized LEA.  It illustrates the negative delta of introducing the SPI to replace 10% of the MSA.   
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Pros and Cons of Shared Measures 
• Nothing for the LEA to 

calculate 
• Makes intuitive sense to 

treat the faculty as the 
proxy for the school 

• The SPI hurts teaches much 
more than it helps 

• Allows weak teacher to hide 
in good schools and 
punishes good teachers in 
bad schools 

• Incentifies the wrong thing 
• The longitudinal nature of 

the SPI does not work for 
teachers as it might for 
principals; a different 
measure might work better 
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Moving Forward with PARCC 

•PARCC will return 5 levels, 4 and 5 being “Career and College 
Ready.” 
•This will allow a 5 * 5 transformation matrix. 
•The blue shading suggests what a possible distribution how 
Maryland student scores might look like. 
•The numbers reflect the experience with M-TAI and seeks to 
reward achievement with struggling students and respect the hard 
work of sustaining high performing students at high levels. Appendix VII, Page25



Student Learning Objectives:  
the New Paradigm 

• SLOs allow accountability through collaboration 
and consensus. 

• The focus is on instruction. 
• SLOs are nested: classroom within school, school 

within system, system within the state. 
• SLOs are not created in a vacuum: the are built by 

grade or discipline teams, experts with LEAs, and 
sometimes experts across LEAs. 

• Principal SLOs should precede and inform Teacher 
SLOs. 
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SLOs: the Next Statistical Step 

• Early adopters used SLOs to interpret other 
statistics, e.g., the outcome measure of an SLO 
could be a Student Growth Percentile. 

• SLOs are flexible; they use local benchmarks, 
end-of-course tests, and other 3rd party 
assessments not part of State Assessments. 

• SLOs can use a portfolio approach, putting 
qualitative data into a quantitative context. 
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Building SLOs 
• SLOs reflect progress or mastery 

– Progress requires two measures in time such as a pre/post 
test or a year to year comparison. 

– Mastery needs only one summative measure and is 
meaningful if the content is new, e.g., at the end of the 
first year of a foreign language class or a new science like 
Physics. 

• The power of SLOs is in their requirement to pick 
salient populations of students and Big Win targets for 
them.  

• The next several slides show how this work is 
developing in one Maryland LEA 
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1.  Identify the students in the targeted population. 
 
2.  Include a range of the percentage of students that 
will meet a target; do not encompass 100%. 
 
3.  List the assessment, assessments, or alternate 
measures along with the performance targets for 
students. 

 

Parts of an LEA SLO Target 
 Of the 10 FARMS students in the class, 70%-80% of these 

students will achieve a score of 75% or greater on the Unit 
2 Assessment on Experimental Design. 

These examples are provided by Anne Arundel County Public Schools 
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LEA Example based on Proficiency 
Template: 

Of the (insert the number of students in the targeted group) 
students in the targeted population (insert a percentage 
range)% of these students will achieve a standard of (insert a 
percentage)% or greater on the (insert a performance 
measure). 
 

Example: 
Of the 10 FARMS students in the class, 70%-80% of these 
students will achieve a score of 75% or greater on the Unit 2 
assessment on Experimental Design. 
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How this LEA scores the SLO 
  0=Incomplete, no growth or declining scores 
  1=Progress towards the Target 
  2=Met Target 
  3=Exceeded Target 
 In the preceding target of 70%-80% the following would be required 

to earn the score: 
Score Percent of Students Meeting both Targets 

0 Teacher did not complete SLO 

1 Less than 70% of students met the SLO requirement 

2 70%-80% of students met the SLO requirement 

3 More than 80% of students met the SLO requirement 
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Scoring this SLO– Student Proficiency 
Of the 10 FARMS students in the class, 70%-80% of these students will achieve a 
score of 75% or greater on the Unit 2 Assessment on Experimental Design. 

Student Name Student  Score Is the score equal to or above 75%? 
Jerome A. 80% Yes 

Michelle B. 64% No 

Michael C. 75% Yes 

Jayden D. 69% No 

Asia E. 94% Yes 

Anthony F. 89% Yes 

Whitney G. 72% No 

Simone H. 88% Yes 

Monique I. 95% Yes 

Omar J. 82% Yes 

SCORE 7/10 = 70% 
Because the percentage of students meeting the target was 70%, the teacher 

would receive a score of  on this SLO. 
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Further Ways to Craft an SLO 

• Using individual pre/post scores 
• Increasing the mean score of the entire group 
• Having a percentage of targeted students 

reaching a proficiency standard 
• Having a percentage of targeted students 

exceeding an expected score 
• Averaging performance over multiple 

assessments, e.g., benchmarks through the year 
• Collecting artifacts in a portfolio based on a 

strategic dimension of learning 
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Tying SLOs to Assessments 

• SLOs can use State Assessments as the outcome 
measure. 

• Without these assessments as an outcome, State 
Assessments can “inform” the SLO, particularly 
identifying the salient population or the kinds of 
targets that are big wins. 

• As PARCC matures, its informing role can become 
more precise specific. 

• Ultimately PARCC can become an outcome 
measure, and the SLO become the permanent 
framework for evaluation. 
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Contacts 
 

Jack Smith, Chief Academic Officer 
Jack.Smith@maryland.gov 410 767 0651 

 
Dave Volrath, Planning and Development Officer  

David.Volrath@maryland.gov , 410 767 0504 
 

Ben Feldman, TPE Team 
Ben.Feldman@maryland.gov , 410 767 0142 
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Appendix VIII 

Professional Learning Survey Results 
• Exhibit I: Professional Learning Survey Presentation 
• Exhibit II: Participant Comments on Surveys 
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Professional 
Learning Survey 

Appendix VIII, Exhibit I
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Professional Learning Survey 
3308 Responses 

Allegany County 75 

Anne Arundel County 269 

Baltimore City 22 

Baltimore County 397 

Calvert County 34 

Caroline County 48 

Carroll County 378 

Cecil County 235 

Charles County 186 

Dorchester Couny 70 

Frederick County 232 

Garrett County 55 

Harford County 271 

Howard County 265 

Kent County 14 

Montgomery County 271 

Prince George's County 213 

Queen Anne's County 59 

St. Mary's County 30 

Somerset County 0 

Talbot County 15 

Washington County 36 

Wicomico County 13 

Worcester County 101 

Other 19 
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What is your Role? 

Classroom teacher 2315 

Administrator 275 

Other 550 
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How many years of service? 

0-1 117 

2-4 268 

5-10 722 

11 or more 2201 

Appendix VIII, Page 6



Grade Levels 

PreK-2 1054 
3-5 1240 
6-8 922 
9-10 774 
11-12 818 
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Content 
English/language 
arts 

1647 

Mathematics 1582 

Science 1257 

Social Studies 1236 

The Arts 476 

Special Education 1020 

English Language 
Learners 

539 

Gifted and 
Talented education 

529 

N/A 45 

Other 398 
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During the 2013-14 school year, MSDE visited every 
Maryland school district and talked to educators about 
their needs. One challenge that MSDE staff heard on every 
visit was the need for Time. If additional time were 
available to you, what would be the most valuable use of 
that time?  
 

Collaboration with 
grade level 
educators  

1603 

Collaboration with 
content-area 
educators 

1671 

Research of 
available resources/ 
strategies/best 
practices 

1642 

Data analysis/Data 
dialogue 

1080 

Lesson Planning 2514 

Other 268 
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Another recurring challenge identified 
during the district visits dealt with 
formative assessment. What do you feel is 
your largest challenge, if any, with formative 
assessments? 

Background 
knowledge 

249 

Use/application 533 

Creation 1019 

Interpretation 448 
No challenges 667 
Other 235 
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Several other recurring challenges were 
identified during the district visits and 
are listed in the matrix below. What 
challenges have you or has your school 
encountered with the transition to the 
Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards and the PARCC assessments? 
In what area(s) do you feel that you or 
your school is in greatest need of 
additional professional learning?  
 Appendix VIII, Page 11



ELA Deeper content 
knowledge 

287 

Unpacking the 
standards 

331 

Addressing student gaps 
in knowledge 

730 

Transition to PARCC 692 

Use/Creation of rubrics 271 

Use/Creation of 
performance based 
assessments 

426 

Addressing needs of 
underperforming 
populations 

647 

Scaffolding/differentiati
ng 

449 

Finding teacher/student 
resources 

418 

UDL, universal design 
for learning 

239 

Addressing parental 
needs 

221 

Formative assessments 271 

Co-teaching (general ed 
and special ed) 

326 

Other 76 Appendix VIII, Page 12



Math 
Deeper content 
knowledge 

390 

Unpacking the 
standards 

325 

Addressing student gaps 
in knowledge 

688 

Transition to PARCC 610 

Use/Creation of rubrics 200 

Use/Creation of 
performance based 
assessments 

353 

Addressing needs of 
underperforming 
populations 

554 

Scaffolding/differentiati
ng 

411 

Finding teacher/student 
resources 

373 

UDL, universal design 
for learning 

202 

Addressing parental 
needs 

236 

Formative assessments 269 

Co-teaching (general ed 
and special ed) 

270 
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Science Deeper content 
knowledge 

352 

Unpacking the 
standards 

297 

Addressing student gaps 
in knowledge 

410 

Transition to PARCC 385 

Use/Creation of rubrics 164 

Use/Creation of 
performance based 
assessments 

246 

Addressing needs of 
underperforming 
populations 

340 

Scaffolding/differentiati
ng 

272 

Finding teacher/student 
resources 

291 

UDL, universal design 
for learning 

167 

Addressing parental 
needs 

106 

Formative assessments 194 

Co-teaching (general ed 
and special ed) 

166 

Other 83 Appendix VIII, Page 14



Social Studies 
Deeper content 
knowledge 

323 

Unpacking the standards 269 

Addressing student gaps 
in knowledge 

409 

Transition to PARCC 377 

Use/Creation of rubrics 148 

Use/Creation of 
performance based 
assessments 

212 

Addressing needs of 
underperforming 
populations 

341 

Scaffolding/differentiatin
g 

275 

Finding teacher/student 
resources 

271 

UDL, universal design for 
learning 

160 

Addressing parental 
needs 

106 

Formative assessments 185 

Co-teaching (general ed 
and special ed) 

158 

Other 93 
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The Arts Deeper content 
knowledge 

155 

Unpacking the 
standards 

143 

Addressing student gaps 
in knowledge 

184 

Transition to PARCC 232 

Use/Creation of rubrics 93 

Use/Creation of 
performance based 
assessments 

123 

Addressing needs of 
underperforming 
populations 

179 

Scaffolding/differentiati
ng 

138 

Finding teacher/student 
resources 

144 

UDL, universal design 
for learning 

113 

Addressing parental 
needs 

61 

Formative assessments 116 

Co-teaching (general ed 
and special ed) 

110 

Other 73 
Appendix VIII, Page 16



Special Education Deeper content knowledge 225 

Unpacking the standards 194 

Addressing student gaps in 
knowledge 

451 

Transition to PARCC 369 

Use/Creation of rubrics 115 

Use/Creation of 
performance based 
assessments 

174 

Addressing needs of 
underperforming 
populations 

401 

Scaffolding/differentiating 317 

Finding teacher/student 
resources 

278 

UDL, universal design for 
learning 

190 

Addressing parental needs 186 

Formative assessments 178 

Co-teaching (general ed and 
special ed) 

336 
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English Language Learners 
Deeper content knowledge 174 

Unpacking the standards 141 

Addressing student gaps in 
knowledge 

350 

Transition to PARCC 271 

Use/Creation of rubrics 98 

Use/Creation of 
performance based 
assessments 

121 

Addressing needs of 
underperforming 
populations 

249 

Scaffolding/differentiating 255 

Finding teacher/student 
resources 

219 

UDL, universal design for 
learning 

124 

Addressing parental needs 152 

Formative assessments 115 

Co-teaching (general ed and 
special ed) 

138 

Other 63 
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Gifted/Talented Deeper content 
knowledge 

164 

Unpacking the standards 104 

Addressing student gaps 
in knowledge 

119 

Transition to PARCC 210 

Use/Creation of rubrics 96 

Use/Creation of 
performance based 
assessments 

119 

Addressing needs of 
underperforming 
populations 

78 

Scaffolding/differentiating 176 

Finding teacher/student 
resources 

169 

UDL, universal design for 
learning 

93 

Addressing parental 
needs 

93 

Formative assessments 99 

Co-teaching (general ed 
and special ed) 

74 
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Other  (open ended question) 
Top Responses indicate concern over: 
• Time  (primarily for collaboration/lesson 

planning) 
• Technology 
• Special Education/ELL 
• Gaps in Student Achievement due to transition 
• Parent resources 
• Teacher resources 
*See handout for list of complete responses for 

Slide 18 
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What School-Based Data/Evidence/ 
Strategies are you Utilizing? 

Teacher needs 1571 

Student needs 2568 

Classroom Focused 
Improvement Program 
(CFIP) 

678 

Organized collaborative 
examination of student 
work (such as EQuIP or 
Working on the Work--
WOW) 

390 

Organized collaborative 
lesson study 

619 

Organized collaborative 
lesson design 

950 

Organized community of 
practice or professional 
learning community 

932 

Other 140 
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In order to meet your needs or the needs of your 
school, what do you feel would be the most appropriate 
next-steps in professional learning related to the areas 
of focus that you have identified in this survey? 

Top Responses: 
• Time  
• Collaboration 
• Technology 
• More PD/Training 
• Teacher resources 
• Focus on Differentiation/SLOs 
*See handout for list of complete responses for Slide 20 
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Who do you feel would most 
appropriately provide services for the 
next-steps you identified in the previous 
question? 

MSDE 887 

LEA 
(district) 

1332 

School 1089 
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Describe your/your school's greatest success 
regarding professional learning related to the 
implementation of the Maryland College and 
Career-Ready Standards? 

Top Responses: 

• Hard working teachers/Welcoming change 

• School-based PD/School-wide collaboration/ 
Team-work/PLCs 

• Unpacking the standards 

• STEM 
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Have you utilized the resources offered 
by the PARCC Consortium? 

Yes, I am fully familiar 
with the PARCC 
resources 

538 

Yes, but I need 
additional training 
with the PARCC 
resources 

1335 

No, I am not familiar 
with the PARCC 
resources and need 
training 

967 

No, the PARCC 
assessments do not 
apply to my role 

573 
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What resources, including 
technology enhanced resources, 
have you found valuable from 
national vendors or websites?  
 
Results are listed in a handout. 
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Top 3 ways in which you would like 
MSDE to deliver professional learning to 
you, your school, or your district 
 

Summer regional 
conferences 

990 

School-year regional 
conferences 

1260 

Webinars (live or recorded) 1298 

Online courses 1345 

Additional resources on 
Blackboard Learn 

748 

MSDE presentations during 
LEA (district) professional 
learning days 

1830 

State-wide Communities of 
Practice or Professional 
Learning Communities  

703 

Other 188 
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Question:  What resources, including technology enhanced resources, have you 
found valuable from national vendors or websites?  
 
• Ready resources and I-ready diagnostic assessment 
• Pinterest 
• PARCC Online 

• Sample questions 
• jwpepper.com is the best website that for viewing and ordering sheet music for performing ensembles 
• https://www.engageny.org/resource/common-core-toolkit 

• PARCC online 
• Google Apps for Education 
• Webinars 

• Learnzillion.com 
• Youtube24 
• Chromebooks 

• MSDE Blackboard 
• Edmodo 
• www.teacherspayteachers.com 

• Parcconline.org 
• Discovery Education 
• Lea 

• haven't used any 
• none so far 
• Learnzillion 

• discoveryeducation.com 
• PARCConline 
• Engage NY 

• Learn zillion 
• MSDE 
• Schoology.com 

• K - 5 math teaching resources Howard County Wiki in Math Tennessee common core NYC...common core 
North Carolina common core 

• Naviance 

• PARCC website 
• http://practice.parcc.testnav.com/ 
• teachers pay teachers 

• sample test items 
• achievethecore.org 
• MSDE website 

Appendix VIII, Exhibit II
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• PARCC practice tests 
• blackboard 

• Practice assessments 
• none I do not have time to explore them. 
• UDL 

• The practice tests demonstrates perseverance, knowledge of technology, & content students must be 
proficient in accessing the test. As a Title 1 school, the test mandates proficiency with tech that is very 
different then their wealthier peers. 

• technology 
• Edmodo 
• Sample test items 

• mdk12.org 
• Discovery education 
• Discovery Ed. 

• Blackboard 
• parcconline.org 
• webinars 

• Technology 
• dream box, conceptua math, frontrowed, i-ready 
• http://achievethecore.org/ 

• http://www.parcconline.org/practice-tests 
• The Teaching Channel 
• achievethecore.org 

• Achieve the Core 
• Discovery Ed 
• teacherspayteachers.com 

• Discovery Learning 
• www.parcconline.org 
• MSDE blackboard 

• Teachers Pay Teachers 
• Dreambox 
• National Geographic 

• NASA 
• discovery ed 
• Holt McDougal and St. Martins 
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Question:  Describe your/your school's greatest success regarding professional learning 
related to the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards? 

• I suppose the fact that most teachers have returned for another year. 
• time 
• We plan at a grade level meeting weekly 
• We have college and university Mondays and have college logos etc displayed through out our building. 
• We have a rigorous math, language arts and STEM curriculum. Everywhere else is SEVERELY LACKING. 
• New to this school. 
• Understanding and implementation of UDL A common language being used in professional practices 

Colleagues and administrators involved with professional development at my school. 
• The ability for school wide collaboration and the sharing of ideas. We support each other extremely well. 
• Teachers have been using online practice resources to prepare students for the test. We've also updated 

our technology in the building. 
• We have been very focused in strengthening writing across all grade levels to support common core 

standards through professional development over the past 3 years. 
• Collaboration with grade level and content area peers 
• Have it be school centered based on our needs versus county which is never helpful 
• Schools that teach to the test should be ashamed. The primary focus is only on short-term learning instead 

of long-term learning. I should know - I work at such a school. 
• Using the Math Standards in every practice and language in the classroom. 
• PLUS: specialists provide support to facilitate a 90-minute collaborative planning session for each grade 

level team each week. DELTA: Specialists, on the other hand, have NO allocated time for collaborative 
planning with content-alike teachers and I feel this must be addressed. 

• STAT teachers 
• Empowerment of teaching staff due to our LEA's gradual release of the MD College and Career Read 

Standards in conjunction with collaborative planning and professional learning with curriculum partners. 
• STEM related activities Collaboration among teachers at grade levels to plan for instruction Use of the CFIP 

model for analysis of specific standards and student performance 
• Professional Development 
• A work in progress. 
• Additional computer labs 
• Implementation of the PARCC trial. 
• Co- teaching initiative 
• our secondary math department has done an amazing job. The addition of a MIST in our building is 

invaluable. 
• We have received a great deal of training for creating SLO's. 
• PLC's once a week 
• Good collaboration with teachers 
• unpacking the standards 
• Focus on meeting teacher needs through scheduled planning time on a weekly basis. This meant total 

revamping of our schedule and sacrificing / prioritizing some things over others. 
• CFIP 
• professional collaboration 
• Collaboration among teachers. 
• Our UDL Team Training Initiative 
• Collaborative planning. 
• Not sure. 
• We have really only just begun to create professional learning communities but I feel that they could be 

really helpful as we develop them more. 
• We collaborate and communicate well. 
• We already incorporated it into the curriculum last year, now it is just finalizing it. 
• New to this school 
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• School has identified where our gaps are in academic performace. 
• scores 
• STEM 
• Learning to ionterpert data. 
• series of PDs not only help our kids but also to us teachers. 
• Providing a supportive environment 
• Support of STAT Teacher 
• Implementation 
• Unpacking the standards 
• Allowing the instructors of the CTE programs to work on SLO's as a group. 
• writing/delivering coursework online for teacher pd 
• Having an open mind and asking for help. 
• Knowing the standards 
• I feel our current benchmarks and test strongly align with the PARCC Practice tests and examples that we 

have seen. 
• Deep understanding of the math, writing and reading progressions and lack of utilization of the evidence 

tables 
• Resources 
• CFIP weekly 
• Size of school and community of educators working with Administration in Prof. Development. Information 

on each area of CCR standards 
• I feel that we are working hard on Langauge Arts standards and meeting with the team, and planning weekly 

with the Reading Specialist. 
• language arts information on literacy and writing has been good 
• PLCs 
• We have many meetings a year where we as a faculty discuss the timeline for implementing the standards 

and review how each of us are responsible for meeting the standards regardless of what content we teach 
• Our principal is really great at leading the professional developments for the staff as a whole. 
• PLCs-grade level team meetings 
• professional development 
• Our professional learning is based around quality, small group instruction. 
• Practice online 
• I believe our school's greatest success is our ability to collaborate and work through issues together. 
• Understanding of the standards within each content area. 
• PLC 
• Collaborative planning 
• My school really pulls together as a team to meet all the students needs. 
• Recently shared Math -fractions- division-new common core language/models with math dept. 
• differentiation 
• Increased number of AP test takers 
• Working on re-writing curriculum to align with CCSS 
• District wide training by department on curriculum changes and PARCC modeled assessments. 
• The middle school schedule has proven to be inconsistent with the standards. High school credits are 

offered in the middle school creating a change in the schedule. Students apply for foreign languages, which 
eliminates a fine art class. 

• Very active math and ELA resource teachers who help equip classroom teachers 
• collaborative planning 
• Having samples to share. 
• Previously I did not have access to information on it. Two college courses forced me to delve into them on 

my own. I also joined two professional organizations and read their articles: Int'l. Reading Assoc. and the 
Nat'l. Council On Gifted Education. 

• We have made good progress in closing gaps in various student populations, ie. race and farms. 
• Matching standards with real chapter books 
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• teamwork 
• Formative Assessments 
• I was part of the curriculum writing team for grade 6 reading. I love the PBA's we create and defined. 

Additionallly, the unit themes are highly motivating for sixth grade students! 
• Our school has adopted a collaborative planning model in which grade level teams meet three days a week 

BEFORE the start of school. The teams include the grade level teachers, special educator and ESOL 
teacher. Every other week, the planning focuses on reading/math. 

• Data discussions Clear information Clarified expectations Defined plan(s) 
• High AP scores and incease in those taking AP classes. 
• Great strides in UDL and small group instruction/implementation 
• Being flexible 
• understanding and using the MCCRS and aligning our curriculum to those standards, as well as the PARCC 
• building perseverance in students 
• Collaboration with peers both at our school and within the county 
• TBD 
• collaboration 
• County wide PD and online curriculum are very useful 
• Re-teaching life skills in the classroom 
• I have seen people/teams/grade levels working together to collaboratively make lessons work and work 

well. 
• Time 
• We have taken it upon ourselves to create a PLC in our school. 
• Most teachers at the high school level have attended many workshops at the state and local level to 

become familiar with College and Career Standards and updates for the assessments. 
• Our school has allowed each grade to select PD sessions based on individual needs/schedules. Therefore, 

we are able to take something away from out sessions because it applies to what we are doing in the 
classroom. 

• Self-run PD sessions 
• English teachers at my school are content experts. 
• STEM day and night; Family engineering night. 
• No data to support such a response 
• Small group meetings 
• Our school is working more as a team after school in implementing the new standards. 
• Focus on the Framework modules 
• PD 
• I think all of the Math teachers and many of the other core teachers now know the new Math practices. I 

think learning about close reading strategies has helped all subject areas. 
• UDL 
• Collaborative planning sessions to discuss student progress to determine next steps. 
• technology 
• Differentiating instruction. 
• Test scores 
• Teachers have jumped into the challenge and working their hardest to meet all things being asked of them. 
• At this time I don't feel very successful because I think we have lost focus of what is really important in 

education. The role of classroom teacher is too convoluted and ambiguous to meet student needs. 
• I love our school. The children are respectful and responsible. They want to learn, but not what you expect 

them to. They will be and become what they choose to be. 
• I found the UDL training very helpful. 
• Need results from PARCC before we can call this a success or failure. 
• We meet at least once a month in grade level teams with the administration as well as the STAT teacher 

and Reading Specialist to discuss what is happening in our grade level. We are given a day to dissect data 
and plan next steps. 

• Collaboration 
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• SLO creation 
• Charles County created a co-teaching class that taught me UDL and how to better co-teach. 
• dedicated time within my subject area / grade level PLC to collaborate on the best ways to teach with more 

rigor while meeting the needs of as many students as possible 
• Unpacking the ELA and Math progressions 
• Collaboration among teachers and specialists to plan lessons addressing standards. 
• Teachers now talk to each other more about them and attempt to collaborate, even in the limited time 

available. 
• High SAT scores 
• We have had one class in one grade take the assessment but have not found out the outcomes at this time. 
• AVID 
• There has been little to know training on new curriculum and assessments at my school 
• Alignment to standards, shift to performance-based tasks and rubrics 
• We use the AVID program in our school to help prepare a select group of students to be college ready. 
• This question is absurdly worded. 
• Comes from our weekly professional learning communities - staff is dedicated and works very hard, but I 

fear burn out so early in the year. MSDE should hear the concerns of the people who work everyday in the 
schools. 

• Collaboration with grade level team 
• Our curriculum 
• Increased graduation rate 
• PD days where work time is given to collaborate on data, lesson study, slo's is a very useful time 
• usage of formative assessments 
• test piloting 
• high scores on MSA 
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Question:  In order to meet your needs or the needs of your school, what do you feel 
would be the most appropriate next-steps in professioConal learning related to the 
areas of focus that you have identified in this survey? 

• Areas of instruction in the curriculum that would "close the gap" for our less able students. 
• Creation of Formative assessments 
• Specific Professional Development Opportunities related to the greatest need areas offered by the district. 
• allocation for content-alike collaborative planning 
• Teacher understanding of how to align the the standards with assessment and student learning activities. 

Using student work and data to differentiate. 
• More opportunities for resources. Workshops that students and teachers can participate in. 
• Scaffolding/Differentiation 
• Providing information regarding the differentiation and scaffolding of the content standards 
• Transition to PARCC 
• We need TIME for collaboration and professional development. When we have time, we are so behind on 

lesson planning and grading that we can't be productive in learning or applying something new. 
• Strategies for differentiating curriculum. Finding time and strategies to fill in student gaps of below grade 

level students,while continuing to meet deadlines of math curriculum. 
• Recognize and respect the fact that, if students with special needs were able to function at a standard level 

in the standard way successfully, they would not be special needs students. This test is ludicrous when it 
comes to expectation and support of that population. 

• Add a budgetary emphasis on technology, updating, and replacing as needed to keep instruction aligned 
with the assessments. 

• TIME! 
• Collaborating to create useful resources 
• Giving time for teams to explore and work towards meeting these needs 
• Remove unnecessary testing, such as mClass for Grades 1-2, in September. Much more beneficial later in 

the year. Data doesn't reflect the understanding or knowledge of the student and is very confusing to the 
parent. 

• Professional collaboration for addressing the needs of Special Learners conducted by Special Educators-
lesson plan and assessment creation for this population. 

• Professional Development 
• 8th Grade Mathematical Content...deeper understanding 
• Modeling and time to collaborate 
• training 
• Resources for differentiating content that are at varied abilities 
• Technology 
• CFIP 
• Offering training opportunties either during the school day or paid training after school 
• Provide professional learning opportunities for Arts teachers in their own disciplines. 
• How to address the gaps in knowledge especially with special education students. 
• Workshops 
• Time 
• We have become a part of FAME, so we are looking to that to help our teachers better prepare our special 

needs students to achieve the CCSS that will be assessed on PARCC. 
• Let teachers teach, put formatives in the curriculum, give examples of.(I, N, P, ES) differentiating is causing 

chaos and distractions teaching and learning . expectations of ES is broad! Time and teacher support is 
limited. 

• The next step should be more smaller/individual content/special educator collaboration of expectations for 
PARCC and HSA testers. 

• Data, assessments, standards and aligned curricula 
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• more classroom time. I need to be ready for my students and have lessons to help them with their needs. I 
am overwhelmed and have to many students with to little time. 

• Collaboration with teachers in same grade 
• Getting together as a core content and working on this as a unit over SEVERAL days! 
• Give me time to create rigorous lessons or how about if you create them! 
• Stabilize the systems and let teachers focus. There are so many changes that teachers cannot focus. 
• Long-range planning with the instructional leadership team that includes all members of the grade level 

team (spec ed, IAs, teachers). UDL professional development for whole staff. 
• Unpacking the standards in reading and math and developing formative assessments and becoming more 

familiar with the test taking standards associated with parcc. 
• TIME 
• Professional development with other counties to share what is working for them 
• Professional development in literacy and teaching students with gaps in their reading abilities that do not 

meet standards for lower reading classes or specific literacy classes. 
• Opportunities for specialists from different schools to meet and collaborate should occur several times a 

year 
• Appropriate coteaching methods and use of Special Education services 
• UDL and differentiating lessons for all students to be successful without full use of accommodations. 
• I feel that it would be beneficial to really spend time learning about how to work backwards from standards 

based assessments which inform units of learning which would then inform the lessons to be taught. 
• Co-teaching/ station teaching/ more specific information on RELA 
• Collaboration of grade level teachers form different LEA's. 
• Professional learning regarding PARCC and how to prepare students for the testing format. 
• Collaborative planning with special educators so we are meetings the goals and objectives of each student 

while following the common core standards that classroom teachers are currently working on. 
• Having PD offered 
• nothing for my content area we do all the education that we can as cosmetologist. 
• Teachers need to be given ample time to unpack standards, research and locate appropriate resources and 

create valuable performance based assessments. It hard to accomplish these tasks, for multiple subjects as 
an elementary school teacher, in just 45 minutes of planning a day. 

• PARCC 
• Some definitive information on testing, timing, and scoring. PARCC information is vague and ever-changing. 
• more time 
• Because our county is going digital, but does not yet have the devices or enough computers for all students, 

we are having great difficulty implementing curriculum that is written with computer/technology access as 
part of most lessons. 

• professional development 
• Curriculum from beginning to end that is the same. 
• Training 
• Continued PD and time to plan and prepare 
• More time to plan and implement strategies 
• Introduction to the PARCC 
• Clearly defined details about the PARCC assessments. We cannot prepare students for tests when we are 

not sure what the tests will actually be assessing and how. How do we effectively prepare students for all of 
these tests, proctor the tests, and still have time to teach the content? 

• Model lessons and time for collaborative planning. 
• Allowing time to actually plan the type of lessons we have been trained on 
• Additional time and a way to focus and guide learning in the areas needed. Additional time only would not 

facilitate expansions of knowledge in the areas of needed. There needed to be a way to guide discussions 
and keep learning on track in the areas needed. 

• Unpacking standards 
• Provide technology for all students. Not just the wealthy ones. Make it a fair assessment. 
• Professional learning for all teachers 
• I am not sure of the solution to this problem. 
• Webinars 
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• give us more time 
• Paid workshops to cover the area of focus listed above. 
• Why does there need to be additional professional learning instead of giving us the time to implement and 

refine the ideas already presented during other PD? Again, more is not always better. 
• We need time to find/create resources for instruction. 
• Time to long range plan with the experts. This allows the teachers to ask questions as they are embedded in 

their practice. 
• Need more time for student to understand the concepts needed for Common Core 
• Continued training 
• Conferences or webinars would be helpful. 
• Having more nonfiction, and technology based resources 
• Standardization across the county for grading and organization of time. 
• Inservices Workshops 
• Time 
• Offering additional professional development opportunities in the identified areas. 
• time as a team. 
• How to adapt current curricular expectations for students who are performing 2-3 years below grade level, 

yet expected to work at the grade level that matches their chronological age, and also address the goals on 
their IEP's. 

• We've implemented CFIP and we're working towards meaningfully examining our practices with regard to 
low outlying performers. PL focused on equipping our teachers with more strategies and understanding of 
how to scaffold, re-teach, fluidly group students, and use UDL strategies. 

• More realistic materials available that meet the needs and capabilities of our students. 
• Addressing the needs of underperforming students and those with gaps in their learning, especially students 

with IEPs. 
• I think the tests need evaluated by teachers, not those who have never been in a classroom or company 

leaders assuming they know our student population. Also, I have heard that the technology aspect is 
horrendous. Too many windows in the screen at one time, etc. 

• In school committees lead by trained staff 
• RUBRIC CREATION AND USE ALONG WITH THE DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 

PERFORMANCE BASED ASSESSMENTS / INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENTS. 
• Having readily available resources at our fingertips, so time is not wasted searching for them. Time to 

evaluate student data and plan appropriate lessons to meet the needs of all learners 
• We have had very little - NONE - training about PARCC 
• Having additional time for planning, and collaboration with teachers may help with achieving the standards. 

Additionally, we need professional development targeted toward addressing under-performing students. 
• transitioning to a computer based classroom 
• PD 
• Providing common lesson planning time with all involved in instruction each content area (classroom 

teachers and intervention teachers) so that data can be shared and strategies can be developed and 
implemented to help students at all levels. 

• I need more time perofmring the job to properly identify needs. 
• UDL 
• We need time. We are totally revamping what we have taught for years, and have no time in which to fully 

plan it out. 
• Give us TIME to learn, gather materials, and plan BEFORE we are expected to implement! 
• more support in behavior modification in order to have more children ready and available for learning 
• I've never heard of CFIP, EQuIP or WOW, so information on these would be helpful. 
• same technology for everyone in the school and training time on it 
• Teacher preparation for the PARCC assessments More materials that directly align with the PARCC 

assessments 
• I believe that content-specific training would be beneficial. One size does not fit all when it comes to 

professional learning. 
• training's and more hands on learning activities 
• We need Reading/language units to be revamped. 
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• TECHNOLOGY! We are expected children to take a test online which our county connection cannot support 
and the children are not prepared for since they do not have daily interaction with an individual device. 
Student are proficient in navigating, but are weak when typing. 

• Almost no performance assessments created county wide- Need this to be able to assess teaching. 
• getting devices in the hands of students and making sure teachers are actually trained to troubleshoot 
• Time and resources to plan more interdisciplinary lessons. 
• Just more time to collaborate and learn from each other. 
• Researching the methods of states that have successfully opted out of the CCSS and drafting a plan that 

will work for our school system. 
• Helping kids prep for PARCC 
• Training! 
• Making sure that the school-based population is being treated appropriately and not just being given a 

cookie-cutter one size fits all set of guidelines. 
• webinars 
• I truly believe that all teacher should receive and attend mandatory mathematics professional development. 

High/Middle math teachers should also attend and elementary professional development, to see what 
building blocks we being utilized. 

• developing assessment questions (more in line with PARCC) to inform our lesson planning 
• time to collaborate 
• Additional training 
• More access to reliable technology for teachers and students and training for teachers on how to use it! 
• On-Going professional development 
• Focus on PARCC-like items and PARCC scoring 
• continued department work and course specific collaborative planning 
• Professional development 
• More time 
• Holding professional development 
• Half Day PD- Half Day planning 
• Collabrative lessons study. 
• Time to collaborate with teachers or develop lessons with in the departments. 
• rubrics 
• Unpacking the standards. 
• Ways to have the students practice technology needed for PARCC assessments. Ways to redesign current 

assessments to include universal design. 
• Continued time for professional development in deepening an understanding of new content standards, new 

performance assessment tasks, increased use of technology, and support with these focuses 
• continued sharing of information 
• Identify research to support how frequently summative assessments are given. We currently have students 

taking some benchmark almost weekly. That is too much testing only to gain data for Performance Matters 
• PARCC information, strategies in student thinking, and examples. 
• A clearly defined timeline, list of expectations, and CLEAR decision-making from the top down. 
• I think we just need time to incorporate the understanding of the standards with great planning. I do that with 

some time our lessons will improve, and therefore, student learning will improve. 
• Have more professional development in the areas that will be required for testing. 
• District training available to all teachers. 
• Finding and evaluating resources. 
• more professional development in these areas 
• Paid training 
• I believe that we should establish a revolving curriculum of professional development that could be used to 

guide teachers through out their careers. 
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Question:  Several other recurring challenges were identified during the district 
visits and are listed in the matrix below. What challenges have you or has your 
school encountered with the transition to the Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards and the PARCC assessments? In what area(s) do you feel that you or your 
school is in greatest need of additional professional learning? 

• Deeper content knowledge 
• Unpacking the standards 
• Addressing student gaps in knowledge 
• Transition to PARCC 
• Use/creation of rubrics 
• Use/creation of performance based assessments 
• Addressing needs of underperforming populations 
• Scaffolding/differentiating  
• Finding teacher/student resources 
• UDL (Universal Design for Learning) 
• Addressing parental needs 
• Formative Assessments 
• Co-teaching (General Ed with Special Ed) 

 
Other: 

 
• just having enough computers to make sure our students are comfortable with the technology 
• Physical Education-we only see students 2-3 times per week. 
• Social Studies Student ability to write a cohesive, meaningful paragraphs and essays are non-existent. -

Their lack of basic grammar is staggering as they are being assessed in written form. Additionally, my 
time to correct grammar mistakes, and teach how to be a competent writer is limited due to an 
overwhelming and outdated curriculum in World History. In American Government, the rush to get to the 
end of the curriculum by the time the HSA comes around leaves no time to focus solely on writing skills. 

• How to infuse skills in mathematics, literacy, writing and reading comprehension in WLs. I already do a 
lot but what specific areas/content/skills can I incorporate. 

• I think it is time to go back to self contained classes for the lower level students inorder for them to get 
the one on one attention they need. Get rid of heterogenous grouping and level the students based on 
ability to ensure the higher level students are being challenged grow. 

• Just understanding student needs and addressing how students learn; providing opportunities to assess 
students based on their learning styles and individual needs. Not all students learn the same yet we test 
them the same. Adhd and add students have a very difficult time with the multiple screens. We say that 
student are used to accessing information at their finger tips; yet we have not taught them to process 
the information that they are retrieving. For example, they can play a video game, tweet, etc. but during 
these activities they are not processing information at top speed they are just using technology at real 
time. 

• In many areas above you can only select one area per row. I feel like I need professional development 
in many areas in math and reading. 

• Trying to understand/explain why CCSS was not gradually implemented & tested, instead of thrown at 
intermediate students/teachers with no prior (K-2) instruction. Only students who should be given 
PARCC are those who have had CCSS instruction since kindergarten (3rd graders) 

• We need resources to explain how parents can help their children with homework--they (rightly so) do 
not know how to do common core math. They also do not understand WHY students are being asked to 
do things the way they are. 

Appendix VIII, Page 38



• Time is the problem in all areas. As for the G/T Program, most of the activities for assessment are not 
developmentally appropriate. 

• Time to teach the content area. 
• Planning for mixed groupings inside and outside the special education environment. 
• Most of what is being discussed or mentioned involved with the PARCC testing is unknown to me. We 

have not been exposed to PARCC yet--arts teachers have not seen the testing situation nor have we 
had any information given to us yet about these new tests. I would be better equipped to answer this if 
we had given the test by now. Only certain classes had it last year. 

• Maryland previously had MSPAP, a criterion based, valid, reliable assessment consisting of complex 
texts combining non fiction with fiction, extensive written essays posing arguments, relevant science 
experiments, performance based assessments students found engaging. Teachers inherently grew in 
their PD as the test modeled exemplary instruction and it was created by experts including Jay McTighe. 
-National standards are nothing new, NCTE, NCTM, among many others have been around for a long 
time. PARCC is a repackaged borrowing of the intent of those standards in an effort to have a 
cornerstone on a very profitable market. The fact that states were more or less forced to sign on during 
a vulnerable economic weak time back in 2008 indicated the 'lock' on the market then the publishers 
wrote the test and the curriculum 'needed' to do well. MSPAP was a much better model and could be 
ramped up with technology. If our state, country truly had the best interest of children, then the $ 
siphoned off by commercial publishers would instead be used to help children who have great difficulty 
17-20% learn to read funding reading recovery (no profit for any commercial entity and we should have 
in house training) to eradicate illiteracy for any child before the end of grade one. The funds should be 
spent to make a direct impact on eradicating poverty and not because big time publishers decided to be 
crafty and embed into legislation how education funds are or are not to be spent on for the corporate 
bottom line. Look at the market charts on the three major players in publishing over the past decade and 
a half. That should indicate the growth, the P/E and where education $ are directed. Data, data, data is 
all teachers do is collect, whereas the value of data is to interpret the data to translate into what to do 
instructionally. The instruction time is impacted because all the kids do is take tests. It would be like 
going on a diet, weighing yourself every day, create color bar graphs to show who is not losing weight 
and never spending significant time on what can reduce weight. The instruction time is probably less 
than half of the time in school. Also, readers and writers workshop, junior great books yielded significant 
gains in literacy and children truly read and wrote because they couldn't put it down...they had choice in 
what they read. Now it is essentially tracking because publishers created leveling, insist on guided 
reading and charge a fortune for boring books. Kids don't even look forward to reading because is bland 
and lacks any provocative content. IB has the framework we should all aspire to have for a true school 
to be exemplary. 

• Materials and resources to enhance instruction. 
• Due to the nature of my work, I do not deal with PARCC or formal education that starts at Kindergarten. 

I am a family educator, working with very young deaf/hard of hearing or implanted children from birth to 
their 5th birthday. I work for Maryland School for the Deaf Family Education and Early Childhood dept. 

• We do not have enough time in our day or evening to complete all of the required tasks effectively. It is 
very frustrating and I have not felt this during my previous 25 years of teaching. Teaching seems more 
about paperwork and tests than students which is a shame. 

• Funding gaps and resource gaps: We generally are not textbook or worksheet based but we do rely on 
paper for resources like creating foldables, using models &manipulatives, student engagement through 
performance tasks, etc.) But as we transition from a paper-base and paper is being restricted in our 
district, to digital instruction, there are constraints that are problematic.... Internet is inconsistent, devices 
not always readily available YET! and digital subscriptions may be costly at the same time that paper is 
being limited and new curricula is being implemented. It is frustrating to not be ready for completely 
being digital but having limits placed on use of paper and thumbdrives to roll out new curricula. (An 
analogy would be the awkward moments of moving from childhood to adolescence...not quite either one 
but cracking voices and peach-fuzz faces indicate transitions aren't smooth!) 

• We could use additional ESOL teachers or paraprofessionals in our school to effectively teach the 
students to read and write. All of the teachers are working twice as hard because the scheduling of the 
ESOL teacher is limited because we could use 1 for each of our 4 classrooms. We have 1 to share 
among 4 classrooms. 
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• In Music we only see our students for 45 minutes once each week. It is ultimately unfair to the students 
to expect them to pass a standardized assessment when their instructional time is so limited. To 
administer a pre-assessment and post- assessment means losing at least 2 instructional periods out of 
36 in a year (and 36 is the maximum) and this does not address time required to provide 
accommodations to students with IEP's. We are testing too much. Enough is enough. 

• TIME! We need time to digest it all and work through it. We keep getting resources but things are piling 
up. 

• The roll-out of PARCC and the CCSS have placed an incredible burden on school systems and 
individual schools. The PARCC assessments are different from the traditional assessments our students 
have taken before, even in current curricula that are aligned with the CCSS. Unless we embed the rigor 
that PARCC demands into our instruction and model it in our own system's assessments, our students 
will not do well at all. 

• Need to have more performance based assessment. 
• More hands-om work in various computer programs for Lab 21, Computer Science, and other computer-

related classes. 
• Helping underperforming student with reading strategies 
• Meeting the needs of Non-English speaking students. 
• For ELL there seems to be a lack of resources/time 
• Time 
• Other in all the contents above refers to established scope and sequence for the district. Too much 

flexibility at the local level creates gaps and inconsistences among schools. 
• Updated accomodations & modifictions 
• Unpacking the standards...understanding the standards...preparing for PARCC... 
• Unfortunately, Dorchester does not offer enough professional development due to time. Paid time in the 

summer (possibly one week per month) to tackle some of these daunting tasks would be great. In 
addition, the definition of Gifted and Talented is not clear. I am nut sure whether we even have a true 
program for accelerated learners outside of some of our new STEM initiatives this year. 

• For Science and Social studies there is not an emphasis on teaching these. The time given to teach 
these is extremely limited and is not conducive to deep understandings. Additionally, there is a push to 
integrate these areas into the ELA time block, however, the resources needed are missing. One of the 
key resources is lack of planning time and collaboration with other educators. 

• Class sizes are too big and special Ed teacher are spread too thin to address the above concerns 
• Our school appears to diminish the use of special educators and paraprofessionals to the job of 

babysitting. There is no interest in gleaning special educators' inputs into intervention services and 
needs. 

• More training with the devices in our elementary school. Very frustrating. BCPS gave us the equipment 
and DALY services us but very little staff development in the building 

• It will not let me uncheck other. 
• Larger districts have departments and teams of people to work on curriculum and assessments. Smaller 

counties have a few teachers who are paid minimally to work a few days in the summer. This should be 
taken care of more on the state level! 

• relativity within the classroom content 
• How any other content areas support the transition to parcc? 
• Some areas I cannot comment on. However, Science because it is a pilot year for my school and many 

items are not included. This takes more prep time and personal time to develop and is not fair to 
teachers. 

• When we plan as a grade group, it is only one third of our "planning," yet takes up nearly seventy five 
percent of our planning time. Teachers still need to create, set up the classroom, and prepare for a 
lesson. We have no room for any other professional learning with the amount of meetings that are 
placed upon us, we are barely keeping our heads above water. If we had more personal time to plan, 
then we could utilize other times to address some of the learning objectives above. 

• would like to check all that apply but it only allows one check per row 
• We need GT programs in our county that are accessible to all schools and grade levels. 
• Challenges are in all content areas but survey only allowed one choice. 
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• I was not in the Garrett County School District, so I am unable to determine the answer for the 
information needed above. 

• non public special education school 
• As the counselor, I am not sure what the feelings are of the classroom teachers who are affected by this 

daily. 
• Teachers and specialists need more professional development in how to meet the needs of students 

with diagnosed emotional disabilities as well as the needs of children with autism. We are including 
these students in our classrooms, and the staff in the classrooms continue to need support with how to 
support the students with these disabilities while also supporting the peers in the classroom. 

• I'm an art teacher. I am not qualified to tell you about other areas. 
• Other=Not applicable 
• County- created assessments don't always align with the standards that we are slated to teach; 

therefore, do we create lessons based on the grade level standards or teach based on the county-
created assessments? I am reasonably sure that we should teach based on the grade level standards; 
however, would we need to tweek the county assessments to better fit the standards for which we are 
responsible? I find that we are constantly recreating the wheel based on what the new trend is for each 
school year; this creates frustration for those who are trying to implement the Common Core standards 
effectively. 

• As previously stated, technology is a useful tool to use in the classroom but many teachers struggle with 
it. I spend a lot of time each week helping fellow teachers with their technology problems and concerns. 

• We need to bring co-teaching back to all classrooms in Frederick county when any class has 5 or more 
IEPs. Not every other day, or for part of a period, but every day, every period. My kids' needs are not 
being met as best as they could because I am short adults. 

• Differentiating Reading instruction for English Language Learners 
• despite the transition to what is supposed to be a universal content structure, the availability of cohesive 

lessons, resources and materials for teaching in each district is non-existent. What's out there must be 
searched for, pieced together and edited to fit the specifics of how my district is interpreting CCM. My 
lack of time stems from having to produce almost everything from almost scratch. Anything I find, or is 
provided by my district, is piece-meal and incomplete. Since I'm doing it largely by myself, I'm not 
confident that I am teaching the same topics and objectives in the same depth as other teachers, even 
in my own building. 

• School to Career is not a "tested" area. The skills are relevant and necessary. 
• Inclusion does not work for all students and it is hurting those who we are pushing through the system. 
• If the sample test is anything like the real thing, we need to have our students practice evading boring 

texts. We've spent so much time trying to engage them, that many don't have the discipline to read long, 
uninteresting passages 

• Through my conversations with my fellow teachers, I believe that addressing student gaps in 
knowledge, PARCC technology, creation of performance based assessments, and addressing the 
needs of underperforming populations are a major problem across all subject matters, so it is unfair to 
only allow us to select one above. I'm not sure if more PD will help. Addressing Student Gaps in 
Knowledge: the new framework has not allowed time in the school year for this. PARCC technology: PD 
on something we cannot afford to purchase for students to practice on is a waste of time. Creation of 
Performance Based Assessments: Again, time. Addressing the Needs of Underperforming Populations: 
I don't think the school system can address these needs. PD on understanding them; we have had, but 
until the underperforming population cares and wants change, there is nothing public school system can 
do. 

• Science is not focused on this crap. We have our own standards to align to. We need to focus on one 
thing not add more to our plates. 

• Small group reading instruction (guided reading) 
• I don't teach those content areas. 
• They need additional opportunities to explore parcc release times and develop a few classroom 

assessments that mirror structure. 
• I chose "other" for content in which I am not directly responsible. 
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• The standards are written for students who already possess the background knowledge and additional 
resources one would need in order to be successful with the standards and PARCC. We should NOT be 
accepting the standards and be expected to 'unpack' the standards, modify the county-prescribed 
lessons and still prepare children living in poverty and other complicated circumstances for the PARCC 
exam. It is utterly inappropriate and we, as well as our students, are being 'set-up' for failure. Our 
students are also being marginalized by these new standards. 

• The reading curriculum is poorly written. 
• I would like effective ways to support my students with language problems in the classroom. Many 

materials are available but as they learn language patterns more slowly it is taking longer. I would also 
like to develop/find materials about contextual thinking to help them integrate the skills I am teaching 
with enough practice to develop their thinking patterns. I also need more flexibility with access to 
materials. Many good websites have site licenses that I cannot use because they are not purchased by 
the district. A single license is often expensive, requires pre approval and must be renewed every year. I 
tend to use free websites and materials but the opening material do not lend themselves to longer term 
practice. This is a significant problem with finding materials that meet standards and using them during 
therapy. I also cannot access apps because I don't yet have the technology. 

• Teaching and testing a child who is developmentally 2-4 grades bElon grade level on/using grade level 
standards is like setting the teacher and child up for failure. Accommodations are useful for some but 
having content read to a child that is above their level of comprehension is not going to assist in 5 he 
comprehension of the question or even the text. If we are aware that a child is developmentally on a 
second grade level, why don't we continue to teach them on their level but with level appropriate 
standards? I love special education and don't mean this next statement in any negative way. Being a 
4th grade sped teacher with students on levels ranging from k-2 is like trying to teach a kindergartener 
4th grade material. It isn't expected for them to have those skills. I am not saying that they will never 
gain those skills but we have to build the skills. 

• Advanced notice: some decisions on dates and when we will Actually see a test, not just maybe models. 
Some notice of advanced students and working with them, instead of once again, asking them to 
wait....or do it on their own... 

• In Harford County, we are still using Everyday Math. While attempts have been made to align this 
curriculum with the new standards, teachers have been left to develop their own lessons with the 
exception of fractions at the end of the year which has been supported with new lessons. We are told to 
omit lessons in units beginning with unit 1, but no replacement or additional lessons are provided. There 
is a great disconnect, and concern that we are not adequately meeting the needs of our students. 
Coherence is also a concern. 

• Reading and writing resources 
• I teach students who attend an Alternative Educational School. 
• Most of my other choices are concerns with lack of time to address all the standards within a testing 

window mandated by my county. 
• Teachers don't necessarily need a lot more professional development as much as they just need time to 

plan lessons that incorporate all the facets of a great lesson to meet Common Core 
requirements/standards and have resource teachers available for help during that time. 

• Reading instruction is missing and that is a need for most students and teachers. 
• These are not areas with which I am familiar. 
• Use of technology to facilitate student learning (creating class websites, blogs, other "techie' things I 

don't even know exist) 
• All content areas need additional support in providing professional development for improved 

"TEACHER-TO-PARENT" communications on an ongoing (i.e. monthly or quarterly) basis to effectively 
engage parents in how they can support students at home with learning areas and monitor performance 
progress with proper knowledge of grade level expectations/ challenges. 

• I am an "other" in Physical Education. I would like some direction in to our role in PARCC. What type of 
standardized questions can we be working on with our students during health, and/or PE. 

• Resources for an extremely accelerated learner 
• Understanding exactly what the students are and are not allowed to use on PARCC - will they get it 

read to them/be able to use a calculator/ does this only apply if it is in their IEP, can we give them 
graphing scrap paper, patty paper, etc. Honestly I just want the Common Core "Standards" in a bullet-
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ed format of what to teach. It's ridiculous to spend this much time trying to "unpack them", someone else 
should do it for us, we have enough to do. 

• modification of content material 
• World Languages: All of the above. Across the board teachers have received training on many things 

with hardly any follow-up. I feel like a :jack of all trades, master of none. We also need updated 
curriculum guides before we start teaching. 

• The is no Gifted and Talented Program at the secondary level in Carroll Co. The visual arts have been 
asking for one/about one for at least 10 years. 

• We are required to teach either a LEAP or Reading Intervention course every morning to students 
whether we are a language arts teacher or not. There needs to be a one day in service or other 
educational/professional development opportunity to instruct these teachers on how to teach the other 
subjects and lesson ideas. 

• There has not been sufficient communication elementary school Mathematics teaching methods and 
strategies to middle school teachers. After middle school teachers noticed new techniques and 
strategies being used by incoming students, some video clips were developed, but this does not suffice 
as training, in my opinion. 

• co-teaching ESOL and general ed 
• 75% of the staff has less than 3 year of expereince in the field of teaching or in the school system. 
• other - social studies: The BCPS social studies curriculum is outdated and the resources in the 

curriculum have not kept up with technology. 
• I chose other to reflect that I feel there should be collaboration between the subjects. 
• Raising our standards & expectations of students with special needs, and finding ways to negotiate their 

PLOPs and the grade level expectations 
• This is hard to fill in for content area teachers who have no way to judge other disciplines accurately. In 

high school, the common core and PARCC fail to realize that students need to be taught how to think 
critically and this is not a skill learned overnight. This will take time to develop and if teachers are not 
well prepared, which they were not, then students won't have the benefit of the vision and mission of 
common core. The PARCC assessments were a disaster because many questions were 
developmentally inappropriate. 

• addressing student gaps in knowledge and addressing under-performing populations would be essential 
needs for all areas.  

• Teaching with Special Education students, without a Special Education Teacher. 
• We need more computer resources and more training to use the resources. 
• This is a prime example. Health and special areas are "left out" of the options above. This is typical. 

However, we are expected to support core subjects, maintain current professional knowledge, 
differentiate, assess, collaborate, improve, scaffold, create, engage, participate, communicate, etc. like 
classroom teachers. We should do these things, but as they relate to our own area. Many times we 
need to be able to participate in PD related to our particular special area instead of math or reading PD 
that has little relevance to us. I do agree that we should, and I do, support these areas. But I feel we can 
gain more value in discussion and collaboration with our own peers on how we can support PARCC, 
etc. 

• Howard County has done an amazing job at their PD. We have monthly math gatherings PD which are 
after school and we get paid. They always have a live learning lab where students stay after school and 
a master teacher facilitates and rich math task. We as the observers watch the lesson then afterwards 
we debrief with the students and teacher. Our central office under leadership of Bill Barnes, Jon Wray 
and Jenny Novak provides tons of resources of rich tasks through various web resources including 
Edmodo, Alfresco and a county wide Wiki space. This summer they created a Family Support 
website....http://hcpssfamilymath.weebly.com/ School based Math Instructional Support Teachers have 
been vital to my success in transitioning and are always willing to help, share ideas and provide 
additional resources and materials. Our district also funds a school based math paraprofessional who 
both works with students in the neediest classes, has math knowledge and does a wide variety of small 
important tasks such as gathering materials that allow me to focus on the more rigorous things I have to 
do for my job. I also applied and was accepted to attend the week long summer workshop for Algebra 
teachers with the grant through NSA, Towson and Baltimore County led by John Staley. It was an 
excellent way to grow as a mathematician and a teacher. 
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• Gifted and Talented - some children who went to "gifted" Elementary have different readiness for 
application MS and a very different kind of differentiation is needed. SS - issue with amount of time 
given to SS in ES because of focus on reading/math because of testing. Same in Science but not as 
much since there is still MSA in Science. 

• The time the tests take away from teaching. 
• We do not have the infrastructure to support our technology needs. We do not have the devices to 

support classroom instruction. Our government officials keep cutting our budgets. This year we are are 
allowed 1 box of paper for the year. How are we suppose to do our job effectively with no materials of 
instruction? 

• I need to feel respected. I also need to be allowed to utilize the expertise that I have acrued through the 
teaching of 3000 students over 20000 hours of teaching. Autonomy, respect, creativity and a true 
respect for science as it relates to teaching. 

• TRANSITIONING TO THE TECHNOLOGY 
• Understanding that NGSS is not common core 
• modifying curriculum for far-below grade level students 
• Infrastructure that supports technology needs 
• Lack of curriculum lesson plans/resources provided (county curriculum that is aligned to the standards). 

All resources I have been exposed to are materials other teachers have located and found themselves. 
• Alternative Assessment - What about the kids not taking PARCC and still taking Alt-MSA??? 

Community Readiness? 
• The need for more than 2 ESOL teachers per school is needed. Some teachers have as many as 14 

ESOL students in a classroom. There needs to be that 1:1 ratio of an ESOL teacher per groups of 
ESOL students whom are struggling at all times in the classroom. 

• Teaching students with a calculator accomodation to use the calculator properly. 
• More real-world examples 
• Access to adequate and appropriate interventions in math and writing which can move students forward 

more than a years' worth of skills within an academic year. 
• We have had training and resources, but have no time to plan, prepare, or implement the things listed 

above. What we need most is more planning time to put this all together in our classrooms. Also, we 
need more computers and technology in individual classrooms!!!!!!!!!! 

• Extending math instruction for gifted students. 
• What the scaffolding should be for the younger grades to help students prepare for PARCC 
• I don't have information about other content areas except Reading/LA with Sped and ESOL so I wasn't 

sure how to comment about those subjects. 
• World Language: Use and creation of rubrics Use and creation of performance based assessments 
• I teach Biology and the HSA is still required. It is difficult to accomplish PARCC goals when I am still 

evaluated based upon HSA scores. 
• I am not familiar with the general challenges these educators face. 
• Teacher Leadership 
• As a new teacher, 2nd year, I am being told that I need to create more rigor in my plans. I am also being 

told that I need to create the materials myself and not rely on the books, worksheets, resources we 
currently have through Pearson/Scott Foressman materials. This is difficult and time consuming. I spend 
hours looking for new/better material online. My obstacle is that if I am to teach I need the curriculum to 
provide the basic worksheets, books, tools to teach. I am not a seasoned teacher that is comfortable 
creating my own teaching materials. Nor do I feel that I should have to do so. I am a teacher not a 
curriculum writer. I need the curriculum to give me the basics so as I become more comfortable teaching 
the new content I can start to add to the content, and add enrichment for students. I do not think it is fair 
that I have to create all new items for my classes. Planning quality lessons is difficult and time 
consuming for teachers. Adding in that you expect me to create classwork ,homework sheets, and 
quality assessments based on the mystery that is PARCC, and guess as to what will be on the PARCC 
testing is ridiculous. Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion and concerns. 

• Social Studies: Difficulties incorporating practice with the skills required for PARCC assessments in 
English/Math with those required for the Government HSA. 
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• When it comes to curriculum and assessment, MSDE completely ignores the severe/profoundly 
disabled population of students in Maryland. While these students account for a tiny fraction of the 
entire student population, they deserve consideration when curriculum and assessments are being 
developed. Special education teachers in special schools are forced to adapt general education 
materials and backmap the CCSS standards using an entirely new online system in Baltimore County 
(BCPSOne). This takes time, resources, and energy that teachers of severely disabled students simply 
do not have. These teachers are now being told what to teach, how to teach it, and what assessments 
to use, with no thought given to the unique needs of their severly disabled student population. 

• collaboration with media lessons to PARCC 
• Time for planning. 
• Additional resources for building PARCC like tasks in the early childhood classroom. 
• The role of health education and the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards 
• School wide addressing student gaps, addressing the needs of underperforming students, and co-

teaching 
• Teachers need a deeper understanding of what is a typical GT student, and a student of poverty. Some 

teachers really need help with incorporating technology (BYOD) into their lessons. 
• The PARCC is asking to much of our students. 
• Having enough technology to incorporate the research, performance based assessments, etc 
• I teach art and would like knowledge of what classroom teachers are doing so I can make new lessons 

that are interdisciplinary and relevant to what students are learning throughout the school house. 
• there is still a poor public perception of CCS, to the point that Howard County has unofficially changed 

the name. There is alos a perception and unwillingnes to teach the standards in the way intended... they 
are simply treated, in many cases, as a list of harder objectives.. period 

• Preparing Newcomers for the classroom. 
• Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies for all under performing students. 
• addressing the needs of underperforming populations should be addressed in ALL content areas. I 

chose ELA for most of these areas simply because that is the subject I teach. Understanding the 
evaluation process is another *major* area of concern. 

• Our team has found that in the ELA curriculum, the diagnostic is different that the formative asessment 
and we feel these should be he same. 

• We need the proper technology to back up what is going on in the classroom. Many of our student do 
not have access to computers in their homes. The technology in our school is shaky at best. Put an i-
pad in each student"s hand and I believe you will quickly back up the learning taking place in the 
classroom and closing the acheivement gap! 

• We need more teachers in the building to truly be able to address students' diverse needs. 
• There is not enough access to computers. 
• ELL - don't have any 
• Aligning special education IEP goals to the CCSS-primarily in Mathematics. 
• CTE - What "category" do you want to list under? 
• I am livid that as an educator no credit is being given as my expert level of knowledge to educate my 

multiply handicapped students is worthless; now, my focus is to tie curriculum to children that the 
curriculum Does Not Fit. Wasting my time. So now the things that do not waste my time, like Actual (not 
performance and curriruclum based planning) planning occurs at midnight on Sunday; as all the dots 
need to be dotted and ts need to be crossed because of these ridiculous expectations. Our children are 
special. Putting them in a box makes us bad educators, not more effective. 

• Carpentry: Students awareness and use of safe practices and use of math skills are most essential. 
Integrating these into common core is hard. 

• I checked other because I do not teach these areas. However they are taught in media after 
collaboration with classroom teachers. What they ask me to include in media is always a specific part of 
the curriculum that they can "never get to". The media curriculum allows for flexibility. 

• Teaching technology integration with content area instead of a stand-alone class or simply web-based 
"learning games." 

• SpEd 
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• I truly believe that all teacher should receive and attend mandatory mathematics professional 
development. High/Middle math teachers should also attend and elementary professional development, 
to see what building blocks we being utilized. 

• Giving students the modifications and accommodations that are on their IEP in the classroom. Teaching 
students how to slowly ease away from modifications and accommodations that they will not receive on 
PARCC but are allowed to use in class. 

• There are challenges in all subject areas regarding PARCC so I chose English, Math and ELL as the 
subject areas with the most challenges as these areas will have the greatest impact on our school. 

• Behavior Support 
• Students who speak English as a second language need more support at our school. Asking them to 

complete the same tests without meeting their basic needs to learn in English is disheartening to many 
students. 

• teachers in content areas continue to struggle how to use CCSS. Also, ELA teachers struggle to make it 
more project based or application of universal design for learning techniques. 

• Math - I do not like the Common Core, so it is difficult teaching something you don't agree with or 
believe there are different methods that are beneficial. 

• Teacher assessments and evaluations are extremely confusing and overwhelming. They take a great 
deal of time away from teacher planning time where we could be planning interesting ways to engage 
our students. We prepare for test after test as we bury creativity and imagination under bubble sheets 
and data. We are asking students to perform skills and learn concepts that are not developmentally 
appropriate and lead to deep frustration and destroy any enjoyment of learning. 

• error 
• The transition has not been smooth, we are still teaching the MSA skills and strategies and the students 

and teachers are not ready for PARCC 
• PARCC emphasizes the need for students to read complex text. Presumably, the PARCC assessments 

will test students with complex texts. However, the reality of our classrooms is that we teach students 
who are on elementary and middle school lexile levels. The complex text suggested by PARCC is at, 
what we as literacy specialists call the "frustration level." Because this text is so far beyond (in 
complexity) what our readers could comprehend given a reasonable amount of time and the proper 
resources and support, these readers (even though they may make great gains in a year) will be unable 
to pass these tests because of literacy barriers. How will the system adapt to the meet the needs of 
these students and their teachers? Pressure Harford County to pay teachers their contractually 
promised step increases. It is unreasonable and unethical to continue to ask us to perform at increasing 
levels of efficacy while refusing to compensate us, as promised, for continuously improving our 
professional practice. 

• I am new to this school and do not know enough to respond to the needs of the school. 
• Some sort of easy to administer, valid, reliable mathematics skills testing is needed to identify skills 

gaps in mathematics. Students with large skills gaps need to be identified as early as possible so 
bridging activities can be started as early as possible. High scores can be used to help place students in 
honors math classes. 

• What to do about students who are entering a PARCC tested course and have had NO prior exposure 
to PARCC? 

• GT program is not clearly defined or measured here at my school. 
• I am unsure of the materials/resources needed in these areas due to my position. 
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Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers 
(PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup 

The Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers 
(PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup is the result of House Bill 1164 that was passed as emergency legislation by 
the Maryland General Assembly by a near unanimous vote (House-137-0 and Senate-46-1) and was signed into law by 
Governor O’Malley.  

Maryland schools have been in the process of shifting to several newly adopted reforms which are the result of the 
federal Race to the Top (RTTT) grant and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver. These include the 
new Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS), the transition to the new required statewide test called 
the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness of College and Career (PARCC) assessment and the new local Teacher and 
Principal Evaluation (TPE) plans.  

From the beginning, it was apparent that the tasks with which the Workgroup was charged were large and the time 
frame was tight. Through presentations, questions, surveys, and discussions, the Workgroup explored the areas with 
which it was charged. During this process, the Workgroup identified key findings associated with each charge in the 
legislation. The Workgroup also identified specific recommendations associated with each charge and outlined some 
charges that will require follow up. The Workgroup is sensitive to the fact that local school systems across Maryland 
have varied needs and resources to ensure all students are successful. 

Workgroup Charge 

Identify and analyze the best practices of local education agencies in the State and in other jurisdictions that are 
successfully implementing the MCCRS and the PARCC assessments. 

Workgroup Findings 

The Workgroup found that the process for successfully implementing the MCCRS and the PARCC assessments has varied 
throughout the state. The multiple reforms have been extremely challenging for educators to implement in the tight 
timeframe. Developing the type of curriculum shifts required of MCCRS and PARCC, while simultaneously obtaining 
resources, materials, and professional development aligned to the new curriculum has been overwhelming for local 
school systems. However, it is clear that the local school systems that started early and created detailed, system-wide 
implementation plans clearly had an advantage during the 2013-2014school year.  The Workgroup heard presentations 
from several school systems including Queen Anne’s County. (Include reference to Sept. 17 minutes and does QA 
PowerPoint from MSDE website)  

For example, Queen Anne’s County Public Schools (QACPS), an early adopter of the new MCCRS, reported that they 
began developing their plan in 2010. In 2010, they created a committee with representatives from each school to ensure 
communication, training and consistency was in place across the system. During the 2011-2012 school year QACPS 
moved the new standards into the early grades and moved it into other grades only after conducting an extensive gap 
analysis-both vertically and horizontally. Gap lessons were used during the transitions. QACPS purchased curriculum and 
resources, and engaged in professional development. Despite a four year effort to plan for implementation, QACPS 
teachers say they have a good knowledge of the new MCCRS, but they still need more time for collaborative planning, 
more time to implement the curriculum with fidelity, more time to get  students accustomed  to using technology in 
instruction, and time to align benchmarks with MCCRS and PARCC.   

While there seems to be some best practices from some counties, sharing what is working and what isn’t working is still 
an issue for local school systems. Due to the multiple tracks of education reform moving forward at one time, local 
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school systems are still trying to catch up and do the necessary work required for the reforms to be successful.  
Repeatedly the Workgroup heard that teachers are being asked to implement the new curriculum and prepare students 
to take new assessments in a short transition period with inadequate time to plan and prepare. Multiple surveys of 
teachers and administrators have repeatedly shown that more time is necessary to effectively do the work needed to be 
successful.   

Required Follow Up 

Recommendations 

MSDE will analyze more detailed examples of how local school systems and individual schools successfully implemented 
MCCRS.   

MSDE will convene a meeting with representatives from local school districts and state and local education associations 
to discuss and share alternative scheduling ideas that provide additional time for professional development and protect 
individual teacher planning time while also providing for collaborative planning. The sharing of best practices will benefit 
all schools and should include best practices for teachers who work with the most varied student population.  

MSDE will determine if resources and specific funds are available to help local school systems implement alternative 
scheduling to allow for more job-embedded professional development. MSDE will contact USDE, PARCC, and other 
groups such as the Southern Regional Education Board to provide assistance to local school systems. These findings shall 
be reported back to the General Assembly.  

MSDE will survey LEAs to ascertain dollars currently spent on professional development, the amount and type of 
professional development still needed and determine additional dollars needed to ensure high quality, consistent 
professional development. These findings shall be reported back to the General Assembly.  

Workgroup Charge 

Assess how the MCCRS and the PARCC assessment will affect students with disabilities, English language learners, and 
students who qualify for free and reduced-priced meals. 

Workgroup Findings 

The Workgroup received a presentation which provided data on the number of students in each of these special student 
populations. The group had many questions as to how the students would be impacted by new curriculum and new 
assessment given the fact that it is reported to be more rigorous. (From July 10 notes.) The Workgroup discussed the 
fact that these achievement gaps have persisted for decades between these special student populations and students as 
a whole.  

MSDE shared that over the 4-year PARCC contract, 75 percent of the test administration will be paper in the first year 
with 25 percent in the fourth year. This will give school districts some time to transition to online testing. While the 
eventual goal is 100 percent of students taking online tests, it is recognized that there will be some students who will 
have paper assessments stipulated in their IEP. The Workgroup recognized that the new PARCC assessments will likely 
reduce the number of students in these special student populations from passing.   

MSDE shared that curricular resources were developed in various content areas for all grade levels and they were shared 
on Blackboard. The intent of these resources is to include the needed shifts to address the needs of different student 
populations, and embed Universal Design for Learning.  
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Educators who participated in the Workgroup’s Professional Learning Survey indicated that more professional 
development is needed in all subject areas to address the needs of underperforming student populations. They also 
overwhelmingly agreed that they need assistance addressing student gaps in knowledge and making the transition to 
PARCC. Most felt that the local school system would most appropriately provide the professional development needed. 

The Workgroup heard a presentation on the National Center and State Collaborative (NCSC) which is a project to design 
an alternative assessment based on alternative standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. 
Maryland is participating in NCSC and will have access to curricular instructional supports and professional development. 

Required Follow up 

MSDE will gather data regarding number of students failing, opportunities for remediation to ensure on-time graduation, 
impact on other students. 

MSDE must provide stakeholders with a timeline for the transition to the NCSC assessments by January 2015, and 
provide details of the type of professional development educators will receive and describe how many students are 
expected to take the NCSC assessment. During the 2014-2015 school years, professional development will be provided 
to teachers on the NCSC assessment. The assessment will be rolled out during the spring of 2015.  

Workgroup Recommendations 

MSDE will identify from LEA’s needed resources in order to provide extra support to at-risk students in these special 
populations in both the short and long term to help close the achievement gaps for all students. This information will be 
shared with the General Assembly.  

MSDE will provide a detailed report of the March PARCC administration to stakeholders regarding successes and 
challenges in preparation for the May administration. 

The State Superintendent and the State Board of Education should request a moratorium on full scale administration of 
PARCC as a state accountability test this spring. Another year of piloting the PARCC test will benefit all involved.  

MSDE should work with PARCC to determine an alternative plan should online testing for 100 percent of students never 
materialize. A “Plan B” needs to be developed in collaboration with LEAs in case major technological issues occur.  

MSDE will carefully monitor the number of students failing, in need of remediation, and converting from diploma to 
certificate bound, as well as drop-out rates and rates of students not graduating on time and report back to 
stakeholders. 

Workgroup Charge 

Determine what if any, new curriculum resources will be needed in order to fully implement the Maryland College and 
Career Ready Standards (MCCRS). 

Workgroup Findings 

The Workgroup heard presentations from several local school systems that included information gaps analysis. MSDE 
presented information about the curriculum resources that are available on the Blackboard website which was 
developed as part of the Race to the Top grant.  

The Workgroup learned that each local school system is developing individual curriculum and resources. 
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The Professional Learning Survey developed by the Workgroup indicates that more professional development is needed. 
In fact, when asked, “If additional time was available to you,” the majority of survey respondents replied that the most 
valuable use of time would be to create lesson plans. Additionally, the survey indicated that the largest challenge of 
formal assessments was the actual creation of the assessments. When given an opportunity to answer an open ended 
question of professional learning concerns, survey respondents indicated their top concern was time for collaboration 
and lesson planning, technology, concerns for special student populations, gaps in student achievement due to 
transition, and parent and teacher resources.  

Required Follow up 

MSDE should conduct a similar Professional Development survey in the spring to assess trend data as far as success and 
continued needs for educators to properly implement the MCCRS. This data should be shared with LEAs and stakeholder 
groups as well as this workgroup. 

Workgroup Recommendations 

MSDE should work with local school systems to determine what additional funding will be needed to meet the resource 
needs of each school. Funding may be needed to provide extra support to at-risk students both in the short and long 
term. This report will be given to the General Assembly prior to the 2016 session.  

MSDE should work with local school systems to provide incentives to encourage the sharing of resources on Blackboard. 

Workgroup Charge 

Identify how MSDE plans to assist local education agencies in preparing parents and students for the PARCC 
assessments. 

Workgroup Findings 

The Workgroup heard several presentations on different communications that were prepared and distributed to parents 
and students for the PARCC assesssments. Local school systems have also prepared their own information and much of it 
is available online.  

MSDE has been conducting trainings on the PARCC assessment and providing educators with information on specific 
tools and technology skills that students will need to know to complete the online PARCC tests, such as drag and click 
and how to navigate a drop down menu. However, these trainings are only reaching a small population of educators. 

Given the lack of an analysis of the PARCC field test, local school systems have concerns about full implementation of 
PARCC. 

MSDE shared that development of an app to help parents and students prepare for the PARCC assessment is being 
considered. 

Required Follow Up 

MSDE will work with countywide Special Education Advisory Councils, Citizen Advisory Councils, and Parent Teacher 
Associations, as well as their state level counterparts to coordinate communication and ensure that the communication 
is consistent and accurate. 

Workgroup Recommendations 
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MSDE should provide stakeholders more up to date information regarding the status of technology preparation of local 
school systems and make specific recommendations as to funding and timelines. This information should include any 
updated findings from Education Superhighway as it relates to their data collection of LEAs technical readiness to 
administer PARCC.  

MSDE will incorporate in statewide technology standards the appropriate readiness skills students, especially 
elementary students; will need in order to complete online assessments so they assess each student’s content 
knowledge, not computer skills. 

MSDE will work with LEAs to ensure administrators and those administering the PARCC to students with disabilities and 
ELL are fully aware of proper accommodations and they are appropriately written in IEPs.  

Workgroup Charge 

Assess the needs of teachers and principals in the area of professional development related to the implementation of 
Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS), including determining (i) what, if any, State and federal funding 
is available to supplement the funding that local governments provide toward the professional development of teachers 
and principals; and (ii) what, if any, professional development and ongoing support from local education agencies is 
available to expand the use of technology as an instructional tool in the classroom. 

Workgroup Findings 

No information was presented to the Workgroup regarding supplemental funding for professional development. MSDE 
presented information about the summer Educator Effectiveness meetings however, it seems clear that those trainings 
did not always trickle down in a consistent manner to the building level.  Out of more than 80,000 teachers, only 
approximately 7,000 were trained. MSDE commissioned the CAIRE survey and teachers reported that they are still in 
need of professional development and MCCRS aligned curriculum and resources.  

The Professional Learning Survey developed by the Workgroup affirmed that more professional development is needed. 

Required Follow Up 

MSDE will convene a meeting with representatives from local school districts and state and local education associations 
to discuss and share alternative scheduling ideas that provide additional time for professional development and protect 
individual teacher planning time while also providing for collaborative planning. The sharing of best practices will benefit 
all schools and should include best practices for teachers who work with the most varied student population.  

MSDE will determine if resources and specific funds are available to help local school systems implement alternative 
scheduling to allow for more job-embedded professional development. MSDE will contact USDE, PARCC, and other 
groups such as the Southern Regional Education Board to provide assistance to local school systems.  

MSDE will survey LEAs to ascertain dollars currently spent on professional development, the amount and type of 
professional development still needed and determine additional dollars needed to ensure high quality, consistent 
professional development.  The findings will be reported to the General Assembly prior to the January 2016 session. 

MSDE, along with LEAs and stakeholder groups, will continue to monitor progress through additional data gathering 
through CAIRE and other surveys.  

Workgroup Charge 
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Assess the technological readiness and needs of the public schools for the implementation of the PARCC assessments, 
including what resources will be needed to teach students the necessary computer skills to take the PARCC assessments. 

Recommend a plan to meet the technological infrastructure needs of public schools related to the implementation of 
the PARCC assessments. 

Workgroup Findings 

There are a variety of resource needs for local school systems concerning requirements that the PARCC assessments be 
taken online. Currently, local school districts do not have an adequate number of computers to integrate new 
technology into the classroom, let alone take the PARCC assessment statewide. A December 2013 report from Education 
Superhighway was prepared and presented information from 11 of 24 local school systems. The report, titled, 
Preparedness to Implement New Computer-Based Assessments outlined $100 million in need across the state of 
Maryland. The report indicated the number of students taking the online tests will jump from the 2012-2013 count of 
301,036 (MSA and HSAs) to the 1,144,448 students who will be taking the PARCC test-an increase of 280%.The final 
report has not been shared.  Concerns outlined in the report include bandwidth needs, capacity of devices available for 
testing all students online within the testing window, and technology support within local school systems to prepare for 
assessments but also during the testing window.  

A report by the State Educational Technology Directors Association recommends, by the 2017-2018 school year, an 
external internet connection to the internet service provider of at least one gigabit per second per 1,000 
students/teachers and internal wide area network connections from the district to each school and among schools 
within the district of at least 10 gigabits per second per 1,000 students/teachers.  

The PARCC assessments must be administered fully online by the 2017-2018 school year, although MSDE has set a goal 
to give PARCC fully online by the 2016-2017 school year. 

The report indicates a PARCC recommended bandwidth for assessment, instruction, and other school operations of at 
least 100 kilobits per second per student and that based on a sample of 11 local school systems, 14 percent are ready for 
assessment and instruction.  

Required Follow Up 

Not addressed by the Workgroup but also of concern is the need for professional development to ensure online test 
security and student and teacher computer skills to take the test. 

House Bill 1388 passed by the Maryland General Assembly during the 2014 session requires the Maryland State 
Department of Education (MSDE) to report to the General Assembly by December 1, 2014, on existing broadband speeds 
and connections in all public schools in the state, including capabilities from the main building to classrooms and on each 
local school system’s plan to (1) reach a broadband speed of 1 gigabyte per 1,000 students for each public school by 
fiscal 2020 through public and private efforts; and (2) offer support and training programs in the use of education 
technology tools for classroom teachers. 

MSDE will incorporate in statewide technology standards the appropriate readiness skills students, especially 
elementary students; will need in order to complete online assessments so they assess each student’s content 
knowledge, not computer skills. 

MSDE will establish a “hotline” or some vehicle so teachers, administrators, and test coordinators can anonymously 
voice their concerns and experiences with technology failures and implementation in general. Information gathered will 
be shared with state and local associations, PSSAM, and MABE, while still maintaining test content security. 
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MSDE will convene a meeting of all LEA PARCC responsible tech coordinators in order to determine best practices, 
needs, and concerns during the 2014-15 school year. 

Workgroup Recommendations 

MSDE should assess and prioritize additional funding needs by county to properly administer the PARCC. 

MSDE should allow each school within an LEA to determine which students will use paper and pencil vs. online PARCC 
assessment. 

Workgroup Charge 

Begin recommending a professional development plan for the State Department of Education to implement during the 
2014-2015 school year to assist local education agencies in implementing the Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards (MCCRS).  

Workgroup Findings 

MSDE will determine if resources are available to help local school systems implement alternative scheduling to allow for 
more job-embedded professional development. They will contact the federal Department of Education, PARCC and 
other groups such as the Southern Regional Education Board to provide assistance to local school systems.  

State and local governments will be encouraged to allocate dollars in additional targeted funds to support professional 
development and substitute educators so that collaborative planning can take place during the school year. 

Required Follow up 

Workgroup Recommendations 

MSDE will work with the Governor’s P-20 Council Task Force for Teacher Preparation to ensure that Maryland’s teacher 
preparation programs include curricular elements and practice components that support the new standards.  

MSDE will survey LEAs to ascertain dollars currently spent on professional development, the amount and type of 
professional development still needed and determine additional dollars needed to ensure high quality, consistent 
professional development. The professional development plan will include special outreach to educators who are new to 
Maryland.  

MSDE will convene a meeting with representatives from local school districts and state and local education associations 
to discuss and share alternative scheduling ideas that provide additional time for professional development and protect 
individual teacher planning time while also providing for collaborative planning as well. The sharing of best practices will 
benefit all schools. 

Workgroup Charge 

Assess how the PARCC assessments testing window will affect the normal school calendar and school schedule. 

Workgroup Findings 

The Workgroup received a presentation from William Cappe, MSDE Ombudsman. The presentation included a review of 
legal requirements, local school district opening and closing days, how inclement weather affects calendars, and how 
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school systems have autonomy in setting calendars. The Workgroup had a discussion regarding the PARCC testing 
window and the number of state and local testing days for students. The Workgroup also discussed the length of the 
PARCC assessment. The Workgroup was informed that the PARCC Governing Board approved a reduction in testing 
times for certain grades. They reduced the testing time for Grade 3 by 72 minutes, Grade 4 and 5 by 40 minutes and 
middle and high school testing time was reduced by 20 minutes. We will not know the true extent to how the normal 
school calendar and school schedule will be affected by PARCC until after its first full administration. 

Required Follow up 

The Preliminary Report indicated it would poll school districts about both the length of the testing window for PARCC 
and also the number of state and local testing days for students.  

Determine how the needs of students receiving special education services whose IEPs call for double or triple time on 
assessments will be addressed. 

Workgroup Recommendations 

MSDE will prepare a survey for principals and teachers on how the PARCC testing window impacted the daily school 
calendar. They will present the results of the survey back to the Workgroup. It will include both successes and 
challenges. It will also specifically include recommendations from those staff directly responsible for test administration. 

MSDE will present a detailed analysis of how local school systems completed the PARCC assessment in the allotted 
window. It will include any technology concerns, best practices, and recommendations for future PARCC administrations 
from teachers and principals. 

MSDE will assess the amount of time in each LEA students are taking both local and state assessments. They will report 
on any duplication they find and make recommendations to reduce the amount of testing for students.  This report will 
also be shared with the General Assembly. 

Workgroup Charge 

Assess how local education agencies are including teachers in the discussion to improve the implementation of the 
Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards. 

Workgroup Findings 

Panel of teachers presenting to Workgroup at Nov. 12th meeting. 

Required Follow up 

Continue to monitor/assess how teachers are included in the discussion to improve the implementation of the MCCRS. 

Recommendations 

Seek input from teachers,  principals, and local associations through future surveys on their involvement in the 
implementation of MCCRS. 

Workgroup Charge 

Analyze the guidance local education agencies have received from the State Department of Education in regards to 
measuring student growth in light of the new teacher evaluation system and student learning objectives. 
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Workgroup Findings 

The Workgroup heard a presentation from MSDE regarding the development and changes that have been made to the 
new teacher and principal evaluation system (TPE) and the student learning objectives (SLO). The presentation included 
information on how MSDE has assisted local school systems with supports, including, $1.5 million in grants to LEAs to 
support hardware/software investments and professional development. MSDE continues to provide technical assistance. 

The Community Training and Assistance Center (CTAC) conducted a study of educators’ perceptions of the TPE 
evaluation in September 2014. The report indicates that interviewees across all role groups suggest the pace of 
implementation has been unrealistic, limiting the development of knowledge and classroom support systems. The report 
further indicated other common issues with implementation across local school systems. These include-districts 
struggling to make the connections to SLOs, observations, and the new CCSS, implementation is inconsistent across 
classrooms, departments and schools, many educators are concerned about the skills and capacity of principals. 
Regarding the challenges of implementing SLOs, the report states that interviewees like the promise of SLOs, but many 
are finding the implementation challenging for a variety of reasons. These include the concern of principal readiness to 
guide the SLO process, insufficient training for teachers on how to understand and develop SLOs and what constitutes a 
high quality SLO.  

Required Follow up 

Continued surveying of teachers and principals in this area is needed to inform improvements and continued areas of 
need. 

Workgroup Recommendations 

MSDE should work closely with stakeholder groups to ensure consistent messaging and training on SLOs. 

MSDE should work with LEAs to ensure SLOs are teacher driven and unique to each teacher and the population of 
students he/she teaches. 

MSDE should provide further resource materials on key aspects of the teacher observation process. 

Workgroup Charge 

Assess how the new teacher evaluation system is impacting local education agencies’ ability to implement the Maryland 
College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS). 

Workgroup Findings 

Educators are being asked to implement a new curriculum, in fact, in some cases the curriculum and resources are still 
being developed, and prepare for a new state assessments in a short transition period and there is not enough time to 
effectively do the work. 

The September 2014 Community Training and Assistance Center (CTAC) study of educators’ perceptions of the TPE 
evaluation indicated that almost three-quarters of principals agree that reflection on instructional practices has 
deepened and there is more instructional focused dialogue due to the new TPE evaluation system. However, teachers 
are as likely to disagree as agree that reflection deepened or that there is more instructional dialogue. This discrepancy 
is a cause for concern.  

In April 2014, the Maryland General Assembly voted to delay the inclusion and reliance of state assessments to make 
personnel evaluation decisions for principals and teachers due to the lack of valid and reliable assessments. This action 
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helped alleviate some of the pressure educators were feeling implementing new MCCRS curriculum, preparing for a new 
statewide assessment while simultaneously attempting to learn a new evaluation system. The comparability of the data 
for evaluation purposes is compromised due to the lack of data and uneven implementation of reforms across the state.  

Until we have reliable data it will be hard to know the impact of a new TPE and the new MCCRS. We do know that the 
workload for educators and local school systems has increased dramatically and many educators are feeling 
overwhelmed due to the combined new reforms. 

Required Follow up 

This should be an ongoing process to assess the readiness of LEAs, principals, and teachers. 

Recommendations 

As Maryland continues to work through these reforms, obtaining needed resources and providing needed time to 
principals and teachers is key. All high stakes decisions should not be dependent upon these new reforms until adequate 
professional development, time, validity and reliability are confirmed, and consistent communication is achieved 
throughout the state. 

Workgroup Charge 

Develop a plan to transfer from the Maryland High School Assessments in English and Algebra/Data Analysis to the 
comparable PARCC assessments as a graduation requirement.  

Workgroup Findings 

State Board of Education supported the request from MSEA, MABE and PSSAM to delay the inclusion of the new PARCC 
assessment as a graduation requirement for high school students given that the test has not been determined to be 
valid and reliable and experience-informed cut scores have been reliably established.  

The Workgroup discussed a lack of clarity about what it means to be college and career-ready and how to assess 
whether a student is college and career ready. 

Required Follow up 

Recommendations 

Determine the timeline, develop fair process to determine cut scores, analyze dropout rates to determine if the new 
transition is impacting dropout rates, on-time graduation rates. 

Anticipate what supports will be needed for special student populations as the transition moves forward. 

Determine how students receiving a few years of new MCCRS will be reliably tested with the new PARCC assessment and 
transitioning graduation requirements.  

Closing 

Given the amount of work asked of the Workgroup, the importance of the work and the fact that so much of the work is 
ongoing and remains to be done, it is therefore a recommendation of the members of the Workgroup to extend the 
work of this group until January 1, 2016, with a final report due to the General Assembly January 1, 2016.  
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Lillian M. Lowery, Ed.D.
State Superintendent of Schools
200 West Baltimore Street • Baltimore, MD 21201
410-767-0100   410-333-6442 TTY/TDD

Dear Citizens of Maryland,

It is with great pride that I share with you the Maryland State Department of Education’s report on the 
return on investment from the federal Race to the Top grant. No state has invested as much, or as wisely, 
in education as Maryland, due in large part to our visionary Governor, Martin O’Malley, and General 
Assembly.

Maryland is recognized as a national leader in education, and we continue to seek ways to do more for 
our students and educators. When President Barack Obama and U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan 
announced a new $4.35 billion competitive grant program – Race to the Top (RTTT) – on July 24, 2009, 
Maryland chose to compete and win support for its plan to accelerate innovation and improvement in 
our schools. You can be proud of your schools, educators, and students for the achievements they made 
with support from Maryland’s $250 million RTTT grant. 

Maryland’s public school system has raised standards, used data to strengthen instruction, increased 
professional development and support for teachers and school leaders, and begun to turnaround its 
lowest-achieving schools. Maryland continues to be a leader in Science, Technology, Engineering, and 
Mathematics (STEM) education, having been the first state in the nation to set specific STEM standards 
that not only define what makes a STEM proficient student, but also help guide teachers’ STEM instruction. 
STEM education is critical to ensuring that students can compete for and obtain jobs in Maryland where 
there is a growing demand for skilled workers to fill federal research laboratories and cybersecurity jobs. 
We are preparing world class students to meet the needs of local employers and compete in a global 
economy. 

Our State’s future prosperity is ensured by the growth and achievements of today’s schools and students. 
We will continue to make the better choices that yield even better results to strengthen and grow 
Maryland’s middle class and create a better, stronger Maryland for all our children. I hope you enjoy and 
share the accomplishments noted in this report, understanding Maryland can and will reach new heights 
in the future.

Sincerely, 

Lillian M. Lowery, Ed.D. 
State Superintendent of Schools

A MESSAGE FROM THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS
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BACKGROUND

RACE TO THE TOP TIMELINE

JULY 24, 2009 JUNE 1, 2010 AUGUST 24, 2010

RTTT grant 
competition 
announced

Maryland submits its 
RTTT application to 
the U.S. Dept. of Ed.

Maryland wins  
a $250 million  
RTTT grant

Setting the Stage for Educational Excellence 
in Maryland

On July 24, 2009, President Barack Obama and U.S. 
Secretary of Education Arne Duncan announced a 
new $4.35 billion competitive grant program designed 
to encourage and reward States that are creating the 
conditions for education innovation and reform – 
Race to the Top (RTTT). 

The unprecedented federal RTTT program was aimed 
at improving education around four main priorities, or 
“assurance areas”:

• Implementing college and career-ready standards 
and assessments

• Building robust data systems to improve 
instruction

• Supporting and developing great teachers and 
school leaders

• Turning around persistently low-performing 
schools

Maryland has a long and distinguished history of 
education reform and seized this opportunity to 
develop a plan that would take the State’s education 
system from national leader to world class status. 
Maryland developed its RTTT proposal with 
unprecedented collaboration and transparency. To 
help frame its proposal, the State called upon a top-
level committee of educators and State education 
leaders. Later, a draft application was placed on the 

Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) 
website in January 2010 inviting commentary, and 
State officials held more than 80 meetings with 
local school systems, organizations, and teacher’s 
associations over the following six months. In 
addition, the State held 40 focus groups with teachers 
and principals to gain their perspective on Maryland’s 
proposal.

The announcement came on August 24, 2010 – 
Maryland had won one of the federal government’s 
coveted Race to the Top grants in the amount of $250 
million over four years.

A total of 18 states and the District of Columbia have 
been awarded RTTT grants. 

What are “assurance areas”?

To qualify for RTTT funding, states were 
required to advance reforms around four 
specific focus areas or priorities, commonly 
referred to as the four assurances. 
Maryland also made Science, Technology, 
Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) a 
priority in its RTTT application; therefore, 
STEM initiatives are interwoven throughout 
each of the four assurance areas.
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Maryland has one of the nation’s most honored 
systems of public education for one simple reason—
it does not stand still. Over the past three decades, 
Maryland has built a strong foundation, policy by 
policy, to achieve national status as a leader in 
educational excellence. Through it all, one thing has 
remained constant – Maryland’s commitment to 
continually improving the education and achievement 
of all students. 

Today, students face the new reality that a high school 
diploma is just the starting point. The expectations 
for what individuals need to know and be able to do 
in order to be successful in college and careers are 
changing. Our education system must also change 
to ensure that students graduate from high school 
prepared to enter post-secondary education and the 
workforce, without the need for remediation. 

Additionally, even in a state like Maryland that 
is recognized as a national leader in education, 
achievement gaps continue to exist in far too many 
schools. In order to move forward, Maryland must 
focus on improving all levels of achievement, 
while ensuring that standards and 
expectations  
remain high. 

Maryland drafted 
its winning RTTT 
application 
with these 
considerations 
in mind. The 
application laid  
out the State’s 
robust plan 
to move its 
education 
system from 
national leader to 

world class, setting an ambitious agenda, focused on 
improving education by:

• Implementing higher, more rigorous standards 
and advanced assessments aligned to those new 
standards to help prepare students for success in 
college and careers 

• Building a statewide technology infrastructure 
that links all data elements with analytic and 
instructional tools to monitor and promote 
student achievement

• Redesigning the model 
for teacher and principal 

evaluations, with a 
focus on preparation, 

development, and 
retention

• Fully 
implementing 
the innovative 
Breakthrough 
Center approach 
for turning 
around the State’s 

lowest-performing 
schools

MARYLAND’S VISION FOR RACE TO THE TOP
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1.	  The	  higher,	  more	  rigorous	  
Maryland	  College	  and	  
Career-‐Ready	  Standards	  
raise	  expecta2ons	  for	  student	  
learning	  	  

2.	  Aligned	  and	  enhanced	  
curricular	  frameworks,	  
resources,	  and	  tools	  support	  
local	  curriculum	  development	  
and	  classroom	  instruc2on	  	  

3.	  Aligned	  assessments	  
(forma2ve,	  interim,	  
summa2ve)	  show	  whether	  
students	  are	  mee2ng	  the	  
standards	  

4.	  Enhanced	  data	  
infrastructure	  collects,	  
analyzes,	  and	  reports	  
informa2on	  on	  student	  
achievement	  and	  outcomes	  

5.	  Data	  on	  student	  
achievement	  informs	  fairer,	  
ac=onable	  teacher	  and	  
principal	  evalua=ons	  and	  
iden2fies	  schools	  in	  need	  of	  
turnaround	  assistance	  

6.	  Evalua2ons	  that	  provide	  a	  
more	  detailed	  look	  at	  educator	  
performance	  allow	  for	  
targeted,	  suppor=ve,	  and	  
=mely	  professional	  
development	  and	  placement	  
of	  the	  best	  teachers	  and	  
principals	  with	  the	  neediest	  
students	  

7.	  Targeted	  professional	  
development	  and	  placements	  
drive	  instruc=onal	  
improvements	  to	  help	  all	  
students	  meet	  the	  higher	  
standards	  

A	  coherent	  strategy	  	  
for	  improving	  student	  

achievement	  and	  
closing	  gaps	  
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MARYLAND’S RTTT BUDGET BY THE NUMBERS
Maryland was awarded $250 million through Race to 
the Top. Winning states were required to provide 50 
percent of their grant funds to participating school 
systems to support local RTTT-aligned projects. 

The other fifty percent went to fund state-level 
initiatives. This chart illustrates how Maryland’s funds 
were allocated.
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4%	  
7%	  

19%	  

17%	  

3%	  

50%	  

Maryland's	  $250	  million	  RTTT	  funds	  

Implementa2on	  and	  Oversight*	  -‐	  $9.27	  million	  

Standards	  and	  Assessments	  -‐	  $16.59	  million	  

Data	  Systems-‐	  $46.75	  million	  

Great	  Teachers	  and	  Leaders	  -‐	  $43.69	  million	  

School	  Turnaround	  -‐	  $8.69	  million	  

Local	  School	  System	  Share**	  -‐	  $125	  million	  

Maryland’s	  RTTT	  Budget	  by	  the	  Numbers	  
	  
Maryland	  was	  awarded	  $250	  million	  through	  Race	  to	  the	  Top.	  Winning	  states	  were	  required	  to	  provide	  
50	  percent	  of	  their	  grant	  funds	  to	  participating	  school	  systems	  to	  support	  local	  RTTT-‐aligned	  projects.	  
The	  other	  50	  percent	  went	  to	  fund	  state-‐level	  reform	  initiatives.	  This	  chart	  illustrates	  how	  Maryland’s	  
funds	  were	  allocated.	  
	  

	  	  	  	  *Implementation	  and	  Oversight	  –	  this	  includes	  Maryland’s	  oversight	  of	  the	  RTTT	  grant	  and	  program	  evaluation	  
	  	  	  	  **Local	  School	  System	  Share	  –	  the	  terms	  of	  the	  RTTT	  grant	  state	  that	  50	  percent	  of	  a	  state’s	  awarded	  funds	  must	  be	  distributed	  to	  
participating	  school	  systems	  to	  support	  their	  local	  reform	  efforts	  
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM PARTICIPATION

To impact student learning, it is critical that the State’s 
reforms reach every classroom in every school in 
Maryland. Therefore, the successful implementation 
of these initiatives requires that teachers receive 
ample training and support from both the State and 
their local school system. Throughout Race to the Top, 
MSDE has worked closely with local school systems to 
help ensure that this happens. 

Twenty-two of Maryland’s 24 local school systems 
signed-on to participate in the State’s RTTT program. 

Although the two remaining systems, Frederick 
County Public Schools and Montgomery County 
Public Schools, are not fully participating in RTTT, they 
are involved in many aspects of the work, including 
implementation of the Maryland College and Career-
Ready Standards, the Partnership for Assessment 
of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) 
assessments, and new teacher-principal evaluations; 
and professional development experiences, such as 
the Educator Effectiveness and Teacher Induction 
Academies. 

Allegany 

Calvert 

Caroline 

Carroll 
Cecil 

Charles 
Dorchester 

Frederick 

Garrett Harford 

Howard 
Kent 

Montgomery 

Prince 
George's 

Queen 
Anne's 

St. 
Mary's 

Somerset 

Talbot 

Washington 

Wicomico 

Worcester 

Baltimore 

Anne 
Arundel 

Baltimore 

City 

School&systems&par/cipa/ng&in&
Maryland s&RTTT&program&
&

Non8par/cipa/ng&school&systems&

With 22 school systems fully participating in RTTT, Maryland’s education improvements reach the 
overwhelming majority of students in the State:

•  79% of all students in the State     •  94% of high‐poverty schools     

•  77% of minority students     •  85% of students in poverty
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Just four years after initiating its RTTT program, Maryland is already seeing positive outcomes for student 
achievement on a variety of indicators. 

Maryland began its Race to the Top initiatives in 2010. Where are we today?
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37.1%	  

43.0%	  
43.7%	  

47.6%	  

35	  

37	  

39	  

41	  

43	  

45	  

47	  

49	  

2008-‐09	   2012-‐13	  

NAEP	  Assessments	  
4th	  Grade	  Student	  Proficiency	  

Reading	   Mathema:cs	  

81.97%	  

82.80%	  
83.57%	  

84.97%	  

80%	  

81%	  

82%	  

83%	  

84%	  

85%	  

86%	  

Class	  of	  2010	   Class	  of	  2011	   Class	  of	  2012	   Class	  of	  2013	  

Gradua8on	  Rate	  

	  Four-‐year	  cohort	  gradua:on	  rate	  

91,145	  
97,182	  

102,354	  
108,038	  

54,300	   57,362	  
62,802	   65,278	  

40,000	  

60,000	  

80,000	  

100,000	  

2010	   2011	   2012	   2013	  

Advanced	  Placement	  (AP)	  
Results	  

#	  AP	  exams	  taken	  

#	  AP	  exams	  taken	  with	  a	  score	  of	  3	  or	  higher	  

27,924	   29,018	  
30,994	  

32,948	  

16,701	   17,217	  
19,043	   20,854	  

15,000	  

20,000	  

25,000	  

30,000	  

2010	   2011	   2012	   2013	  

AP	  Results	  
STEM	  Exams*	  	  

#	  AP	  exams	  taken	  in	  STEM	  courses	  

#	  AP	  exams	  taken	  in	  STEM	  courses	  with	  a	  score	  of	  3	  or	  higher	  

Maryland	  began	  its	  Race	  to	  the	  Top	  initiatives	  in	  2010.	  Where	  are	  we	  today?	  
	  
Just	  four	  years	  after	  initiating	  its	  RTTT	  program,	  Maryland	  is	  already	  seeing	  positive	  outcomes	  for	  student	  
achievement	  on	  a	  variety	  of	  indicators.	  	  
	  

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  

Results	  from	  the	  2013	  National	  Assessment	  of	  Educational	  
Progress	  (NAEP)	  assessments	  illustrate	  growth	  in	  Maryland’s	  
reading	  and	  mathematics	  results	  for	  grade	  four.	  

Maryland’s	  high	  school	  graduation	  performance	  has	  
increased	  each	  year	  since	  2010.	  

Maryland	  continues	  to	  lead	  the	  nation	  in	  AP	  success.	  Over	  the	  past	  four	  years,	  both	  the	  number	  of	  AP	  exams	  
taken	  and	  the	  number	  receiving	  scores	  of	  3,	  4,	  and	  5	  have	  steadily	  increased.	  The	  same	  is	  true	  when	  looking	  at	  
AP	  exams	  in	  STEM	  courses	  –	  both	  the	  number	  of	  AP	  STEM	  exams	  and	  success	  on	  AP	  STEM	  exams	  has	  
increased.	  A	  score	  of	  3	  or	  higher	  on	  the	  5-‐point	  scale	  is	  considered	  mastery	  of	  college-‐level	  work	  and	  qualifies	  
students	  to	  receive	  credit	  at	  many	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  	  
	  

*AP	  STEM	  exams	  include	  assessments	  in	  AP	  Biology,	  Calculus,	  Computer	  Science,	  Physics,	  Chemistry,	  Environmental	  
Science,	  and	  Statistics.	  
	  

Maryland continues to lead the nation in AP success. Over the past four years, both the number of AP exams 
taken and the number receiving scores of 3, 4, and 5 have steadily increased. The same is true when looking at 
AP exams in STEM courses – both the number of AP STEM exams and success on AP STEM exams has increased. 
A score of 3 or higher on the 5-point scale is considered mastery of college-level work and qualifies students to 
receive credit at many colleges and universities. 

Maryland’s high school graduation performance has 
increased each year since 2010. 

Results from the 2013 National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) assessments illustrate 
growth in Maryland’s reading and mathematics results 
for grade four.
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	  Four-‐year	  cohort	  gradua:on	  rate	  
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97,182	  
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62,802	   65,278	  
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#	  AP	  exams	  taken	  

#	  AP	  exams	  taken	  with	  a	  score	  of	  3	  or	  higher	  

27,924	   29,018	  
30,994	  
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16,701	   17,217	  
19,043	   20,854	  
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#	  AP	  exams	  taken	  in	  STEM	  courses	  

#	  AP	  exams	  taken	  in	  STEM	  courses	  with	  a	  score	  of	  3	  or	  higher	  

Maryland	  began	  its	  Race	  to	  the	  Top	  initiatives	  in	  2010.	  Where	  are	  we	  today?	  
	  
Just	  four	  years	  after	  initiating	  its	  RTTT	  program,	  Maryland	  is	  already	  seeing	  positive	  outcomes	  for	  student	  
achievement	  on	  a	  variety	  of	  indicators.	  	  
	  

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  

Results	  from	  the	  2013	  National	  Assessment	  of	  Educational	  
Progress	  (NAEP)	  assessments	  illustrate	  growth	  in	  Maryland’s	  
reading	  and	  mathematics	  results	  for	  grade	  four.	  

Maryland’s	  high	  school	  graduation	  performance	  has	  
increased	  each	  year	  since	  2010.	  

Maryland	  continues	  to	  lead	  the	  nation	  in	  AP	  success.	  Over	  the	  past	  four	  years,	  both	  the	  number	  of	  AP	  exams	  
taken	  and	  the	  number	  receiving	  scores	  of	  3,	  4,	  and	  5	  have	  steadily	  increased.	  The	  same	  is	  true	  when	  looking	  at	  
AP	  exams	  in	  STEM	  courses	  –	  both	  the	  number	  of	  AP	  STEM	  exams	  and	  success	  on	  AP	  STEM	  exams	  has	  
increased.	  A	  score	  of	  3	  or	  higher	  on	  the	  5-‐point	  scale	  is	  considered	  mastery	  of	  college-‐level	  work	  and	  qualifies	  
students	  to	  receive	  credit	  at	  many	  colleges	  and	  universities.	  	  
	  

*AP	  STEM	  exams	  include	  assessments	  in	  AP	  Biology,	  Calculus,	  Computer	  Science,	  Physics,	  Chemistry,	  Environmental	  
Science,	  and	  Statistics.	  
	  

*AP STEM exams include assessments in AP Biology, Calculus, Computer Science, Physics, Chemistry, 
Environmental Science, and Statistics.
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STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

The world is always changing, as are the expectations 
for what individuals need to know and be able to 
do in order to be successful in today’s knowledge-
based, global workforce.  As expectations rise, it is 
more important than ever to provide all students 
with a world class education that prepares them for 
the realities of college and careers in the 21st century.  
This means continuing to raise proficiency rates, close 
achievement gaps, and increase the performance 
of all students. Maryland is working to improve 
its education system to meet these challenges 
and provide today’s students with the skills and 
knowledge they need to be prepared for 
success tomorrow. 

The best way to prepare Maryland’s 866,169 public 
school students for life after high school is to ensure 
that they graduate with a strong foundation in the 
core academic areas that will open doors in the 
future. That is why the State implemented new, 
higher standards for student learning and advanced 
assessments aligned to the standards. Over the past 
four years, Maryland has also worked to support 
educators with the critical resources and training 
needed to help ensure these initiatives reach every 
school in the State.
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Standards	  and	  Assessments	  
	  
The	  world	  is	  always	  changing,	  as	  are	  the	  expectations	  for	  what	  individuals	  need	  to	  know	  and	  be	  able	  to	  
do	  in	  order	  to	  be	  successful	  in	  today’s	  knowledge-‐based,	  global	  workforce.	  	  As	  expectations	  rise,	  it	  is	  
more	  important	  than	  ever	  to	  provide	  all	  students	  with	  a	  world	  class	  education	  that	  prepares	  them	  for	  
the	  realities	  of	  college	  and	  careers	  in	  the	  21st	  century.	  	  This	  means	  continuing	  to	  raise	  proficiency	  rates,	  
close	  achievement	  gaps,	  and	  increase	  the	  performance	  of	  all	  students.	  Maryland	  is	  working	  to	  improve	  
its	  education	  system	  to	  meet	  these	  challenges	  and	  provide	  today’s	  students	  with	  the	  skills	  and	  
knowledge	  they	  need	  to	  be	  prepared	  for	  success	  tomorrow.	  	  
	  
The	  best	  way	  to	  prepare	  Maryland’s	  866,169	  public	  school	  students	  for	  life	  after	  high	  school	  is	  to	  ensure	  
that	  they	  graduate	  with	  a	  strong	  foundation	  in	  the	  core	  academic	  areas	  that	  will	  open	  doors	  in	  the	  
future.	  That	  is	  why	  the	  State	  implemented	  new,	  higher	  standards	  for	  student	  learning	  and	  advanced	  
assessments	  aligned	  to	  the	  standards.	  Over	  the	  past	  four	  years,	  Maryland	  has	  also	  worked	  to	  support	  
educators	  with	  the	  critical	  resources	  and	  training	  needed	  to	  help	  ensure	  these	  initiatives	  reach	  every	  
school	  in	  the	  State.	  
	  
Timeline:	  Transitioning	  to	  New	  Standards	  and	  Assessments	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Spring	  2010	  
Maryland	  
becomes	  
governing	  
member	  in	  
PARCC	  

June	  2010	  
State	  Board	  
adopts	  
Common	  Core	  
Standards	  

June	  2011	  
State	  Board	  
accepts	  
Curriculum	  
Frameworks	  	  

Summer	  2011	  
1st	  year	  of	  
summer	  
Educator	  
Effectiveness	  
Academies	  
(EEAs)	  

August	  2011	  
PARCC	  Model	  
Content	  
Frameworks	  
released	   Blackboard	  

Learn	  launched	  

Fall	  2013	  
MD	  College	  
and	  Career-‐
Ready	  
Standards	  fully	  
implemented	  

Spring	  2014	  
PARCC	  Field	  	  
Test	  

Summer	  2014	  
College	  and	  Career-‐
Ready	  Conferences	  

Summer	  2015	  
PARCC	  
achievement	  
levels	  to	  be	  set	  

2010	   2011	  

October	  2010	  
Gap	  Analysis	  
report	  
completed	  

2012	   2013	   2014	   2015	  

January	  1,	  2014	  
Maryland	  
becomes	  PARCC	  
Fiscal	  Agent	  

School	  Year	  	  
2011-‐12	  
Transition	  plans	  
implemented	  
EEA	  online	  
follow-‐ups	  

Summer	  2012	  
2nd	  year	  of	  
summer	  EEAs	  

School	  Year	  	  
2012-‐13	  
Transition	  plans	  
implemented	  
EEA	  online	  
follow-‐ups	  

Summer	  2013	  
3rd	  year	  of	  
summer	  EEAs	  

School	  Year	  2013-‐14	  
Transition	  plans	  
implemented	  
EEA	  Year	  3	  online	  
follow-‐ups	  

• Dates	  in	  RED	  relate	  to	  the	  development	  and	  implementation	  of	  Maryland’s	  College	  and	  
Career-‐Ready	  Standards	  

	  

• Dates	  in	  PURPLE	  relate	  to	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  PARCC	  assessments	  
	  

• Dates	  in	  BLUE	  relate	  to	  the	  timing	  of	  professional	  development	  or	  resources	  provided	  to	  
educators	  on	  the	  new	  standards	  and	  assessments	  

School	  Year	  2014-‐15	  
Full	  implementation	  	  
of	  PARCC	  assessments	  

TIMELINE: Transitioning to New Standards and Assessments

14  |

Maryland State Department of Education

Appendix XI Page 16



Developing and Implementing New, More 
Rigorous Standards for Student Learning

The Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards
In school year 2013-14, the 
new Maryland College and 
Career-Ready Standards 
were fully implemented in 
all schools across the State. 
These new, more rigorous 
academic standards are 
based on the Common 
Core State Standards, a set 
of consistent, high-quality 
academic goals for what students should know and be 
able to do in English Language Arts/literacy (ELA) and 
mathematics, which have been adopted by Maryland 
and more than 40 other states.

Maryland took the Common Core State Standards 
and adapted them to the specific needs of the State – 
creating the Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards. These new learning standards define what 
students should know and be able to do by the end 
of each grade in order to graduate from high school 
fully prepared to enter post-secondary education and 
the workforce. As students master each standard, 
they are building the skills and knowledge necessary 
to succeed in their next step. Students will receive 
an education that not only leads to a high school 
diploma, but also prepares them for success, without 
remediation, in college, career-training, and life after 
graduation.

The Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards 
provide learning goals for each grade level, but 
they are not a curriculum. After the State Board of 
Education adopted the Common Core Standards, 
Maryland educators compared the new standards to 
the existing State Curriculum Standards to determine 
which skills and content matched – performing a 
“gap analysis.” With this information, education 
experts and teachers from across the State worked to 
translate the standards into instructional frameworks 
that local school systems and educators could use to 
help develop their own standards-aligned curriculum 

and instructional resources. The frameworks define 
what students should know and be able to do in order 
to meet each standard. 

Each local school system developed its own 
curriculum based on the new standards, and the 
frameworks help teachers create lesson plans, guide 
their instruction, and tailor how they teach the 
standards to the specific needs of their students. 
Instructional resources and professional development 
programs were also provided to help Maryland 
educators as they implemented the new standards 
in their classrooms. Curriculum specialists in 
collaboration with Maryland educators from across 
the State developed model units and lessons at 
every grade level for both ELA and mathematics, 
as well as for STEM. These units and lessons, plus 
numerous other instructional and professional 
learning resources are available on Blackboard Learn, 
Maryland’s new online learning and curriculum 
management system.
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Develop	  and	  Implement	  New,	  More	  Rigorous	  Standards	  for	  Student	  Learning	  
	  
The	  Maryland	  College	  and	  Career-‐Ready	  Standards	  
In	  school	  year	  2013-‐14,	  the	  new	  Maryland	  College	  
and	  Career-‐Ready	  Standards	  were	  fully	  implemented	  
in	  all	  schools	  across	  the	  State.	  These	  new,	  more	  
rigorous	  standards	  for	  student	  learning	  are	  based	  on	  
the	  Common	  Core	  State	  Standards,	  a	  set	  of	  
consistent,	  high-‐quality	  academic	  goals	  for	  what	  
students	  should	  know	  and	  be	  able	  to	  do	  in	  
English/language	  arts	  (ELA)	  and	  mathematics,	  which	  
have	  been	  adopted	  by	  Maryland	  and	  more	  than	  40	  
other	  states.	  
	  
Maryland	  took	  the	  Common	  Core	  State	  Standards	  
and	  adapted	  them	  to	  the	  specific	  needs	  of	  the	  State	  
–	  creating	  the	  Maryland	  College	  and	  Career-‐Ready	  
Standards.	  These	  new	  learning	  standards	  define	  
what	  students	  should	  know	  and	  be	  able	  to	  do	  by	  the	  
end	  of	  each	  grade	  level	  in	  order	  to	  graduate	  from	  
high	  school	  fully	  prepared	  to	  enter	  college	  and	  the	  
workforce.	  As	  students	  master	  each	  standard,	  they	  are	  building	  the	  skills	  and	  knowledge	  
necessary	  to	  succeed	  in	  their	  next	  step.	  Students	  will	  receive	  an	  education	  that	  not	  only	  leads	  
to	  a	  high	  school	  diploma,	  but	  also	  prepares	  them	  for	  success,	  without	  remediation,	  in	  college,	  
career-‐training,	  and	  life	  after	  graduation.	  
	  
The	  Maryland	  College	  and	  Career-‐Ready	  Standards	  provide	  learning	  goals	  for	  each	  grade	  level,	  
but	  they	  are	  not	  a	  curriculum.	  After	  the	  State	  Board	  of	  Education	  adopted	  the	  Common	  Core	  
Standards,	  Maryland	  educators	  compared	  the	  new	  standards	  to	  the	  existing	  State	  Curriculum	  to	  
determine	  which	  skills	  and	  content	  matched	  –	  performing	  a	  “gap	  analysis.”	  With	  this	  
information,	  education	  experts	  and	  teachers	  from	  across	  the	  State	  worked	  to	  translate	  the	  
standards	  into	  instructional	  frameworks	  that	  local	  school	  systems	  and	  educators	  could	  use	  to	  
help	  develop	  their	  own	  standards-‐aligned	  curriculum	  and	  instructional	  resources.	  The	  
frameworks	  define	  what	  students	  should	  know	  and	  be	  able	  to	  do	  in	  order	  to	  meet	  each	  
standard.	  Each	  local	  school	  system	  developed	  its	  own	  curriculum	  based	  on	  the	  new	  standards,	  
and	  the	  frameworks	  help	  teachers	  create	  lesson	  plans,	  guide	  their	  instruction,	  and	  tailor	  how	  
they	  teach	  the	  standards	  to	  the	  specific	  needs	  of	  their	  students.	  Instructional	  resources	  and	  
professional	  development	  programs	  were	  also	  created	  to	  help	  Maryland	  educators	  as	  they	  
implemented	  the	  new	  standards	  in	  their	  classrooms.	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Standards	  
•  State	  Led	  

Framework	  
• Maryland	  Designed	  

Curriculum	  
•  Locally	  Developed	  
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http://www.corestandards.org/
http://www.corestandards.org/
http://marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/programs/ccss/
http://marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/programs/ccss/
https://msde.blackboard.com/webapps/portal/frameset.jsp?tab_tab_group_id=_338_1
https://msde.blackboard.com/webapps/portal/frameset.jsp?tab_tab_group_id=_104_1
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Implementing Assessments Aligned to the 
New Standards

The PARCC Assessments
Better standards call for better assessments, not 
more testing. To help ensure that every student is on 
a path to college and career readiness, the State is 
implementing new assessments that are aligned to 
the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards 
and measure what students should know at each 
grade level.

Maryland is a Governing State and the Fiscal Agent 
for the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness 
for College and Careers (PARCC), a multi-state 
consortium working to develop high-quality 

assessments that measure the critical content and 
skills of the new standards. More than 100 Maryland 
professionals have been involved in the design 
and development of the new PARCC assessments, 
including teachers, administrators, local school 
system and MSDE staff, and representatives from the 
State’s Institutions of Higher Education.

Students will take the PARCC assessments on 
computers, although there will be a paper and pencil 
option at first, allowing teachers to see test results 
quickly and adjust classroom instruction to the needs 
of their students. 

The computer-based assessments incorporate 
technology-enhanced items, which make the test 
more engaging for students than the bubble tests 
they are used to – assessing critical thinking and 
problem solving skills. When all students take the 
PARCC assessments for the first time in school year 
2014-15, it will establish a new baseline for measuring 
growth in student achievement, from which our 
students can reach new heights.

In spring 2014, Maryland, along with other PARCC 
states, participated in a field test of the new 
assessments – essentially testing the test – to help 
the consortium make final decisions about test 
design, test items, testing time, and scoring.  At 
least one class in nearly every Maryland public 
school participated in the field test – nearly 40,000 
students in total – allowing educators, school leaders, 
and students to become familiar with the new 
assessments before they are fully implemented in 
2014-15. 

Formative Assessment
Maryland is developing an online bank of formative 
assessment resources to assist educators in gauging 
students’ learning throughout the year and to help 
inform teachers’ decision-making about future 
instruction. The formative assessment bank will 
contain 4,900 selected response items and 984 
performance-based tasks aligned to the Maryland 
College and Career-Ready Standards and PARCC 
assessments. 

Greater access to the PSAT: 
Maryland awarded grants to three local 
school systems for 10th grade students 
to take the PSAT and access the extensive 
network of resources offered by the 
College Board to better prepare them for 
future academic success. By the end of 
RTTT, it is anticipated that a total number 
of 14,535 students will have taken the 
PSAT through these grants. 

            Project Spotlight
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	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Number	  of	  attendees:	  4,300	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Number	  of	  Master	  Teachers	  trained:	  300	  
The	  Educator	  Effectiveness	  Academies	  
For	  three	  summers	  in	  a	  row	  (2011,	  2012,	  and	  2013),	  teams	  of	  teachers	  and	  the	  principal	  from	  
every	  school	  in	  the	  state	  participated	  in	  multi-‐day	  professional	  development	  program	  on	  
Maryland’s	  new	  College	  and	  Career-‐Ready	  Standards.	  During	  the	  Academies,	  participants	  broke	  
out	  into	  grade	  level	  and	  content-‐specific	  sessions,	  led	  by	  MSDE-‐trained	  Master	  Teachers	  –	  the	  
content	  area	  expert	  teachers	  who	  facilitate	  the	  Academy	  sessions	  –	  to	  gain	  knowledge	  and	  
understanding	  on	  implementing	  the	  new	  standards	  and	  where	  to	  find	  resources	  to	  help	  
develop	  units	  and	  lessons	  to	  use	  in	  their	  classrooms.	  	  
	  
At	  the	  end	  of	  each	  summer	  training,	  the	  school	  teams	  developed	  individualized	  transition	  plans	  
to	  bring	  the	  learning	  they	  had	  received	  back	  to	  their	  schools	  and	  provide	  training	  on	  the	  
standards	  and	  assessments	  to	  the	  rest	  of	  their	  school’s	  staff	  over	  the	  following	  year.	  Online	  
follow-‐up	  sessions	  were	  also	  conducted	  throughout	  the	  year	  to	  provide	  targeted	  support	  to	  
educators	  across	  the	  State	  and	  enhance	  their	  understanding	  of	  the	  standards.	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
“Being	  a	  Master	  Teacher	  has	  been	  one	  of	  my	  most	  rewarding	  experiences.	  The	  collaboration	  that	  happened	  throughout	  the	  
State	  with	  teachers	  was	  wonderful,	  the	  conversations	  so	  rich.	  It	  was	  a	  huge	  project	  to	  complete,	  but	  such	  a	  rewarding	  
one.”	  –	  Karen	  Pate,	  2012	  EEA	  Master	  Teacher	  from	  Montgomery	  County	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

11	  

Summer	  2011	  
Academy	  

Summer	  2012	  
Academy	  

Summer	  2013	  
Academy	  

Number	  of	  
Regional	  
Academies	  

10	   11	  

Number	  of	  
Participating	  
Educators	  

5,000	   6,000	   7,000	  

Number	  of	  
Master	  
Teachers	  

150	   200	   200	  

MSDE is also providing teachers with intensive 
professional development on how to use formative 
assessments to support student achievement 
in their schools. The Formative Assessment for 
Maryland Educators program, or FAME, is a year-
long collaborative professional learning process with 
the goals of supporting teacher reflection around 
formative assessment, helping teachers revise and 
refine their current practices within their classroom 
and school, and creating lasting change in schools and 
local school systems. The FAME program is currently 
being piloted by 132 teachers in 38 schools across the 
State.

Supporting Educators during the Transition to 
New Standards and Assessments

Implementing new learning standards and aligned 
assessments statewide is a huge shift. To help  
ensure that Maryland’s educators have the training 
and resources to successfully make that transition,  
the State provided extensive professional 
development opportunities and developed a wealth 
of training and instructional resources. 

The Educator Effectiveness Academies
Over three consecutive summers (2011, 2012, 
and 2013) prior to full implementation of the new 

standards, teams from every school in the State 
– which included an ELA teacher, mathematics 
teacher, STEM teacher, and the school’s principal 
– participated in three-day professional learning 
sessions on Maryland’s new College and Career-
Ready Standards, through the Educator Effectiveness 
Academies. During the Academies, participants broke 
out into grade level and content-specific sessions, 
led by MSDE-trained Master Teachers – content area 
expert teachers who facilitated the Academy sessions.
The three years of Academies provided a continuum 
of change, building participants’ knowledge over 
time – from awareness of the standards, to shifts in 
instructional practice through lessons and units, and 
finally to ownership and innovation.

At the end of each summer training, the school teams 
crafted individualized transition plans to bring the 
learning they had received back to their schools and 
provide training on the standards and assessments 
to the rest of their school’s staff over the following 
year. Online follow-up sessions were conducted 
throughout the school year to provide targeted 
support to educators across the State and enhance 
their understanding of the standards.

Maryland’s College and Career-Ready Conferences
Building on the success of the Educator Effectiveness 
Academies, in summer 2014 MSDE invited educators 
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statewide to attend new College and Career-Ready 
Conferences. These two-day regional convenings 
were held at eight locations throughout the State and 
provided additional support to Maryland’s teachers, 
school and local school system leaders, and other 
education stakeholders for the continued successful 
implementation of the new standards.

In contrast to the Educator Effectiveness Academies 
of the past three years, the Maryland College and 
Career-Ready Conferences offered a personalized 
professional learning experience for the 3,700 
Maryland educators who voluntarily attended the 
conferences. Over 140 different topical sessions on 
the new learning standards were offered – allowing 
attendees to participate in those sessions that best 
met their needs and those of their schools. The 
content of the sessions was determined through 
feedback gathered from site visits conducted by MSDE 
curriculum and assessment staff to every local school 
system in the State during the 2013-14 school year. 

Number of attendees: 3,700
Number of Master Teachers trained: 300 

Additional Resources Developed to Support 
Educators in the Classroom

• 4,000 to 6,000 searchable online instructional 
resources, in all subject areas, will be available on 
the Blackboard Learn website by the end  
of RTTT

• 250 ELA and mathematics intervention and en-
richment modules, plus 70 disciplinary literacy 
modules, will be available for educators to use 
in their classrooms to help support and enhance 
student learning

• 100 lesson seeds for fine arts were developed to 
support the new literacy standards

• Over 50 disciplinary literacy resources were 
developed to support social studies and science 
educators as they integrate the new literacy stan-
dards into their instruction

• 48 videos of Master Teacher-facilitated sessions 
from the Educator Effectiveness Academies, to 
serve as professional learning modules on the 
new standards

• 20 online professional development courses  
for educators

• 20 archived webinars to assist Maryland edu-
cators with professional learning needs related 
to the standards, plus additional webinars to be 
developed throughout the 2014-15 school year

• Eight videos of Master Teachers teaching class-
room lessons that highlight the instructional 
shifts of the Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards in ELA, mathematics, STEM, and disci-
plinary literacy

Newly Developed Courses and Programs of Study

• Foundations of Technology – Newly enhanced 
course that will be offered in 22 local school 
systems to meet the State’s technology education 
graduation requirement. Currently, 116 high 
schools and 313 teachers are participating in 
the program and professional development is 
being provided to support teachers’ instructional 
practice

• Construction Design and Management – Four-
course Career and Technical Education program 
implemented in 12 high schools in eight local 
school systems

• Project Lead the Way (PLTW) Gateway to 
Technology – STEM program for middle school 
students in low-performing schools that will be 
implemented in 13 middle schools in three local 
school systems by the end of RTTT

• World Languages Pipeline – New STEM-focused 
elementary-level language programs in Arabic, 
Chinese, and Spanish have been implemented 
in 12 local school systems. Read about how one 
Allegany County elementary school is utilizing 
this program to teach mathematics and science 
lessons in Chinese, on the U.S. Department 
of Education’s PROGRESS blog, www.ed.gov/
edblogs/progress

• Eight new online STEM courses – Environmental 
Science, Cyber-Security, Administration of Justice 
II, Video Game Design, Foundations of Computer 
Science, Computer Science Concepts and 
Practices, Financial Literacy, and Foundations of 
Technology

18  |

Maryland State Department of Education

Appendix XI Page 20

https://msde.blackboard.com/webapps/blackboard/content/listContent.jsp?course_id=_552_1&content_id=_139571_1&mode=reset
https://msde.blackboard.com/webapps/blackboard/content/listContent.jsp?course_id=_552_1&content_id=_139571_1&mode=reset
https://msde.blackboard.com/webapps/portal/frameset.jsp
https://www.pltw.org/our-programs/gateway
https://www.pltw.org/our-programs/gateway
https://www.pltw.org/our-programs/gateway
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/MSDE/divisions/instruction/wl_escm.htm
http://www.ed.gov/edblogs/progress/2014/01/maryland-pairs-world-languages-with-stem-to-increase-21st-century-skills/
http://www.ed.gov/edblogs/progress/2014/01/maryland-pairs-world-languages-with-stem-to-increase-21st-century-skills/


DATA SYSTEMS

Maryland’s work to improve data collection and 
analysis, and technology in the State’s education 
system hits directly at the heart of MSDE’s 
overarching vision of equity, efficiency, and 
excellence. Through the development and expansion 
of the State’s longitudinal data system, educators, 
policy makers, parents, and other stakeholders will 
have a clear view of long-term student outcomes and 
be able to make policy decisions that help close gaps 
and increase the achievement of all students. Better 
technology, the development of online resource 
repositories, and new computer-based assessments 
will allow teachers to more quickly address the 
needs of their students and provide supports or 
enhancements as needed. New ways to view student, 
school, system, and state-level performance data will 
help Maryland as it continues to strive for excellence. 

Strengthening and Expanding the Statewide 
Data System and Technology Infrastructure

Statewide Longitudinal Data System
Collecting better, more comprehensive student data 
is critical to understanding how Maryland students 
are being prepared for college and careers. MSDE is 
working to expand and enhance the capability of its 
Longitudinal Data System to track student progress 
over time, from preK-12 into postsecondary education 
and the workforce. By linking data from pre-school 
through higher education and into the workforce, 
Maryland will be able to track student progress 
towards college and career-ready goals and identify 
larger educational trends at the school, local school 
system, and State levels. Maryland will be able to 
develop a clear picture of just how well the State is 
meeting its goal of preparing students for college and 
careers, and help identify programs and policies to 
improve success as students make those transitions.

Educator Information System
Maryland developed a new Educator Information 
System (EIS) that will allow the State to more 
effectively track teacher outcomes as well as support 
the certification of over 260,000 educators. The EIS 
will make it possible to link evaluation data from 

teachers in the 24 local school systems to their 
preparation programs, match a teacher’s certification 
area to what they are assigned to teach, allow the 
public to look up teacher certification, and make the 
online application process more accessible and easier 
to navigate. With this information, the State will also 
be able to review trend data on teacher evaluation 
and link this data to preparation programs to 
determine if there are differences in the outcomes for 
new teachers and their students. This data can then 
be used to provide feedback to teacher preparation 
programs to increase their effectiveness and 
recognize promising practices in teacher education.   

Technology Grants to Local School Systems
The State provided subgrants to 22 school systems 
to support improvements and upgrades to local 
technology and data infrastructures. School systems 
used the funds in a variety of ways to address their 
individual needs, including increasing wireless 
Internet access in schools and classrooms, purchasing 
new equipment and devices, upgrading security 
systems, and developing or upgrading electronic 
transcript systems.

Providing Accessible, Real-Time Data to a 
Variety of Education Stakeholders

To ensure that all students are on track for academic 
success, it is imperative to be able to track student 
progress and educational outcomes and use that 
information to inform instruction in the classroom, 
school and system-level decisions, and education 
policies statewide.

The wealth of education data that is being collected 
will be organized into easy-to-use online tools to 
help teachers, parents, policymakers, and other 
education stakeholders interpret and utilize this new 
information. At the classroom level, teachers can 
use this data to adjust instruction to the needs of 
their students and ensure that they are on track and 
continue to make progress. At the State level, this 
information can provide insight into the success of 
educational reforms.
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P12 Data Dashboards
To ensure that the data collected through 
Maryland’s Longitudinal Data System is accessible 
and informative to key stakeholders (e.g., parents, 
students, teachers, principals, local school system 
leaders, community members, unions, researchers, 
and policymakers) in their efforts to help improve 
education, Maryland has compiled and organized that 
data into 36 easy-to-read dashboards. The dashboards 
allow users to gauge progress on individual indicators 
for schools, local school systems, and the State as 
a whole. Collectively, the dashboards will enable 
Maryland to track its progress towards a number of 
ambitious goals to increase student achievement. At 
the school level, teachers and students will be able to 
use the dashboards to adjust instruction and improve 
student learning in the classroom. 

All 36 dashboards will be available in the 2014-15 
school year and will have web-accessible public-
facing content. However, the privacy and security of 
sensitive information is paramount and, therefore, 
access to student-level data will be restricted to those 
policy makers and education leaders that have been 
granted secure logins. MSDE is providing in-person 
and online trainings to help stakeholders utilize these 
tools to their full extent, including 40 online tutorials 
for all levels of users that describe the content and 
functionality of each dashboard.

Using Data and Technology to Improve 
Instruction and Learning

Blackboard Learn
To support educators during the transition to the new 
Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards and 
PARCC assessments, MSDE has developed Blackboard 
Learn, an online repository of instructional and 
informational resources aligned to the State’s new 
academic standards. Blackboard Learn is designed 
to connect educators with high-quality materials 
and tools that can assist in their efforts to prepare 
students for success in college and careers. The 
website is a 24/7 one-stop-shop where teachers 
can find model units and lessons, modules to 
support student intervention and enrichment, 
professional development opportunities, and many 
other resources to help enhance and improve their 
classroom instruction and student learning. 

Parents, students, and others can find a wealth 
of useful resources on Blackboard Learn as well, 
including online learning modules, handouts, guides, 
and videos on Maryland’s standards and assessments. 
New materials are added to the site regularly, and can 
be accessed by going to msde.blackboard.com.

By the end of RTTT, Maryland’s Blackboard Learn 
website will house all content area resources, 
including:

• The Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Frameworks

• 133 model units for elementary, middle, and high 
school in ELA and mathematics, each containing 
several lesson plans and lesson seeds

• Over 130 lessons and lesson seeds in STEM, fine 
arts, and gifted and talented education

• 250 ELA and mathematics intervention and 
enrichment modules, plus 70 modules in 
disciplinary literacy

• 21 adolescent literacy and STEM student modules
• The Formative Assessment Bank with 4,900 

selected response items and 984 performance-
based tasks

• A searchable online instructional toolkit with 
4,000-6,000 resources in all subject areas

Dashboard – 
a computer tool allowing for the display of key 
performance measures for a student, class,  
or school

Maryland’s P12 Dashboards offer the 
ability to:
ü	Chart trends in performance
ü	Align instructional strategies and school 

improvement goals
ü	Identify and correct problems
ü	Generate detailed  

reports
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GREAT TEACHERS AND LEADERS

Effective teachers and leaders are the keys to creating 
successful schools and successful students. Research 
has shown that teacher and principal effectiveness 
has greater impact on student learning than any other 
factor in a school system. In fact, teachers matter 
more to student achievement and a student’s future 
success than any other aspect of schooling.

With support from its RTTT grant, Maryland 
implemented a variety of initiatives to help ensure 
that every student has an effective teacher, every 
school has effective leaders, and every teacher 
and leader has access to the preparation, ongoing 
support, recognition, and opportunities for 
collaboration he or she needs to succeed. 

Improving Teacher and Principal Evaluations 
to Promote Professional Growth

Maryland believes that the primary goal of the 
evaluation process is to facilitate the continuous 
improvement of our State’s teachers and principals 
– enhancing their effectiveness in the classroom 
and schoolhouse, which will in turn lead to student 
growth. Under the State’s new system, evaluation 
results will be used to identify and implement 
individualized professional development goals and 
plans that will help teachers and leaders grow. 

Over the course of the first three years of RTTT, the 
State worked with its local school systems, teachers’ 
associations, and principals’ organizations to develop 
a rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation system, 
giving school systems the flexibility to include local 
measures within the broader statewide requirements. 
During that time, school systems had the opportunity 
to field test their new evaluations and provide the 
State with vital feedback. More than 8,600 educators 
participated in the field test and received ratings 
based on the new evaluation systems in their local 
school systems. Findings from the field test were 
used to make refinements and enhancements to the 
evaluation system before it was implemented across 
the State in school year 2013-14. 

Student Learning Objectives

Maryland has incorporated Student Learning 
Objectives (SLOs) as a measure of student 
growth in teacher and principal evaluations, 
believing SLOs will allow for specific school 
and local school system goals to be captured 
while also maintaining a focus on the 
importance of student growth.

SLOs are measurable instructional goals for a 
specific group of students over a set period 
of time. Through the SLO process, educators 
are empowered to examine data and student 
outcomes to make meaningful decisions 
about what is most important for their 
students to learn and how their students’ 
learning is measured.

Maryland has become a national leader 
on SLOs and is working closely with the 
Community Training and Assistance Center 
(CTAC), the nation’s leading practitioner and 
evaluator of SLOs, on the development and 
implementation of SLOs throughout the 
State.

In June 2014, MSDE signed an historic 
Memorandum of Understanding with its 
State Board of Education, Maryland’s two 
teachers unions, and the associations 
that represent the State’s local boards of 
education, superintendents, and elementary 
and secondary school principals to strengthen 
the implementation of SLOs. This statewide 
level of collaboration is unprecedented 
nationally
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Throughout the 2013-14 school year, MSDE 
conducted a comprehensive professional 
development program to assist local school systems 
with all aspects of implementing their evaluation 
systems, and provided one-on-one support and 
guidance as needed. At the end of the school year, 
every teacher and principal in the State received an 
evaluation rating through this new system. 

Maryland remains committed to providing all 
educators with timely, meaningful, and fair 
evaluations. Through the ongoing analysis of 
evaluation results, surveys, regular feedback, and 
quality checks with local school systems, Maryland’s 
evaluation system continues to build credibility, 
strength, and recognition. 

Increasing the Equitable Distribution of 
Effective Teachers and Principals

In order to close achievement gaps and increase 
student performance, especially in the State’s lowest-
achieving, high-poverty, high-minority schools, 
Maryland must ensure that the most talented 
teachers and principals are placed in the schools 
where they are needed most. 

To reduce the teacher quality gap among high-poverty 
and low-poverty schools, the State worked to identify 
the most effective educators and provide staffing 
reforms and recruitment efforts to encourage them to 
lend their talents to the neediest schools. Maryland 
also created targeted programs and incentives to 
increase the number of effective educators in these 
schools teaching in hard-to-staff areas, such as STEM, 
English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), and 
special education.

In recent years, the number of Maryland students 
with limited English proficiency has steadily increased, 
from 49,268 students in 2010 to 61,013 students in 
2014, an increase of 24 percent in just four years. 
To address the needs of these students, the State 
provided incentives to content teachers in low-
achieving, high-minority, high-poverty schools with 
significant numbers of students who are English 

Language Learners (ELL) to obtain an additional 
certification in ESOL. Teachers with this certification 
are better prepared to work with ELL students and 
meet the diversified needs to develop both their 
language and content knowledge.

By the end of the RTTT program:

• 440 incentives will have been given to highly 
effective teachers and principals to work in 
Maryland’s low-achieving, high-minority, high-
poverty schools – the lowest five percent of 
schools in the State

• 416 incentives will have been given to highly 
effective ESOL, special education, and STEM 
educators to teach in low-achieving, high-minority, 
high-poverty schools

• 501 content teachers who work in low-achieving, 
high-minority, high-poverty schools with 
significant numbers of ELL students will have 
received additional certification in ESOL

Providing High-Quality Pathways for Aspiring 
Teachers and Principals

Maryland is working to improve teacher and principal 
preparation programs to ensure that all graduates 
truly have the skills, knowledge, and disposition to 
be effective teachers and leaders in all of Maryland’s 
public schools.

The State’s higher education community has 
partnered with MSDE to increase the number and 
quality of secondary science and mathematics 
teachers, support elementary educators in teaching 
STEM, and increase the ability of teachers to be 
effective in high-needs schools. Work has also focused 
on preparing new principals to work in challenging 
schools.

In addition, Maryland initiated programs to assist 
teachers and principals as they entered the profession 
or took on new roles; developing a high-quality 
teacher induction program to ensure all new teachers 
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successfully transition to the classroom and maximize 
student achievement, as well as providing new 
principals with access to highly-qualified mentors to 
help improve their effectiveness. 

Through RTTT, the State has also expanded the 
collection of credentialing data to link teacher 
effectiveness to preparation programs.  

Other accomplishments include:

• Professional development and technical 
assistance has been delivered to leaders of 
teacher preparation programs across the State 
on the Maryland College and Career-Ready 
Standards. Through this effort, MSDE will help 
ensure that teacher preparation programs are 
able to provide Maryland public schools with 
teachers who are ready to engage students in 
effective critical thinking and the deeper, richer 
content of the new standards

• UTeach – A teacher preparation program 
designed to help build the next generation 
of secondary STEM teachers. The program 
allows teacher candidates to obtain secondary 
teacher certification while earning a degree 
in mathematics or science, and provides early 
and frequent opportunities for classroom field 
experience. By the end of RTTT, 160 teacher 
candidates will have taken part in the program.

• Teach for Maryland – An initiative aimed at 
effectively preparing educators to teach in high-
poverty, and culturally and linguistically diverse 
schools; and helping to increase the retention rate 
of effective teachers in those schools. By the end 
of RTTT, 254 teacher candidates will have been 
trained through this initiative.

• Elementary STEM certification – To help ensure 
that Maryland’s students gain a strong foundation 
in STEM from an early age, the State developed 
teacher preparation programs and certifications 
to train educators to teach an integrated STEM 
curriculum to elementary students. Through this 
initiative, 12 teacher preparation programs have 

changed their undergraduate and/or postgraduate 
programs to strengthen the skills of elementary 
teachers to teach STEM and three Institutions of 
Higher Education will now offer an undergraduate 
concentration in elementary STEM education. 
As a result of this work to date, seven in-service 
programs, which provide training to current 
teachers, have been developed; and the changes 
made to pre-service elementary education 
programs have impacted over 500 teacher 
candidates.  
 

The Teacher Induction Academies
Building a Teaching Force for the 21st 
Century

Maryland recognizes the important role 
that strong, effective mentoring plays 
in helping new teachers successfully 
transition to the classroom. The State 
developed its Teacher Induction Academy 
to help develop the skills and knowledge 
of those mentors. The multi-day Academy 
programs provided teacher mentors 
and local Induction Coordinators with 
strategies to address the critical needs 
of beginning teachers, improve their 
instructional quality, and help inductees 
succeed in their initial assignments. 
Through successful mentoring, the State’s 
ultimate goal is the greater retention 
of effective teachers in the profession. 
To date, 941 new teacher mentors have 
been trained through Maryland’s Teacher 
Induction Academies.

            Project Spotlight
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Additionally, to expand practicing teachers’ 
expertise in STEM instruction, Maryland 
developed an elementary STEM endorsement 
– Instructional Leader STEM (PreK-6) – that has 
been adopted by the State Board of Education and 
the Professional Standards and Teacher Education 
Board. Currently, 295 teachers from 14 local 
school systems are enrolled in programs that lead 
to this endorsement.

• New Leaders for New Schools – New Leaders for 
New Schools (NLNS) is a principal preparation 
program designed to educate leaders who are 
prepared to increase student achievement in 
challenging schools. Maryland’s NLNS program 
currently includes 25 candidates in the State’s 
eastern shore counties (Dorchester, Somerset, 
Wicomico, Talbot, and Worcester), and 69 aspiring 
new principals in Baltimore City and Prince 
George’s County. A number of participants in the 
NLNS program have already been promoted to 
leadership positions. 

• The Principal Pipeline Initiative and Governor’s 
Promising Principals Academy – To help ensure 
that all schools have a strong leader, Governor 
Martin O’Malley has challenged Maryland 
to create a pipeline to identify, nurture, and 
support the development of great principals. As 
part of this effort, the State is holding a series 
of professional development experiences for 
sitting principals and local school system leaders, 
aimed at improving their abilities in the areas of 
instructional leadership, community engagement, 
and change management. To develop the next 
generation of great principals, MSDE initiated 
the Governor’s Promising Principals Academy – a 
year-long, intensive professional development 
program, designed to prepare promising school 
leaders (two from each school system, nominated 
by their local superintendent) to do the work 
of the principalship. The first convening of the 
Promising Principals Academy was held July 28-
30, 2014 and received overwhelmingly positive 
feedback from participants.

“Taking the time to really 
hone in on my own vision, 
my own beliefs, and my own 
goals as an administrator 
with a group of people and 
experts was an invaluable 
experience. I am definitely 
approaching the start of my 

school year (at a new school) in a way I would 
never have had the ability to do without this 
Academy experience.” Chelsea Skoczylas, 
Promising Principals Academy participant and 
Assistant Principal at Monocacy Middle School, 
Frederick County

 “My biggest take-away is to 
become a leader that 
inspires others to follow 
because they want to, not 
because they have to.” 
Theresa Vener, Promising 
Principals Academy 
participant and Assistant 

Principal at St. Michaels Middle-High School, 
Talbot County
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SCHOOL TURNAROUND

Preparing students to graduate with the skills and 
knowledge they need to be successful in the future 
is the ultimate goal of all Maryland schools; however, 
the State’s lowest-performing schools face a number 
of obstacles to providing students with this critical 
foundation. Turning around these struggling schools 
and increasing their ability to improve student 
achievement is crucial. All students – no matter their 
income level, where they live, or what school they 
attend – must have access to high-quality learning 
opportunities that prepare them to succeed in 
college, careers, and life after graduation.

Through RTTT, Maryland has worked to significantly 
improve the performance of the State’s lowest-
performing schools and set them on a path for 
continued improvement by fully implementing 

the innovative Breakthrough Center approach for 
transforming low-achieving schools and school 
systems. 

MSDE’s Breakthrough Center coordinates, brokers, 
and delivers support to schools and local school 
systems across the State. The Center was established 
to provide a coherent strategy for leveraging and 
coordinating the State’s services in order to build the 
internal capacity of schools and local school systems 
to lead and sustain student achievement gains. During 
years one through four of Maryland’s RTTT grant, the 
Breakthrough Center provided hands-on support to 
the State’s 21 Priority Schools, the lowest performing 
five percent of Title I schools in the State, and their 20 
feeder schools in Baltimore City and Prince George’s 
County.
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Identifying	  Root	  Causes	  and	  Customizing	  Support	  	  
	  
To	  determine	  the	  barriers	  to	  student	  achievement,	  Maryland’s	  lowest-‐performing	  schools	  must	  look	  at	  
the	  school	  as	  a	  whole	  as	  well	  as	  its	  individual	  components.	  To	  that	  end,	  the	  Breakthrough	  Center	  works	  
to	  build	  the	  capacity	  of	  individuals	  and	  the	  entire	  school	  system	  to	  turn	  around	  these	  low-‐achieving	  
schools.	  The	  Center	  also	  provides	  direct	  support	  and	  guidance	  to	  teachers	  and	  principals	  during	  the	  
turnaround	  process,	  including	  job-‐embedded	  professional	  development	  for	  teachers	  and	  leaders	  in	  
struggling	  schools.	  	  
	  
The	  Breakthrough	  Center	  establishes	  personal	  and	  customized	  relationships	  with	  local	  school	  systems,	  
school	  leaders,	  and	  instructional	  staff,	  working	  with	  local	  leaders	  to	  identify	  the	  precise	  nature	  and	  
magnitude	  of	  need,	  and	  assembling	  customized	  and	  strategic	  supports	  and	  interventions	  to	  address	  
them.	  Strong	  emphasis	  is	  placed	  on	  building	  the	  capacity	  of	  the	  schools	  and	  school	  systems	  to	  not	  only	  
achieve	  turnaround,	  but	  to	  sustain	  it.	  

State	  Conditions	  to	  Accelerate	  Improvement	  
Effectively	  leveraging	  policy,	  partnerships,	  and	  resources	  

Local	  School	  System	  Conditions	  &	  Capacity	  Building	  
Breakthrough	  zones	  for	  improvement	  needs	  assessment	  and	  partnership	  development	  

Supportive	  School	  Community	  
School	  climate,	  parent,	  and	  community	  engagement	  

Principal	  &	  Teacher	  Development	  
Instructional	  leadership	  and	  monitoring;	  recruitment,	  induction,	  

and	  retention	  

Core	  Work	  
Effective	  teacher	  planning	  and	  instruction,	  
examination	  of	  student	  learning,	  principal	  

monitoring	  

Increased	  Student	  
Achievement	  
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Identifying Root Causes and  
Customizing Support 

To determine the barriers to student achievement, 
Maryland’s lowest-performing schools must look 
at the school as a whole as well as its individual 
components. To that end, the Breakthrough Center 
works to build the capacity of individuals and the 
entire school system to turn around these low-
achieving schools. The Center also provides direct 
support and guidance to teachers and principals 
during the turnaround process, including job-
embedded professional development for teachers  
and leaders in these struggling schools. 

The Breakthrough Center establishes personal and 
customized relationships with local school system, 
school leaders, and instructional staff, working with 
local leaders to identify the precise nature and 
magnitude of need, and assembling customized and 
strategic supports and interventions to address them. 
Strong emphasis is placed on building the capacity of 
the schools and school systems to not only achieve 
turnaround, but to sustain it.

To address the individualized needs of these schools 
and local school systems, the Breakthrough Center 
relies on its Cross Functional Team, comprised of 
experts from within MSDE – including staff from 
the Title I Office and the Divisions of Curriculum, 
Assessment, and Accountability; Student, Family  
and School Support; Academic Policy and Innovation; 
Career and Technology Education; and more. The 
Cross Functional Team is charged with providing 
direct, specialized support to schools and school 
systems by brokering needed services or providing 
direct services related to academics and instruction, 
leadership, professional development, data, school 
safety, and scheduling.

The Breakthrough Center also provides differentiated 
support to Maryland’s Focus Schools. Focus Schools 
are among the 10 percent of Title I schools with the 
largest gap between the highest-performing student 
group and the lowest-performing student group, or 
a Title I eligible high school with a graduation rate 
of 60 percent or lower. The Focus School Network, 

convened and facilitated by MSDE’s Breakthrough 
Center, provides these schools with the opportunity 
to work together to address common issues and share 
strategies for closing the targeted achievement gaps 
within their schools.

Focusing on Teachers and Leaders

Through customized professional development, the 
Breakthrough Center works directly with classroom 
teachers to improve their content knowledge and 
instructional practices, and with school leadership 
teams to provide job-embedded professional 
development to increase student achievement. 

Other professional development initiatives for 
teachers and principals include:

• The Aspiring Principals Institute, which works to 
build leadership capacity and create a pipeline of 
leaders for schools in turnaround. During the year-
long program, Aspiring Principals Institute fellows 
plan and implement projects that advance their 
professional growth around the outcomes of the 
Maryland Instructional Leadership Framework and 
support their school’s improvement plan. Since 
2011, a total of 81 teacher-leaders and assistant 
principals have participated in one of the annual 
Institutes. To date, all participants have been 
given increased responsibilities in their role as a 
leader in their school and/or been promoted into 
a higher level of leadership since their completion 
of the program.

• The Academy for School Turnaround, which 
provides intensive professional development to 
principals serving in low-achieving schools, their 
supervisors, and other leadership staff. During 
Academy sessions, attendees are presented 
with the most current research on school 
turnaround as well as practical solutions that can 
be immediately implemented to achieve rapid 
improvement in teaching and learning. During 
RTTT, a total of 157 school and local school system 
leaders participated in the Academy for School 
Turnaround. 

26  |

Maryland State Department of Education

Appendix XI Page 28



Addressing Non-Academic Challenges

Parents and families are essential partners in helping 
students achieve college and career readiness. To 
build and sustain positive relationships between 
home and school, the Breakthrough Center 
collaborates with schools and local partners to engage 
parents and families at home, at school, and in the 
community. 

The Breakthrough Center also works with struggling 
schools to support and enhance programs around:

• Physical activity, health, and wellness
• Improving school attendance
• Transforming school culture and climate 
• Coordinating student services

Transforming Schools through Parent 
and Community Engagement

In 2010, 
Commodore 
John Rogers 
Elementary/
Middle School 
was struggling – 
four principals 
had come and 

gone during the previous five years and it was 
ranked as one of the lowest-performing 
schools in the State. But through Maryland’s 
school turnaround efforts, Commodore 
initiated new strategies to transform school 
culture and dramatically accelerate learning 
outcomes. With a new principal at the helm, 
the school implemented a holistic parent and 
community engagement strategy, building 
relationships with parents and students, 
holding focus groups, and getting parents and 
community members involved with school 
improvement efforts. 

In the past four years, Commodore’s results 
have improved measurably – enrollment 
more than doubled, chronic absences 
dropped significantly, and the percentage 
of students proficient in reading and 
mathematics rose 20 percent – and the 
school has created a solid foundation for 
continuous improvement. To learn more 
about this successful initiative, visit the U.S. 
Department of Education’s PROGRESS blog, 
www.ed.gov/edblogs/progress.

            Project Spotlight
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In today’s innovative and technology-driven world, 
an education that provides students with a strong 
foundation in STEM is essential. Jobs in STEM fields 
are growing more rapidly than others and skilled 
STEM workers are in high demand. In 2009, Governor 
Martin O’Malley’s STEM Task Force reported that 
Maryland has approximately 6,000 STEM job openings 

every year, yet the 
State only produces 
about 4,000 STEM 
graduates.
 
Maryland’s vision 
is to be a leader in 
STEM education, 
preparing and 
inspiring generations 
of learners to meet 
the challenges of 
today’s global society 
through innovation, 
collaboration, and 

creative problem solving. To achieve this, Maryland 
placed a large emphasis on increasing STEM 
education throughout its RTTT program. 

Developing of STEM Standards and  
Curricular Resources 

STEM Definition and STEM Standards of Practice
Maryland’s efforts to increase STEM education for all 
students started from the ground up – by establishing 

Maryland’s definition of STEM 
education and creating the 
Maryland State STEM Standards 
of Practice.  

Maryland was the first state to 
develop specific STEM 
Standards of Practice, which 
detail the skills and knowledge students must master 
to be prepared to meet the increasing demands of the 
workplace where STEM skills are required, and lay a 
foundation of STEM education for all students.
State STEM specialists and stakeholders from 
across Maryland worked together to develop 
these foundational documents – Maryland’s STEM 
Education Definition and STEM Standard of Practice – 
which were accepted by the State Board of Education 
in April 2012. 

With a definition of STEM education and STEM 
Standards in place, the State worked with Maryland 
educators to develop STEM units, lessons, and other 
instructional resources that teachers could use in 
their classrooms. These resources are housed on 
Maryland’s Blackboard Learn website. Maryland’s 
STEM Standards have also guided the work of many 
of the State’s partners in STEM education, including 
higher education, industry, and informal STEM 
education providers, as they deliver STEM content to 
teachers and students statewide.

SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, ENGINEERING, AND MATHEMATICS (STEM)

Over 950 stakeholders 
representing 
Maryland’s businesses 
and governmental 
agencies, colleges 
and universities, and 
local school systems 
provided input on the 
Maryland State STEM 
Standards of Practice.

STEM Education Defined:
STEM education is an approach to teaching and learning that integrates the content and skills 
of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics.  STEM Standards of Practice guide 
STEM instruction by defining the combination of behaviors, integrated with STEM content, 
which is expected of a proficient STEM student. These behaviors include engagement in 
inquiry, logical reasoning, collaboration, and investigation.  The goal of STEM education is to 
prepare students for post-secondary study and the 21st century workforce.
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Project Lead the Way Gateway to Technology
The Project Lead the Way (PLTW) Gateway to 
Technology program is a national STEM middle 
school curriculum that has been implemented in 
nine low-performing middle schools in Baltimore 
City, Prince George’s County, and Dorchester County, 
giving students the opportunity to participate in 
rigorous and engaging project and problem-based 
STEM instruction. Four additional low-performing 
middle schools will implement the PLTW Gateway to 
Technology program in school year 2014-15. 

World Languages Pipeline
Maryland’s competitive edge in an increasingly 
flat world depends upon preparing graduates 
who are highly skilled in STEM and proficient 
in languages other than English. Through RTTT, 
Maryland developed the World Languages Pipeline 
project, which provides instructional materials and 
professional development for elementary teachers 
who wish to integrate STEM content into their world 
language and ELL classrooms. To date, 12 local school 
systems have implemented new World Language 
programs in Arabic, Chinese, and Spanish.

Preparing More STEM Teachers

Over the last four years, Maryland has worked 
to implement a number of programs that 
encourage future and current teachers to develop 
a concentration in the STEM fields, including the 
following:

• MSDE developed an Elementary STEM 
endorsement – Instructional Leader STEM (PreK-6) 
– to help increase the number of STEM teacher-
leaders in Maryland schools.

• Twelve teacher preparation programs in the State 
have worked to change their undergraduate and/
or postgraduate programs to strengthen the skills 
of elementary teachers to teach integrated STEM 
content. 

• Three Institutions of Higher Education will offer an 
undergraduate concentration in elementary STEM 
education. 

These initiatives will help elementary teachers to 
become more competent and confident in teaching 
integrated STEM content, and more students will 
be prepared for rigorous coursework as they start 
secondary school. To date, it is estimated that 17,500 
students have been impacted by teachers in these 
programs.

Supporting Current STEM Teachers  
and Students

Strengthening Maryland’s STEM advantage means 
giving teachers the support they need to build 
students’ STEM knowledge and skills, as well as giving 
students robust 
opportunities to 
engage with STEM 
professionals and 
apply learning to 
solve real-world 
problems. To 
facilitate this effort, 
MSDE partnered 
with the Maryland 
Business Roundtable 
for Education (MBRT) 
to develop STEMNet, 
an online platform 
that provides cutting-
edge resources, 
tools, programs, 
and workforce 
connections to 
strengthen STEM teaching and learning.

STEMNet includes resources and programs, such as:

• STEM Resource Clearinghouse – an online 
repository of STEM curriculum, lesson plans, 
tutorials, and classroom-ready experiments 

• STEM Connections – a virtual professional 
learning community allowing STEM educators and 
professionals in industry, higher education, and 
government to connect and collaborate

STEM education 
was also a major 
focus at all three 
summer Educator 
Effectiveness 
Academies (in 2011, 
2012, and 2013) and 
there are dozens of 
STEM instructional 
resources, 
including units, 
lesson seeds, and 
webinars, posted on 
Blackboard Learn.
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• STEM Specialists in the Classroom – a program 
connecting teachers with STEM professions to 
co-teach lessons and engage students in the 
real-world application of course content. To date, 
264 STEM professionals have been recruited to 
participate in the program

• STEM Career Exploration – an interactive website 
that allows students to learn about various STEM 
career fields, get in-depth information about the 
careers that interest them, and find internships 
and job-shadowing opportunities 

• STEM Challenge – a program that gives high 
school students the opportunity to solve real-
world problems posed by industry experts at 
institutions such as Johns Hopkins, NASA, NOAA, 
and the National Security Agency

Number of local school systems using  
STEMnet resources : 24 (all of 
Maryland’s school systems)

Number of teachers and  
administrators trained : over 600
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MARYLAND’S MAJOR RTTT ACCOMPLISHMENTS FROM 2010-2014

Standards and Assessments
ü	Fully implemented the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards statewide
ü	Developed instructional frameworks, units, and lessons for each grade aligned to the new standards
ü	Field tested the new PARCC assessments in at least one classroom in nearly every school in the State
ü	Began the development of an online formative assessment bank and initiated the Formative 

Assessment for Maryland Educators (FAME) professional development program
ü	Held the Educator Effectiveness Academies for teams of educators from every school in the State for 

three consecutive summers (2011-2013)
ü	Held eight regional College and Career-Ready Conferences in summer 2014 

Data Systems
ü	Launched the Maryland Longitudinal Data System, connecting student data from PreK-12, higher 

education, and the workforce
ü	Developed 36 data dashboards and 40 online training tutorials
ü	Developed a new Educator Information System
ü	Launched Blackboard Learn, Maryland’s new curriculum and learning management system

Great Teachers and Leaders
ü	Developed, field tested, and implemented new teacher and principal evaluations
ü	Incorporated SLOs as a measure of student growth in evaluations
ü	Implemented programs to incentivize highly effective teachers and leaders to work in the State’s 

lowest-achieving, high-minority, high-poverty schools and to obtain an additional certification in ESOL
ü	Enhanced and expanded educator preparation and development programs, including UTeach, Teach for 

Maryland, New Leaders for New Schools, the Teacher Induction Academies, and the Principals Pipeline 
Initiative and Governor’s Promising Principals Academy

School Turnaround
ü	Fully implemented the Breakthrough Center approach to school turnaround in the State’s 41  

lowest-achieving schools
ü	Provided low-achieving schools with needs assessments, direct support, customized interventions, and 

professional development to improve student achievement
ü	Provided direct instructional support to teachers; and trained educators and school leaders through the 

Aspiring Principals Institute and the Academy for School Turnaround
ü	Worked with low-achieving schools to address non-academic challenges, such as parent and 

community engagement, and school culture and climate
 
STEM
ü	Became the first state in the nation to develop STEM Standards of Practice
ü	Developed programs to increase the number of elementary teachers trained in STEM, as well as a new 

elementary STEM endorsement, Instructional Leader STEM (PreK-6)
ü	Partnered with MBRT to develop STEMNet, connecting teachers and students to STEM resources, 

programs, and opportunities to enhance classroom learning
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LOOKING AHEAD

Even though the State’s Race to the Top program is 
winding down, many of the projects implemented 
through the grant are just now beginning to truly 
make an impact on Maryland’s students, educators, 
schools, local school systems, and education system 
as a whole. Initiatives, like the Maryland College and 
Career-Ready Standards, PARCC assessments, and 
teacher and principal evaluations, which took years 
to develop, pilot, and refine, have only recently made 
their way into schools and classrooms. The full impact 

of these improvements to the State’s education 
system is still yet to be seen.

In 2014, Maryland received an extension from the 
U.S. Department of Education to continue a number 
of its RTTT projects for a fifth year using funds that 
the State did not spend during the first four years 
of the grant – referred to as a “No Cost Extension.” 
Maryland will use its remaining $9.94 million to 
support initiatives such as:

RTTT initiatives and funding have enabled Maryland 
to build the foundation for its schools and students 
to go further, faster. In the years to come, after the 
No Cost Extension ends and all the RTTT funds are 
spent, Maryland will continue to support and sustain 
the successful programs it initiated under the federal 
grant program. 

MSDE will support local school systems to help 
ensure that these unprecedented efforts to improve 
education reach every student, every classroom, 
and every school in the State. Maryland is preparing 
world-class students to meet the needs of local 
employers and compete in a global economy.
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Maryland's	  
remaining	  

$9.94	  million	  
in	  RTTT	  

funds	  will...	  

Support	  the	  
Principals	  

Pipeline	  and	  	  
Governor's	  
Principal	  
Academy	  	  

Expand	  efforts	  
in	  STEM-‐
centric	  

instrucHon	  and	  
pedagogy	  

Allow	  2	  
addiHonal	  LEAs	  
to	  develop	  
Technology	  
EducaHon	  
Programs	  

Allow	  4	  
addiHonal	  

middle	  schools	  
to	  implement	  
the	  Gateway	  to	  
Technology	  
Program	  

Provide	  virtual	  
classroom	  
experiences	  

and	  
collaboraHve	  
services	  

Create	  a	  new	  
online	  portal	  to	  
access	  all	  of	  the	  
systems	  and	  

resources	  created	  
through	  RTTT	  in	  

one	  place	  

Create	  a	  
CommunicaHon	  
Hub	  to	  provide	  

greater	  
opportuniHes	  for	  
training	  and	  
collaboraHon	  

ConHnue	  the	  
State's	  support	  
of	  teachers	  and	  

principals	  

ü Partnered	  with	  MBRT	  to	  develop	  STEMNet,	  connecting	  teachers	  and	  students	  to	  STEM	  resources,	  
programs,	  and	  opportunities	  to	  enhance	  classroom	  learning	  

Looking	  Ahead	  
	  
Even	  though	  the	  State’s	  Race	  to	  the	  Top	  program	  is	  winding	  down,	  many	  of	  the	  projects	  implemented	  
through	  the	  grant	  are	  just	  now	  beginning	  to	  truly	  make	  an	  impact	  on	  Maryland’s	  students,	  educators,	  
schools,	  local	  school	  systems,	  and	  education	  system	  as	  a	  whole.	  Initiatives,	  like	  the	  Maryland	  College	  
and	  Career-‐Ready	  Standards,	  PARCC	  assessments,	  and	  teacher	  and	  principal	  evaluations,	  which	  took	  
years	  to	  develop,	  pilot,	  and	  refine,	  have	  only	  recently	  made	  their	  way	  into	  schools	  and	  classrooms.	  The	  
full	  impact	  of	  these	  improvements	  to	  the	  State’s	  education	  system	  is	  still	  yet	  to	  be	  seen.	  
	  
In	  2014,	  Maryland	  received	  an	  extension	  from	  the	  U.S.	  Department	  of	  Education	  to	  continue	  a	  number	  
of	  its	  RTTT	  projects	  for	  a	  fifth	  year	  using	  funds	  that	  the	  State	  did	  not	  spend	  during	  the	  first	  four	  years	  of	  
the	  grant	  –	  referred	  to	  as	  a	  “No	  Cost	  Extension.”	  Maryland	  will	  use	  its	  remaining	  $9.94	  million	  to	  
support	  initiatives	  such	  as:	  
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Extension Request: 
• Exhibit I: Letter Requesting an Extension of the Final Report Deadline 
• Exhibit II: Letter Granting an Extension of the Final Report Deadline 

 

Appendix XII Page 1



Appendix XII Page 2



Appendix XII, Exhibit I

Appendix XII Page 3



Appendix XII Page 4



Appendix XII, Exhibit II

Appendix XII Page 5


	Appendix I Chapter 246
	Appendix I title page
	Appendix I Chapter 246
	Appendix I - Chapter 246

	Blank Page

	Appendix II Best Practices
	Appendix II title page
	Best Practices:

	Appendix II Best Practices
	Appendix II Exhibit I - AACPS best practice
	Appendix II Exhibit II - PGCPS best practice
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19

	Appendix II Exhibit III - Carroll best practice
	Appendix II Exhibit V - Balt City and Wash Co best practices
	PARCC Assessments Preparing our Students for Success
	  PARCC Assessments�
	MSDE Master Teachers
	Summer 2014
	PARCC Assessment Overview
	PARCConline.org Provides
	PARCC Assessments
	Format
	Professional Learning
	Tutorials
	IMPLICATIONS FOR Mathematics
	Learning & Assessment within the College & Career Readiness Standards for Math
	In the CCRC Session Teachers Explored….
	Implications Teachers Discovered
	Problem Solving Strategies
	Noticing & Wondering
	What do you NOTICE?
	What do you WONDER?
	Integration of Math Practices
	Practices in Action
	Sample Problem Based Lesson
	Focus on Computation
	Number Talk Sample
	IMPLICATIONS FOR �English Language Arts
	Implications for Reading Instruction
	Implication for Writing Instruction
	Designing the ELA/Literacy PBAs
	Slide Number 27
	Research Task 
	Research Task
	Research Task
	Research Task
	Research Task
	Field Test Ah Ha’s:�Notes and Quotes
	Field Test Ah Ha’s:�Student Webs
	IMPLICATIONS�Across ALL Contents
	Instructional implications
	What are all contents doing?
	Questions?

	PARCC Sample Problems Math 3-5

	Appendix II Exhibit VI - School District best practices
	Appendix II Exhibit IV

	Blank Page

	Best Practices - Queen Anne's County
	Slide Number 1
	     Queen Anne’s County Public Schools�                   Who are we?
	Slide Number 3
	QAC Transition to Math Common Core (MDCCRS)
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6


	Appendix III Impact on Student Populations
	Appendix III title page
	Impact on Student Populations:

	Appendix III Exhibit I - Impact on Selected Student Populations
	Slide Number 1
	Who We Serve �By Specialized Populations, 3–21
	Performance/Achievement Data
	2010-2013 Graduation Rates �Students with Disabilities
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Performance/Achievement Data
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	Slide Number 16
	Performance/Achievement Data
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	Slide Number 22
	Slide Number 23

	Appendix III Exhibit II National Center for State Collaborative Transition from Alt-MSA
	NCSC Presentation
	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	NCSC Framework
	NCSC Assessment Delivery
	Functional Skills 
	Technology Transition
	NCSC Timeline �2011-2012 to 2015-2016�
	NCSC Pilot 2 Assessment 
	Slide Number 10

	NCSC LEA-focused General Handout 9 9 13
	/National Center and State Collaborative
	General Supervision Enhancement Grant

	Alt-MSA comparison to NCSC December 2013

	Appendix III Exhibit III Data Requested by Workgroup - Follow-up Questions
	data - followup to questions(1)
	Data - outstanding questions - 8-12-14
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	data - followup to questions(2)

	Blank Page

	Appendix IV - PARCC Resources and Transition Information
	Appendix IV title page
	PARCC Resources and Transition Information:

	Appendix IV - PARCC Resources and Transition Information
	Appendix IV - PARCC Resources and Transition Information
	Appendix IV - PARCC Resources and Transition Information
	Appendix IV - PARCC Resources and Transition Information
	Appendix IV Exhibit I - PARCC Info and Resources
	Appendix IV Exhibit II - PARCC Resources for Parents
	Appendix IV Exhibit III Transition from HSA to PARCC
	Appendix IV Exhibit IV - Technology Readiness

	Appendix IV Exhibit V - PARCC Readiness JCR Report


	Learn MD overview
	Maryland State �Department of Education
	Learn MD Portal – What is it?
	Tools versus Manuals
	One place for your tools… 
	For use by any device that a teacher uses… 
	Quick links to useful tools…
	One click takes you… 
	Thank you


	Blank Page

	Appendix V School Calendar Information
	Appendix V title page
	School Calendar Information

	Appendix V - School Calendar Information
	Blank Page

	Appendix VI Agendas and Minutes
	Appendix VI title page
	Agendas and Minutes

	Appendix VI Agendas and Minutes
	Appendix VI Agendas and Minutes
	Appendix VI Exhibit I - Agenda and Minutes 7-10-14
	Agenda 7-10-2014
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	July 10, 2014, 9:00 – 12:00
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B

	NEXT meeting

	Minutes 7-10-2014
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	July 10, 2014
	NEXT meeting


	Appendix VI Exhibit II - Agenda and Minutes 7-25-14
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	Minutes 7-25-2014.pdf
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	July 25, 2014
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B



	Appendix VI Exhibit III - Agenda and Minutes 8-12-14
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	August 12, 2014 -  9:00 – 12:00
	Appropriations Committee Room

	NEXT meeting
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B


	Appendix VI Exhibit IV Agenda and Minutes 9-17-14
	Agenda 9-17-2014
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	September 17, 2014 -  9:15 – 12:00
	Appropriations Committee Room

	NEXT meeting
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B


	Minutes 9-17-2014
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	September 17, 2014



	Appendix VI Exhibit V Agenda and Minutes 10-21-14
	Agenda10-21-2014
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B

	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B

	Minutes 10-21-2014
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	October 21, 2014




	Appendix VI Exhibit VI Agenda and Minutes 11-12-14
	Agenda 11-12-2014
	Minutes 11-12-2014
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	November 12, 2014



	Blank Page
	Minutes 8-12-2014.pdf
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	August 12, 2014
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B
	Howard County Public Schools Board of Education – Board Rooms A & B



	Agenda 1-30-15
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup

	Minutes 1-30-15
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	January 30, 2015


	Agenda 2-9-15
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup

	Minutes 2-9-15
	Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) and Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) Implementation Review Workgroup
	February 9, 2015



	Appendix VII Review of Maryland Approaches to State Assessment Results
	Appendix VII title page
	Review of Maryland’s Approaches to State Assessment Measures

	Appendix VII MD Approaches to State Assessment Results
	Slide Number 1
	The Mandate
	Slide Number 3
	Challenges
	Review of MSDE Past Experiments�The 1st Approach: VAM
	The New York version of a VAM
	Pros and Cons of VAMS
	2nd Approach: Student Growth Percentiles
	Student Growth Percentiles
	Pros and Cons of SGPs
	SGPs in Maryland
	The 3rd Approach: TRSG, the recommendation from the National Psychometric Council
	Pros and Cons of the TRSG Matrix
	The 4th Approach: �Maryland Tiered Achievement Index
	Making the MSA work
	The Technique for the M-TAI
	Using the State Standard Deviations
	M-TAI Means, STDs, and Tiers Using Spring 2013 MSA Data
	Pros and Cons of M-TAI
	Whole School or Shared Measures
	When Using the SPI, Teachers were Disproportionately Hurt (3 to 1) by Including the SPI
	Pros and Cons of Shared Measures
	Moving Forward with PARCC
	Student Learning Objectives: �the New Paradigm
	SLOs: the Next Statistical Step
	Building SLOs
	Parts of an LEA SLO Target�
	LEA Example based on Proficiency
	How this LEA scores the SLO
	Scoring this SLO– Student Proficiency
	Further Ways to Craft an SLO
	Tying SLOs to Assessments
	��

	Blank Page

	Appendix VIII Professional Learning Survey Results
	Participant Comments on Resources
	Question:  What resources, including technology enhanced resources, have you found valuable from national vendors or websites?

	Participant Comments on School Successes
	Participant Comments Most Appropriate Next Steps
	Participant Comments Issues Identified as OTHER
	Appendix VIII title page.pdf
	Professional Learning Survey Results

	Appendix VIII - Professional Learning Survey Results.pdf
	Professional Learning Survey
	Professional Learning Survey
	What is your Role?
	How many years of service?
	Grade Levels
	Content
	During the 2013-14 school year, MSDE visited every Maryland school district and talked to educators about their needs. One challenge that MSDE staff heard on every visit was the need for Time. If additional time were available to you, what would be the most valuable use of that time? �
	Another recurring challenge identified during the district visits dealt with formative assessment. What do you feel is your largest challenge, if any, with formative assessments?
	Several other recurring challenges were identified during the district visits and are listed in the matrix below. What challenges have you or has your school encountered with the transition to the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards and the PARCC assessments? In what area(s) do you feel that you or your school is in greatest need of additional professional learning? �
	ELA
	Math
	Science
	Social Studies
	The Arts
	Special Education
	English Language Learners
	Gifted/Talented
	Other  (open ended question)
	What School-Based Data/Evidence/ Strategies are you Utilizing?
	In order to meet your needs or the needs of your school, what do you feel would be the most appropriate next-steps in professional learning related to the areas of focus that you have identified in this survey?
	Who do you feel would most appropriately provide services for the next-steps you identified in the previous question?
	Describe your/your school's greatest success regarding professional learning related to the implementation of the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards?
	Have you utilized the resources offered by the PARCC Consortium?
	What resources, including technology enhanced resources, have you found valuable from national vendors or websites? ��Results are listed in a handout.�
	Top 3 ways in which you would like MSDE to deliver professional learning to you, your school, or your district�

	Blank Page

	Appendix IX Attendance
	Appendix IX Attendance
	Appendix IX title page
	Attendance

	Appendix IX Attendance
	attendance 11-12-14

	Blank Page

	attendance 2-9-15

	Appendix X Comments on Draft Recommendations
	Appendix X title page
	Comments on Draft Recommendations

	Appendix X Comments on Draft Recommendations
	Lissitz input on recommendations
	MABE input on recommendations
	PSSAM input on recommendations
	MSEA input on draft recommendations
	Blank Page

	Frederick Co input on recommendations

	Appendix XI Race to the Top
	Race to the Top
	Blank Page

	Appendix XII Extension Request
	Appendix XII title page
	Extension Request:

	signed extension request letter 12-1-14
	extension letter - granting extension to march 31
	Blank Page




