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Reform area: (A) State Success Factors
Criterion: (A)(1) Articulating State’s education reform agenda and LEAs’ participation in it 
Points possible: 65 points
Recommended maximum response length: 10 pages (excl. tables)
Draft date: November 29, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which—

(i) The State has set forth a comprehensive and coherent reform agenda that clearly articulates its goals for implementing reforms in the four education areas described in the ARRA and improving student outcomes statewide, establishes a clear and credible path to achieving these goals, and is consistent with the specific reform plans that the State has proposed throughout its application; (5 points)
(ii) The participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) are strongly committed to the State’s plans and to effective implementation of reform in the four education areas, as evidenced by Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) (as set forth in Appendix D)
 or other binding agreements between the State and its participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) that include— (45 points)
1. Terms and conditions that reflect strong commitment by the participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) to the State’s plans; 

2. Scope-of-work descriptions that require participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) to implement all or significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top plans; and 

3. Signatures from as many as possible of the LEA superintendent (or equivalent), the president of the local school board (or equivalent, if applicable), and the local teachers’ union leader (if applicable) (one signature of which must be from an authorized LEA representative) demonstrating the extent of leadership support within participating LEAs (as defined in this notice); and

(iii) The LEAs that are participating in the State’s Race to the Top plans (including considerations of the numbers and percentages of participating LEAs, schools, K-12 students, and students in poverty) will translate into broad statewide impact, allowing the State to reach its ambitious yet achievable goals, overall and by student subgroup, for—(15 points)
(a) Increasing student achievement in (at a minimum) reading/language arts and mathematics, as reported by the NAEP and the assessments required under the ESEA;

(b) Decreasing achievement gaps between subgroups in reading/language arts and mathematics, as reported by the NAEP and the assessments required under the ESEA;

(c) Increasing high school graduation rates (as defined in this notice); and

(d) Increasing college enrollment (as defined in this notice) and increasing the number of students who complete at least a year’s worth of college credit that is applicable to a degree within two years of enrollment in an institution of higher education. 
In the text box below, the State shall describe its current status in meeting the criterion, as well as projected goals as described in (A)(1)(iii). The narrative or attachments shall also include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, and how each piece of evidence demonstrates the State’s success in meeting the criterion. The narrative and attachments may also include any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found. 
Evidence for (A)(1)(ii):

· An example of the State’s standard Participating LEA MOU, and description of variations used, if any. 
· The completed summary table indicating which specific portions of the State’s plan each LEA is committed to implementing, and relevant summary statistics (see Summary Table for (A)(1)(ii)(b), below).

· The completed summary table indicating which LEA leadership signatures have been obtained (see Summary Table for (A)(1)(ii)(c), below). 
Evidence for (A)(1)(iii):

· The completed summary table indicating the numbers and percentages of participating LEAs, schools, K-12 students, and students in poverty (see Summary Table for (A)(1)(iii), below).

Tables and graphs that show the State’s goals, overall and by subgroup, requested in the criterion, together with the supporting narrative. In addition, describe what the goals would look like were the State not to receive an award under this program. 

Evidence for (A)(1)(ii) and (A)(1)(iii):

· The completed detailed table, by LEA, that includes the information requested in the criterion (see Detailed Table for (A)(1), below).

Definitions:

Participating LEAs means LEAs that choose to work with the State to implement all or significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top plan, as specified in each LEA’s agreement with the State. Each participating LEA that receives funding under Title I, Part A will receive a share of the 50 percent of a State’s grant award that the State must subgrant to LEAs, based on the LEA’s relative share of Title I, Part A allocations in the most recent year, in accordance with section 14006(c) of the ARRA. Any participating LEA that does not receive funding under Title I, Part A (as well as one that does) may receive funding from the State’s other 50 percent of the grant award, in accordance with the State’s plan.
Graduation rate means the four-year or extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate as defined by 34 CFR 200.19(b)(1).
College enrollment refers to the enrollment of students who graduate from high school consistent with 34 CFR 200.19(b)(1) and who enroll in an institution of higher education (as defined in section 101 of the Higher Education Act, P.L. 105-244, 20 U.S.C. 1001) within 16 months of graduation.
Draft narrative outline begins on next page
Executive summary of Kentucky strategy 
Kentucky will lead the nation in the next wave of educational improvement. Since 1990, Kentucky has been a leader nationwide, adopting state standards, intervening in low-performing schools, and pursuing a comprehensive and long-term approach to reform well in advance of other states. Kentucky has re-energized its strategic agenda to accelerate progress in student achievement towards college and career readiness over the 20 years to come. Its focus on tangibly changing teaching practice to increase effectiveness forms the heart of its strategy. In addition to the focus on teacher practice, Kentucky is in it for the long-term and committed to creating innovative solutions that work in rural environments. All initiatives underway or planned, including Race to the Top, feed the same strategy. The passage in early 2009 of Senate Bill 1 (done before the Race to the Top program was announced) is one example of this convergence as it requires the adoption of a new standard and assessment system. Likewise, unified statewide commitment to this strategy, exemplified by the unanimous support of its districts, will support the collaboration necessary to accomplish its goals. 

Background on Kentucky’s historic approach to reform
The landmark Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990, crafted in response to massive funding inequities across the state, redesigned the entire state system, presaging reforms that would go national in later years. The Act equalized funding levels across the state through the Support Education Excellence in Kentucky (SEEK) funding scheme; however, it went much further than that as outlined below.

· Foundational beliefs: Stated without hesitation “schools shall expect a high level of achievement of all students” 
· Standards and accountability: 

· Instituted a common set of state standards across seven subject areas

· Instituted new assessment and accountability system tied to new standards, assessing wide range of skills students need to succeed

· Created authority and infrastructure for the state to intervene in low-performing districts and schools in need of improvement (building from 1984 “academic bankruptcy act”)

· Governance: 

· Instituted single point of leadership of education system, led by Governor

· Devolved decision-making to where it matters most – the school – via School Councils and Site-Based Decision Making (SBDM)
· Service provision: Began provision of preschool, provided Extended School Services and Family Resource Centers for at-risk youth

The national No Child Left Behind bill and other efforts have pulled many of these reforms from Kentucky to other environments across the country. In addition, these changes have created the foundation from which Kentucky continues to build today.

Recent reforms have focused on extending the core themes of KERA and pursuing increasingly more sophisticated strategies. Some examples:

· Then-Commissioner Gene Wilhoit (now head of the Council of Chief State School Officers, CCSSO) did [insert summary of key accomplishments].

· Beginning in 200X, Kentucky universally adopted the ACT test, as well as the preceding EXPLORE and PLAN tests, providing valuable signals to students and to the system about their readiness for college and career.

· Partnering with the Wallace Foundation, the state’s Education Professional Standards Board and the Colleges of Education have redesigned the teacher Master’s program into a Teacher Leader program and the principal preparation program into a post-Master’s program. Both are highly focused on practice-based learning.

· Perhaps most importantly, in early 2009 the legislature passed Senate Bill 1. This landmark legislation commits Kentucky to revising its standards to be fewer, clearer, and higher; mandates adoption of the Common Core; redesigns the state’s accountability and assessment system to meet the new standards; and requires a clear and rich transition plan to the new standards and assessments. (Read more about Senate Bill 1 in the conditions and plans in criteria B – Standards and Assessments). Kentucky is [one of?] the first in the nation to have passed such a bill

These reforms over the past 20 years have borne fruit. Student achievement has increased on many dimensions. NAEP scores continue to rise across the board; from 1992 to 1997, gains on NAEP math and reading ranged from 11 to 18 percentage points. In addition, Kentucky leads the nation in science NAEP scores. Many more students take and pass Advanced Placement exams, a leading signal of challenging coursework. Finally, the state’s graduation rate continues to climb, posting a 9 percentage point gain from 1996 to 2006, the fourth largest in the nation.
Kentucky’s goals for student achievement 

Kentucky recognizes, however, that there is still much work to be done. Today’s global, knowledge-based economy demands students that are college and career ready, able to succeed in varied environments. Scores on the universal administration of the ACT indicate that between 10% and 46% of Kentucky juniors are ready at this level [statistic to be updated for ease of reading]. Kentucky continues to take the long-term view, while still demanding more urgent progress. Kentucky has set the following goals for increasing student achievement and reducing achievement gaps [specific goals TBD]:

· By 20XX, X% of Kentucky students will graduate high-school, ready for college and career

· High school graduation will continue to improve, to Y%

· College remediation rates in the first year of college will fall from today’s rate of X% to a rate of Y% in 20XX

· By 20XX, the gaps in achievement between high-income and low-income students and White and minority students will decrease by X%

· Income gap will reduce from today’s rate of X% to a rate of Y% in 20XX

· Racial gap will reduce from today’s rate of X% to a rate of Y% in 20XX

· By 20XX, X% of Kentucky students will enroll in college and successfully complete at least one year of postsecondary education

.

Kentucky’s overarching strategy for reform

To achieve these ambitious goals, Kentucky has developed a similarly ambitious, long-term, comprehensive, focused strategy and is dedicated to pursuing it. It has been 20 years since KERA, and Kentucky’s new strategy is intended for the 20 years to come.

At the heart of the strategy is a focus on improving teacher practice to increase effectiveness. To reach the level of student achievement that Kentucky seeks, there is simply no other way. On this point, the research base is resoundingly clear: 

· An effective teacher is the most important in-school driver of student achievement

· The best school systems in the world focus relentlessly on increasing the quality of teaching practice (as described in the report “How the World’s Best-Performing School Systems Come Out on Top” by McKinsey & Company, 2007)

Every aspect of Kentucky’s strategy aims towards the purpose of strengthening teaching practice across the state, in every classroom and for every child.

Recognizing that the student and the teacher are the locus of the education system, Kentucky has crafted its vision of the education system it aims to create.

Kentucky’s vision
Kentucky is focused on delivering a 21st-century education to every student. Students are the focus at the center of the system, and we want to ensure they have clear knowledge of what they will need to be ready for college and/or their chosen careers. Supporting those students are their teachers, effective and able to help each student learn at high levels. Those teachers are in turn supported by their fellow teachers and principals in schools, who guide the continuous improvement of the learning occurring in the classroom. Parents, families and others in the community provide complementary and essential supports to students and those working in schools to encourage the highest levels of learning. These schools and their principals additionally benefit from the support of districts they are a part of. Districts provide supports to schools and connections to what works elsewhere in the district and beyond. Finally, the state sets the environment for all, holding a high bar for success and supporting each district, community, school, teacher and student to succeed.



This up-and-down alignment of the system will ensure that effective teaching practice is well described, well supported, and reinforced at every turn throughout Kentucky’s education system. It will enable every Kentucky teacher to be effective, building the following five capacities of teaching practice:

1. Converting state standards into scaffoldings of more specific knowledge and skills
.
2. Tracking student progress on those knowledge and skills though locally-designed authentic assessments.
3. Analyzing student needs with rich and accessible state longitudinal data.
4. Developing instruction in collaborative learning communities built around the standards, scaffoldings, assessments, and data analysis noted above.
5. Refining that instruction by tapping into:
· Ongoing networks of practitioners.
· Expertise from universities, support organizations, and others.
· Online access to assessment and instruction resources tied to each standard.
· Additional study in university classes, teacher academies, and other settings as needed.
Kentucky’s path to accomplishing this vision requires concerted action in four interrelated areas. These areas align with the four emphasized federal reform areas (i.e., assurances). To achieve this vision, Kentucky will pursue initiatives that demonstrate that it:
· Expects that all students can and will learn at high levels, codified in internationally benchmarked standards
· Creates great teachers, principals, superintendents and others supporting students, with each challenged to perform at a high level and supported to do so
· Measures performance of students, staff, schools and approaches, with access to information enabled by an easy-to-use data system
· [Turns around] Supports improved performance through aggressive action when schools and districts persistently [fail] struggle to get the job done

See [Appendix X: Kentucky Learning Framework] for a more detailed description of each of these areas and how they define the system Kentucky aims to create. Kentucky’s first wave of initiatives is described more fully in each of the reform plan sections that follow in the specific content areas.

Kentucky recognizes that the creation of such a system cannot be done overnight. Through a relentless focus on continuous improvement, the sophistication of Kentucky’s system will increase over time towards this vision. Stakeholders at every level will receive the high degree of support they will need to meet the high challenge presented. In addition, Kentucky is pursuing novel approaches to building the capacity of its system as a whole to deliver against this agenda. This includes a reorientation and redesign of the state Department of Education. It also includes the enlistment of preexisting regional networks, coordinated by educational cooperatives with affiliations to centers of higher education, that will provide a rich, 360 degree flow of information to effectively move expertise closer to where it needs to be in and around the schools. (For more detail on the approach to capacity building, see the narrative text of criterion (A)(2).) 
Alignment of various initiatives to strategy

To advance this single strategy, Kentucky will use every means at its disposal. Different efforts that have the potential to drive distraction will be unified under this common strategic agenda. Race to the Top is one such initiative. The implementation of Senate Bill 1 is another such effort. A third is the recently launched Transforming Education in Kentucky, a governor-led effort that aims to galvanize public support for educational transformation. All of these, others, and additional efforts in the future will be funneled through the lens of this strategy and directed to improving teacher practice.

Why Kentucky’s plan uniquely adds to the national conversation

In education, nothing excites as much as the latest fad. Kentucky stands apart from this – it has pursued comprehensive reform for twenty years. Moreover, it plans to focus its work over the next twenty on what clearly matters: increasing the effectiveness of teaching practice across the Commonwealth. It is pursuing this goal using all facets at its disposal. In addition, as Kentucky is XX% rural, it will craft innovative solutions that work in those environments, tackling some of the capacity constraints often present. For example, improving teacher effectiveness in rural settings requires finding scalable ways to provide scaffolding and support to far-flung locales. This will create leadership for other rural populations, as well as help determine innovative efforts that are universal and can expand. In short, Kentucky has a long-term vision, that is focused on effective teaching, and will create innovative solutions for rural environments.
Strong district (LEA) commitment to Race to the Top

Kentucky’s plan is not solely the plan of the Kentucky Department of Education. It is the  Commonwealth’s plan, writ large. It is obvious but bears repeating: this work will need to change what happens in the classroom for it to have any effect on students’ lives. As such, districts, which are much closer to the classroom than the state department, are critical partners on every facet of the plan.

Kentucky is proud of its unified front in support of this Race to the Top application. XX% of the 174 LEAs in Kentucky have signed binding agreements with the state to implement the Race to the Top plans if funded, using the baseline language from the MOU suggested in the guidance, which has been further strengthened to specify Kentucky’s strategies in each area. Importantly, all of these districts have signed on to all parts of the application. In addition, this support does not just exist at the level of the superintendent. For all districts that have signed on, there is clear support from the superintendent, from the local board of education, and, if applicable, from the leadership of the relevant teachers’ association
.

Importantly, district commitment to the plan did not come as an afterthought. Districts have been engaged repeatedly and in multi-faceted ways throughout Kentucky’s preparation of the application. The Superintendents Advisory Council provided ongoing input directly to the Commissioner of Education. A representative set of 10 districts were engaged more deeply via site visits and / or interviews to solicit their input and feedback on Kentucky’s emerging plans. Finally, a statewide survey on Race to the Top provided additional input. Stakeholders of all types responded: 128 (74%) of superintendents, 425 (approximately one-third) of principals, and 1,195 teachers; 464 parents as well as a multitude of other community stakeholders also provided their perspectives. Of note is that rates of support amongst superintendents were quite high – 90%+ agreed with the Kentucky vision and strategy. The state will continue to engage districts early and often as the work continues to unfold [strengthen positioning of survey as possible].

Further details on the commitment of LEAs to Kentucky’s proposal can be found in the tables below, specifying which districts and which leaders have signed on as Participating LEAs.
Clear potential for dramatic increases in statewide student [achievement] learning and success 

As noted above, Kentucky has set ambitious goals for increases in student achievement
 and reduction in achievement gaps. As Kentucky will pursue the enclosed plans regardless of Race to the Top funding, these goals represent the performance Kentucky seeks.

As Kentucky has secured the vast preponderance of support from districts across the state, its work will have dramatic effect statewide and not be limited to pockets. The progress towards these goals is expected to start small (as reforms are piloted and put into place), scaling more dramatically as the reforms take root and transform teaching practice.

See chart / graph below that demonstrates the trajectory of improvement in outcomes for Kentucky’s students [chart to be added based on definition of goals above].

These goals and this plan would represent dramatic change for the youth of Kentucky and for the state overall. At these goals, an additional XXX,000 [TBD from goals] students will be prepared for college and career each year, quickly building Kentucky’s workforce and citizenry for the future.

Reform area: (A) State Success Factors
Criterion: (A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scale up and sustain proposed plans 
Points possible: 30 points
Recommended maximum response length: 5 pages (excluding budget and budget narrative)
Draft date: November 29, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has a high-quality overall plan to—

(i) Ensure that it has the capacity required to implement its proposed plans by— (20 points)

(a)
Providing strong leadership and dedicated teams to implement the statewide education reform plans the State has proposed;

(b)
Supporting participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) in successfully implementing the education reform plans the State has proposed, through such activities as identifying promising practices, evaluating these practices’ effectiveness, ceasing ineffective practices, widely disseminating and replicating the effective practices statewide, holding participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) accountable for progress and performance, and intervening where necessary; 

(c)
Providing effective and efficient operations and processes for implementing its Race to the Top grant in such areas as grant administration and oversight, budget reporting and monitoring, performance measure tracking and reporting, and fund disbursement;

(d)
Using the funds for this grant, as described in the State’s budget and accompanying budget narrative, to accomplish the State’s plans and meet its targets, including where feasible, by coordinating, reallocating, or repurposing education funds from other Federal, State, and local sources so that they align with the State’s Race to the Top goals; and

(e)
Using the fiscal, political, and human capital resources of the State to continue, after the period of funding has ended, those reforms funded under the grant for which there is evidence of success; and

(ii) Use support from a broad group of stakeholders to better implement its plans, as evidenced by the strength of the statements or actions of support from— (10 points)

(a)
The State’s teachers and principals, which include the State’s teachers’ unions or statewide teacher associations; and

(b)
Other critical stakeholders, such as the State’s legislative leadership; charter school authorizers and State charter school membership associations (if applicable); other State and local leaders (e.g., business, community, civil rights, and education association leaders); Tribal schools; parent, student, and community organizations (e.g., parent-teacher associations, nonprofit organizations, local education foundations, and community-based organizations); and institutions of higher education.

In the text box below, the State shall describe its current status in meeting the criterion. The narrative or attachments shall also include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, and how each piece of evidence demonstrates the State’s success in meeting the criterion. The narrative and attachments may also include any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers. The State’s response to (A)(2)(i)(d) will be addressed in the budget section (Section VIII of the application). Attachments, such as letters of support or commitment, should be summarized in the text box below and organized with a summary table in the Appendix. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (A)(2)(i)(d):

•
The State’s budget, as completed in Section VIII of the application. The narrative that accompanies and explains the budget and how it connects to the State’s plan, as completed in Section VIII of the application.

Evidence for (A)(2)(ii):

•
A summary in the narrative of the statements or actions and inclusion of key statements or actions in the Appendix.

Definitions:

Participating LEAs means LEAs that choose to work with the State to implement all or significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top plan, as specified in each LEA’s agreement with the State. Each participating LEA that receives funding under Title I, Part A will receive a share of the 50 percent of a State’s grant award that the State must subgrant to LEAs, based on the LEA’s relative share of Title I, Part A allocations in the most recent year, in accordance with section 14006(c) of the ARRA. Any participating LEA that does not receive funding under Title I, Part A (as well as one that does) may receive funding from the State’s other 50 percent of the grant award, in accordance with the State’s plan.
Draft narrative outline begins on next page
The Commonwealth of Kentucky believes the strategy we will pursue is the right work for its students. We are also cognizant that successful implementation will require focused capacity building and extensive collaboration. The proposed strategy includes a thoughtful approach to building and sustaining the capacity we will need, both at the State level and in the field. The proposed strategy also builds from a high level of ongoing collaboration and stakeholder support.

Capacity to implement
Kentucky’s approach to ensuring the capacity needed to implement starts from a focus on several core principles:

· The work of everyone at all levels across the state needs to focus on students at the center

· Two-way collaboration and communication lead to better, more sustainable results than one-way mandates focused on compliance

Historically, the state Department of Education was well-staffed and provided a high degree of services to those in the field. Eight regional Service Centers were fully staffed to provide targeted professional development. In addition, the state has had, over the years, various field operations designed to provide additional school improvement support to schools and districts. State programs placed Highly Skilled Educators
 in schools and districts in need of support across the state. Over recent years, the department’s capacity to continue this level of direct service provision to schools, districts, and regions has decreased. In light of these principles and in response to economic realities, Kentucky is in the process of revising its approach to working with the field. In accordance with the strategies outlined in this Race to the Top application as well as the upcoming implementation of Kentucky’s Senate Bill 1, this approach develops the right kind of capacity in the right places in the system. Notably, the new capacity required will be built up out in the field, closer to the schools than it has been historically. Three components describe this new approach:

· Redesigning the Kentucky Department of Education: Uses cross-functional teams and often reaches beyond the department walls, with a focus on a core set of processes that enable it to solve problems and provide support to those in the field

· Recalibrating the interaction between the state and LEAs: Creates space for two-way collaboration and learning, where state partners with districts to solve problems of practice and policy

· Relying on (and supporting) pre-existing regional collaborative networks of practitioners, coordinated by regional educational cooperatives: Facilitates flow of knowledge across districts and schools, enabling each to be both “teacher” and “student” 

Kentucky has already begun the process of redesigning its Department of Education (KDE). 

In the fall of 2009, the Department formed X Work Teams, groups of people working across traditional silos to form complete solutions to critical topics. Importantly, these Work Teams heavily engaged experts outside of the Department as well. The following Work Teams were formed:

· Standards

· Assessments

· Professional Learning

· Teacher Effectiveness

· Kentucky Statewide Longitudinal Data System

· School Improvement and School Turnaround

These dedicated teams form the structure that will carry out the strategies put forth in this Race to the Top application. They also represent just the tip of the iceberg. Kentucky plans to fully redesign the structure and orientation of the Department of Education, as well as most importantly, its processes to better enable cross-functional collaboration on these critical areas of emphasis and improve its focus on and support for districts and schools in the field. Kentucky has begun working to do so, with the implementation of organizational change occurring early in 2010. [More detail to come by Dec 21] Further detail on this approach can be found in Appendix X.

Kentucky has also begun to recalibrate the interaction between the state and districts. The state aims to be a collaborative partner with districts, providing essential resources and access to best practices. One aspect of this has been to more fully open lines of communication between state leadership and districts. To do so, the Commissioner has established a set of Advisory Groups to provide direct feedback; these include groups for superintendents, for principals, and for teachers. In addition, the Commissioner has ratcheted up the department’s communication and responsiveness to the field. Examples here include the Commissioner’s blog and Twitter account as well as the ongoing survey of state responsiveness to LEA and other inquiries. This open communication will enable effective information dissemination and course correction as Race to the Top strategies are implemented.

Finally, the state is going to be relying more on existing regional networks coordinated by educational cooperatives. Based on the regional structures which are already in place (including regional educational cooperatives as well as regional universities), the state plans to create active networks of practitioners. Today, the regional educational cooperatives exist in eight geographic regions across the state. Each cooperative is a membership organization, with districts as the members. District superintendents also serve on the board of directors of each cooperative, leading to governance and leadership that supports their needs. Funding flows to cooperatives via membership fees as well as via grants and fee-for-service contracts. In sum, these cooperatives serve as important loci of regional collaboration amongst member districts.

These networks would be the focus of efforts to share promising practices and coordinate evaluations of practices’ effectiveness. From there, the networks in collaboration with the state would be able to cease those practices that are ineffective and more broadly disseminate and replicate those that are highly effective. To make these networks concrete and keep them grounded in work on critical areas, the initial focus in the middle of 2010 will be on the deployment of the new state standards (aligned with the Common Core). More details on this approach are available in reform plan (B)(3). 

The state does retain accountability for ensuring LEA progress and performance. The state, led by the Kentucky Board of Education, has used its accountability role in the past, both in temporarily assuming control of low-performing districts (in keeping with KRS 158.785 and our management assistance program and in increasing levels of monitoring of districts with performance challenges through the agency’s Partnership Assistance Team program. This program provides assistance in the form of teams that include mentors for the superintendent and board of education and highly skilled educational assistance to improve student outcomes. [Example to be added] 

The state has a team in place and processes aligned to effectively administer Race to the Top and competently implement the proposed strategies. The state has developed a rigorous and detailed budget to support its work in Race to the Top. More details can be found in the budget narrative (located in X).

As described in detail in the narrative for criterion (A)(1), Kentucky is firmly committed to the strategies proposed in this application. Kentucky is setting its strategic agenda for the next twenty years. It will use Race to the Top funding to pursue initial work over the next four years that forms critical parts of that agenda. It has, in each case, designed the initiatives with longer-term sustainability in mind. [More specifics on approach to sustainability to come]

Collaboration and support from stakeholders

The successful pursuit of this strategy can be rightly said to hinge on one word: collaboration. The work since the 1990 Kentucky Education Reform Act has laid a foundation of working together that is likely unrivaled amongst Kentucky’s peers.  Recent collaborations include:

· The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE), the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE), and the Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB) creating a P-20 compact on data sharing and data systems integration

· A working group of KDE, EPSB, Kentucky Education Association (KEA), Kentucky Association of School Superintendents (KASS), Kentucky Chamber of Commerce, Kentucky Education Cabinet, and the Kentucky School Boards Association (KSBA), convened by the Prichard Committee for Academic Excellence, that developed a set of actionable recommendations in regards to differentiated teacher compensation

Kentucky is proud of its long history of collaboration.

In regards to Race to the Top, Kentucky has engaged extensively with a broad set of stakeholders to provide their support for and commit to partnering to implement the plans contained herein. A Kentucky Race to the Top Advisory Council has met throughout this process. It is comprised of the leadership of key stakeholder groups, representing the following constituencies (full list of organizations and individuals in Appendix X):

· Key state agencies: Kentucky Department of Education (KDE), Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE), Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB), and Kentucky Cabinet on Education and Workforce Development

· Teachers: Kentucky Education Association (KEA)

· Principals: Kentucky Association of School Administrators (KASA)

· Superintendents: Kentucky Association of School Superintendents (KASS)

· School Boards: Kentucky School Boards Association (KSBA)

· School Councils
: Kentucky Association of Schools Councils (KASC)

· Educational Cooperatives: Kentucky Association of Educational Cooperatives (KAEC)

· Parents: Kentucky Parent-Teacher Association (KY-PTA) and the Prichard Committee for Academic Excellence

· Businesses: Partnership at NewCities

· Civil Rights: Kentucky Commission on Human Rights (KCHR)

These groups unanimously support the Commonwealth’s Race to the Top application. Further details of their support can be found in Appendix X; further details on the roles they will play in supporting specific Race to the Top strategies can be found in the respective narratives for each plan.

Additionally, Kentucky has solicited the input and support of stakeholders across the state. In a November survey, open to the public, the state Department of Education received the perspectives of more than 2,400 individuals, including 128 superintendents, 425 principals, and 1,195 teachers. This survey demonstrated a strong level of support for Kentucky’s overarching vision and strategy: 77% agree with Kentucky’s forward-looking vision statement. Additionally, in the four reform areas, respondents both recognized the importance of these areas, with 80%+ support, and believe it is important for Kentucky to do work in each area, with 60%+ of respondents seeing room to improve. In looking at specific strategies under consideration, respondents voiced strong support for majority of strategies under consideration. 
15 out of 22 strategies under consideration received strong (75%+) support from respondents, with the most prioritized strategies relating to adopting standards and assessments and supporting professional learning for teachers and principals.

Kentucky, through its Race to the Top planning process, has built a strong platform of commitment and collaboration on the proposed strategies. This platform will serve the Commonwealth well as it moves to the implementation stage and partnerships in each area come to life.
Reform area: (A) State Success Factors
Criterion: (A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raising student achievement and closing gaps
Points possible:  30 points 
Recommended maximum response length:  6 pages
Draft date: December 11, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has demonstrated its ability to –

(i)  Make progress over the past several years in each of the four education reform areas, and used its ARRA and other Federal and State funding to pursue such reforms; (5 points)

(ii)  Improve student outcomes overall and by student subgroup since at least 2003, and explain the connections between the data and the actions that have contributed to — (25 points)

(a) Increasing student achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics, both on the NAEP and on the assessments required under the ESEA; 

(b) Decreasing achievement gaps between subgroups in reading/language arts and mathematics, both on the NAEP and on the assessments required under the ESEA; and 

(c) Increasing high school graduation rates.     

Instructions for each reform condition criteria (verbatim from application):
State Reform Conditions Criteria are used to assess a State’s progress and its success in creating conditions for reform in specific areas related to the four ARRA education reform areas. The State must provide, for each State Reform Conditions Criterion addressed, a description of the State’s current status in meeting that criterion, and at a minimum, the information requested as supporting evidence that the State has met the criterion.  The State may also submit additional information that it believes will be helpful to reviewers in judging the criterion.

Evidence for (A)(3)(ii):

· NAEP and ESEA results since at least 2003.  Include in the Appendix all the data requested in the criterion as a resource for peer reviewers for each year in which a test was given or data was collected.  Note that this data will be used for reference only and can be in raw format.  In the narrative, provide the analysis of this data and any tables or graphs that best support the narrative.  

Draft narrative begins on next page
[Narrative not yet drafted - pending compilation and analysis of relevant data]
Reform area: (B) Standards and Assessments
Criterion: (B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards
Points possible: 40 points
Recommended maximum response length: 2 pages
Draft date: December 12, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has demonstrated its commitment to adopting a common set of high-quality standards, evidenced by (as set forth in Appendix B)—

(i) The State’s participation in a consortium of States that— (20 points)

(a)
Is working toward jointly developing and adopting a common set of K-12 standards (as defined in this notice) that are supported by evidence that they are internationally benchmarked and build toward college and career readiness by the time of high school graduation; and

(b)
Includes a significant number of States; and

(ii) — (20 points) 

(a) For Phase 1 applications, the State’s high-quality plan demonstrating its commitment to and progress toward adopting a common set of K-12 standards (as defined in this notice) by August 2, 2010, or, at a minimum, by a later date in 2010 specified by the State, and to implementing the standards thereafter in a well-planned way
Evidence for (B)(1)(i):

•
A copy of the Memorandum of Agreement, executed by the State, showing that it is part of a standards consortium.

•
A copy of the final standards or, if the standards are not yet final, a copy of the draft standards and anticipated date for completing the standards.

•
Documentation that the standards are or will be internationally benchmarked and that, when well-implemented, will help to ensure that students are prepared for college and careers.

•
The number of States participating in the standards consortium and the list of these States. 

Evidence for (B)(1)(ii):

For Phase 1 applicants: 

•
A description of the legal process in the State for adopting standards, and the State’s plan, current progress, and timeframe for adoption. 

Draft narrative begins on next page
With the passage of Senate Bill 1 (SB1) in the 2009 session of the Kentucky General Assembly, the Commonwealth is poised at the beginning of a new era in public school assessment and accountability. SB1 addresses many areas – what will be tested, how subjects will be tested, when tests are given, what should comprise the public school accountability system and more. The timeline for SB1 calls for the new system to be complete and in use by the 2011-2012 school year. There is much work to be done in order to meet this aggressive deadline. 

In regards to criterion (B)(1), Kentucky leads the pack in being prepared to adopt the Common Core. SB1 mandates the adoption of new standards, with the first wave focused on reading and mathematics to be done by February 2010, well in advance of the criterion’s deadline of August 2, 2010. Kentucky is completely committed to full adoption of the Common Core and is likely to be the first state to adopt. On [insert date] Kentucky was one of the first states to join the multi-state coalition led by the National Governors Association (NGA) and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO). (See supporting documentation and signatures in Appendix XX). Additionally, KDE has set a timeline for adoption and implementation of the math and reading standards, as outlined in Appendix XX.

Key mandates of SB1
Requires the following with respect to the content standards: 
· Focus on critical knowledge and skill

· Result in fewer, but more in-depth standards to facilitate mastery learning

· Communicate expectations more clearly and concisely

· Be based on evidence-based research

· Consider international benchmarks

· Ensure that the standards are aligned from elementary to postsecondary so that students can be successful at each education level
· Consideration of national standards where available
Requires the following with respect to alignment with postsecondary education:

· Commissioner of Education and the President of the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE) ensure that the standards for reading and mathematics are aligned with entry-level course requirements

· Standards in all subject areas are aligned between K-12 and postsecondary
Requires the following with respect to professional learning:

· Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB) and the CPE coordinate information and training sessions for faculty and staff in all teacher preparation programs in the use of the revised standards
· KDE provides or facilitates training sessions for existing teachers and administrators on how to integrate the revised content standards and better integrate performance assessment
· EPSB requires teacher preparation programs to instruct students in the use of the academic content standards in the pre-service programs and for interns to have practice in planning instruction for these; and

· The CPE and EPSB provide information sessions for postsecondary education faculty
Because adoption of the standards is only the first step, KDE has led several cross-functional work teams that include both internal and external personnel and stakeholder representatives. (See (B)(3) for detail on the outputs of these work teams and Kentucky’s plan to fully implement SB1)
Reform area: (B) Standards and Assessments
Criterion: (B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments
Points possible: 10 points
Recommended maximum response length: 1 page
Draft date: December 12, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has demonstrated its commitment to improving the quality of its assessments, evidenced by (as set forth in Appendix B) the State’s participation in a consortium of States that—

(i) Is working toward jointly developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments (as defined in this notice) aligned with the consortium’s common set of K-12 standards (as defined in this notice); and 

(ii) Includes a significant number of States.
Evidence for (B)(2):

•
A copy of the Memorandum of Agreement, executed by the State, showing that it is part of a consortium that intends to develop high-quality assessments (as defined in this notice) aligned with the consortium’s common set of K-12 standards; or documentation that the State’s consortium has applied, or intends to apply, for a grant through the separate Race to the Top Assessment Program (to be described in a subsequent notice); or other evidence of the State’s plan to develop and adopt common, high-quality assessments (as defined in this notice).

•
The number of States participating in the assessment consortium and the list of these States.

Draft narrative begins on next page
As described in (B)(1), the passage of Senate Bill 1 in 2009 will reset Kentucky’s assessment system. Given these legislative mandates, Kentucky is committed to working with a multi-state coalition on the development of high-quality assessments aligned to the new Common Core standards, and has already participated in two of the three public meetings held this fall by the USED. Benny Lile, Director of Instruction and Technology at Barren County Board of Education attended the November 17 meeting in Atlanta, and Ken Draut, Associate Commissioner in the Office of Assessment and Accountability attended the December 1 meeting in Denver. KDE responded in writing as requested at those meetings to Secretary Duncan’s request “to inform the design of this program.” (See Appendix XX for relevant documentation.)
SB1 calls for a revised assessment program to be implemented in 2011-2012, which will include summative, interim, and formative assessments that:
· Measure individual student achievement in the academic core content areas of language, reading, English, mathematics, science, and social studies at designated grades
· Provide teachers and parents a valid and reliable comprehensive analysis of skills mastered by individual students
· Provide diagnostic information that identifies strengths and academic deficiencies of individual students in the content areas
· Provide comparisons with national norms for mathematics, reading, social studies, and science, and where available, comparisons to other states
· Provide information to teachers that can enable them to improve instruction for current and future students
· Provide longitudinal profiles for students
· Ensure school and district accountability for student achievement 

· The Kentucky Board of Education may incorporate end-of-course examinations into the assessment program to be used in lieu of requirements for criterion-referenced tests required under paragraph (b) of this subsection; and the results of the assessment program developed under this subsection shall be used to determine appropriate instructional modifications for all students in order for students to make continuous progress including that needed by advanced learners.
Reform area: (B) Standards and Assessments
Criterion: (B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high-quality assessments

Points possible: 20 points
Recommended maximum response length: 8 pages
Draft date: December 12, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State, in collaboration with its participating LEAs (as defined in this notice), has a high-quality plan for supporting a statewide transition to and implementation of internationally benchmarked K-12 standards that build toward college and career readiness by the time of high school graduation, and high-quality assessments (as defined in this notice) tied to these standards. State or LEA activities might, for example, include: developing a rollout plan for the standards together with all of their supporting components; in cooperation with the State’s institutions of higher education, aligning high school exit criteria and college entrance requirements with the new standards and assessments; developing or acquiring, disseminating, and implementing high-quality instructional materials and assessments (including, for example, formative and interim assessments (both as defined in this notice)); developing or acquiring and delivering high-quality professional development to support the transition to new standards and assessments; and engaging in other strategies that translate the standards and information from assessments into classroom practice for all students, including high-need students (as defined in this notice).
Definitions:

High-need students means students at risk of educational failure or otherwise in need of special assistance and support, such as students who are living in poverty, who attend high-minority schools (as defined in this notice), who are far below grade level, who have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma, who are at risk of not graduating with a diploma on time, who are homeless, who are in foster care, who have been incarcerated, who have disabilities, or who are English language learners.
High-quality assessment means an assessment designed to measure a student’s knowledge, understanding of, and ability to apply, critical concepts through the use of a variety of item types and formats (e.g., open-ended responses, performance-based tasks). Such assessments should enable measurement of student achievement (as defined in this notice) and student growth (as defined in this notice); be of high technical quality (e.g., be valid, reliable, fair, and aligned to standards); incorporate technology where appropriate; include the assessment of students with disabilities and English language learners; and to the extent feasible, use universal design principles (as defined in section 3 of the Assistive Technology Act of 1998, as amended, 29 U.S.C. 3002) in development and administration. 

Interim assessment means an assessment that is given at regular and specified intervals throughout the school year, is designed to evaluate students’ knowledge and skills relative to a specific set of academic standards, and produces results that can be aggregated (e.g., by course, grade level, school, or LEA) in order to inform teachers and administrators at the student, classroom, school, and LEA levels.
Draft narrative begins on next page
Kentucky has a long history of demonstrated, bipartisan commitment to high standards and expectations for all students. As described in the State Success Factors section, Kentucky established clear expectations that all children can learn at high levels and articulated core content standards as a result of the Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990, which were most recently revised in 2006. As described in (B)(1) and (B)(2), Senate Bill 1 (SB1) calls for substantial revision of Kentucky’s existing standards and assessments in seven subject areas, as they are powerful tools for measuring student, school, district and state performance. This legislative mandate directs the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) and the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE) to plan and implement a comprehensive process for revising academic content standards in all areas, and revising the statewide assessment program for implementation in 2011-2012. SB1 also includes clear implementation requirements and sequencing, further demonstrating Kentucky’s commitment to internationally benchmarked K-12 standards and high-quality assessments.

Following the passage of Senate Bill 1, KDE, CPE, and key implementation partners (e.g., the Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB), the Kentucky Education Association (KEA), the Kentucky School Boards Association (KSBA), the Kentucky Association of School Councils (KASC), the Kentucky Educational Cooperatives, and other key stakeholder groups)  collaborated to create high-quality plans for the statewide transition to and implementation of internationally benchmarked K-12 standards and high-quality assessments tied to these standards. These plans include timelines for adoption and dissemination of standards, development of the assessments, a new approach to professional development, and many other key success factors related to SB1 implementation. See Appendix XX for a list of SB1-related work groups and detailed implementation work plans. 

In a survey conducted to solicit stakeholders’ perspectives as we prepared Kentucky’s Race to the Top application, more than 80% of the 2440 respondents said that future progress in the area of standards and assessments is important or very important. In fact, when asked about the most important strategies Kentucky should pursue, the strategies that were ranked most frequently in respondents’ top three were all focused on adopting and implementing high and clear standards and aligned assessments, and providing tools for teachers to be successful in teaching those standards. Therefore, we have two key goals for the transition to and implementation of internationally benchmarked K-12 standards and high-quality assessments tied to these standards:

1) The new standards and assessments are successfully adopted and disseminated statewide, so that all Kentucky citizens – students, teachers, parents, school leaders, communities, business, etc. – are educated on and understand the new standards and assessments.
2) The new standards and assessments are successfully implemented in all classrooms so that all students in Kentucky are prepared for success in the 21st century.
In order to meet the Commonwealth’s goals with respect to standards and assessments, there are several key activities that will be undertaken over the next few years.  

Activity 1: Adopting and disseminating the Math and English/Language Arts standards
In February 2010, the Kentucky Board of Education will adopt the Common Core standards for Math and English/Language Arts. While SB1 mandates the revision for five additional subject areas, Math and English/Language Arts will be the first two subjects completed and released by the multi-state coalition. Immediately following adoption, KDE and several partner organizations will educate key stakeholders on the new standards. The following is the approach to broad-based dissemination and education, all of which will be completed by KDE, in collaboration with EPSB and CPE, by April 1, 2010:

· Conduct press release/conference immediately following joint approval of standards with KBE/EPSB/CPE

· Conduct trainings on orientation/awareness of standards training for KDE personnel

· Communicate with key legislators to articulate KDE/CPE standards work and necessary resources, and meet with editorial boards to discuss standards and answer questions
· Work with key partners like the Prichard Committee, KSBA, KASS, KASA, KEA, KASC, Partnership for NewCities, and others to create informational webinars and hold town hall meetings at school locations to share standards information with interested stakeholders, and provide brochures and/or other communications pieces, unique to each role group---students, parents, teachers, administrators, business world, the public, etc. ---that explain the standards and their importance to be used in print media or on web sites produced by various organizations (utilizing materials and resources from CCSSO)

· Hold an educator’s webinar series for P-12 practitioners and institutions of higher education (IHE) that includes a crosswalk document comparing new standards to old standards for use with educators in multiple settings, examples of “unpacking” standards (as described in Activity XX below) using the new approach to formative assessment as described in the next section
· Work with Kentucky Education Television (KET) to create an educators’ online learning series (P-12) through the Kentucky Virtual School

· Develop an outline/talking points & awareness resources for school/district use with parent groups and in other face-to-face group meetings amongst education stakeholders, and education-related communicators (i.e. bloggers, Twitter, Facebook, etc.)

· Develop public service announcements and guest editorials for use by all available media and publications --television, cable channels, school broadcasts, radio, magazines, journals, etc. -- including:
· Segment on “Kentucky Tonight” with Bill Goodman to announce standards and stress importance to KY
· Article in Kentucky Living (a rural, cooperative magazine)
· Series of articles about standards and professional learning in KY Teacher
· Post standards on KDE, CPE websites/IHE websites and other education-related sites (i.e. KET, Prichard Committee, EPSB, KCTCS, colleges and universities) 

· Work with Partnership for NewCities to schedule a meeting to engage professional organizations to include standards-related workshops to be held at all conferences, and partner with business and industry to gain buy in through the Chamber of Commerce and education committee chair
These outreach and education efforts will ensure that all Kentucky citizens are informed and educated about the new Math and English/Language Arts standards – why these fewer, clearer, higher standards are critical, and how they will transform teaching and learning in every Kentucky classroom. 

Activity 2: Aligning K-12 and postsecondary education around the new standards

In 2006, Kentucky was one of the first states to join the American Diploma Project (ADP) – an effort lead by Achieve, Inc. to build a coalition of states committed to increasing college readiness. As a result of joining ADP, we revised the high school graduation requirements to ensure their alignment with CPE’s pre-college curriculum, which involved increasing Math requirements. Recently, conversations have also begun to increase Foreign Language requirements to align with the pre-college curriculum. KDE, EPSB, and CPE will continue to work together to ensure P-20 alignment as mandated by SB1, completing the following activities in March 2010:

· Convene P-16 Steering Committee for Unbridled Learning Summit (a convening to discuss Kentucky’s education strategy going forward) and determine intersection points with Governor Beshear’s Transforming Education in Kentucky (TEK) initiative 

· Provide follow-up trainings to Unbridled Learning Summit; hosted by CPE & KDE, these workshops will enhance staff understanding of the standards and how to align the new standards with post-secondary curriculum
· Refocus Instructional Support Network (ISN) to include P-16 instructional leaders (i.e. university staff, former ISN network, coops, and partners); continuing P-16 ISN network activities will include monthly electronic newsletters and webinars to discuss topics of interest and common issues around standards

· Establish higher education networks or expert teams, including identifying lead faculty to participate in content area networks (described below in Activity XX) and trainings based on new standards 
These collaboration and education efforts will ensure that there is increased collaboration between K-12 and IHE and ensure that all educators have an understanding about the new standards. 

Activity 3: Building networks to unpack the standards and create high-quality, aligned instructional supports
Unpacking standards in small work teams
Once the standards have been adopted in February 2010, they will need to be analyzed and “unpacked” so that all Kentucky educators are able to translate them into effective instruction for all students. Unpacking is the process of identifying what students will know and be able to do when they have mastered the standard. The Core Oversight Team (which includes KDE staff, content consultants, faculty, educational cooperative and other agency leads) will establish the protocol for unpacking the standards by February 2010, and then will facilitate the process with established Mathematics and English/Language Arts work groups who reviewed the common core standards (approximately 60 teacher leads, district personnel, university faculty, and KDE staff). In March 2010, the Core Oversight Team will work to annotate and calibrate the unpacking process and learning targets for a strand of the Mathematics & English/Language Arts standards by developing on-line examples using the protocol to unpack selected standards as a way to model the process. Then, by May 2010, KDE’s Division of Secondary & Virtual Learning will work with KET to document the unpacking process and include this documentation in an online module for broader use and trainings. This use of online technology infrastructure will ensure that educators in all areas of Kentucky, even the most geographically remote, will have access to resources for district leadership teams and school-based professional learning teams (PLTs). 
Establishing content and administrator leadership networks 
Leveraging regional networks is at the heart of our strategy to ensure full implementation of the new standards and assessment system. Using a network approach enables strong implementation with fidelity by facilitating local practice-sharing and collaboration, establishing mechanisms for continuous communication and follow-up (as opposed to a one-time training session), and increasing access to expertise so that questions can be answered more quickly than if they were to be channeled through KDE. 

For every content area, there will be a content area leadership network (e.g., “Science Leadership Network”) which is comprised of eight regional networks, each supporting approximately 50 participants—enough so that every Kentucky district can send at least an elementary and secondary teacher leader/administrator to each network. For each of the eight regional networks within each content area network, there will be four facilitators (one of the designated team leads
, a KDE staff person [Content Specialists, HSE, DAGC, Educator Quality field Staff, Reading First Coaches]
, an Education Cooperative Consultant, and a member of Higher Education faculty.) This will ensure that at least one facilitator at each network site also will be available to act as a coach or mentor as the network participants implement practices in their own schools/districts. Please reference section (A)(2) for more description on the role of Kentucky’s Education Cooperatives. [In next revision we need to explicitly say earlier in this paragraph that the networks will arise out of and be supported by the Educational Cooperatives]
By April 2010, KDE will have identified and met with network and design team leads to establish the Core Oversight Team referenced above in Activity XX. This team includes representation from all eight regional networks and a KDE FTE (the Network Consultant), and along with key partners like KET, is charged to:

· Ensure consistency and coherence among all of the different content / administrative networks by designing plans for the networks and identifying facilitators for each content and administrator network
· Review protocols for learning teams to ensure quality control and coherence/consistency for messages surrounding the characteristics of highly effective teaching and learning

· Identify resources/processes for unpacking of standards and design of formative assessments

· Develop leadership experiences for facilitators and participants in the networks
Additionally, the Core Oversight Team will identify KDE field staff to support implementation of school-based professional learning teams – housed at Education Cooperatives and/or other educational agencies. From April to May 2010, KDE will use an RFA process for local professional learning team development focused on local implementation of the work of the content/administrator networks. These professional learning teams will work with the district representation that is part of the regional content area network, and will provide the local infrastructure for continuous professional learning and collaboration to ensure implementation with fidelity and usage of the supports developed by the content area leadership networks (more detail below in Activity XX and in (D)(5)).
Additionally, by June 2010, KDE’s Network Consultant will work with local district leadership to appoint an educator in each content area in every school and at every IHE College of Education and College of Arts and Science to serve as the “point of contact” during standards implementation. [In next revision we will need to ensure we haven’t lost an explicit description of unpacking the standards that will be occurring in the summer at the regions and then subsequently at each school after the state-wide reconciliation has occurred]
Creating high-quality resources aligned to the new standards and assessments
Beginning in April 2010, the content area leadership networks, led by the Core Oversight Team, will work to create resources and online materials to facilitate learning for a variety of audiences – resources will include:

· Curriculum mapping

· Vertical and horizontal alignment of instruction

· Formative assessments, measures and benchmarks

· Progress monitoring tools

· Teacher and principal informal observation and formal evaluation information

· Teacher portfolios

· Courses for job-embedded professional development including custom publishing tools to support publishing of local content

These resources will be made available through the Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS) for teachers to access directly (more detail below in Activity XX and in section (C)(3)). These resources will be developed and incorporated into the online system on an ongoing basis (through established vendor), beginning with tools for the new Math and English/Language Arts standards during Summer and Fall of 2010. 

Activity 4: Ongoing professional learning around the new standards and assessments
The work above describes how we will implement a new, network-based approach to professional learning as required by our aggressive implementation timeline for the statewide transition to internationally benchmarked K-12 standards and high-quality assessments. These networks and the technological infrastructure being created will enable ongoing professional learning that is continuous and job-embedded. While we will provide more detail on our approach to continuous professional learning in (D)(5), the facets of the system most critical to standards and assessments are the networks described above, and the CIITS and professional learning teams as described below. [In next revision we may need to be clearer throughout the application as to the different roles of networks and cooperatives]
The Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS)

Once the first set of high-quality, aligned instructional tools have been finalized by the end of August 2010, they will be made available through the CIITS as described in more detail in (C)(3). This instructional improvement system will include the following components:

· A Curriculum Module that uses a proprietary ontologies database that will enable Kentucky educators to crosswalk from current standards to the Common Core standards with a single mouse click, enabling teachers to acquire the new standards more easily.
· An Assessment Module that provides the technology needed to host, develop, and jury a statewide bank of assessment items, common assessments, progress monitoring tools, and other formative measurements that may be used in the classroom.
· A platform that allows all Kentucky educators to share and discuss developed resources across classrooms, buildings, and districts.

Professional Learning Teams (PLTs)
The networks described in Activity XX are all “professional learning teams,” which Kentucky defines as groups of practitioners that meet and continuously connect regarding specific areas of education practice, e.g., a content area, or an administration role. While the content area / administration leadership networks will be key for statewide collaboration around the new standards and assessments, individual district level leadership teams and school-level PLTs will provide the infrastructure to ensure ongoing professional learning, collaboration, and successful instruction aligned to the new standards in every classroom in Kentucky. Over the past year, KDE has emphasized and advocated for the use of PLTs, but as professional development is re-conceptualized over the next year (see (D)(5) for more detail) PLTs will no longer be optional
 [by insert date]. KDE will work with LEAs to provide each school with the guidance necessary to build and maintain effective PLTs, including meeting agendas and support
 from district leadership teams and Education Cooperatives. School-based PLTs will also provide the forums to discuss student data, professional development, and to implement future initiatives. 

PLTs are also a key component of the Classroom Assessment for Student Learning approach. Beginning in August 2010, school-level content area PLTs will meet to develop and refine formative assessments aligned to the new standards. They will be supported by the district leadership teams who participated in the unpacking of the standards in the regional content area networks during Spring and Summer of 2010. 

Activity 5: Implementing a balanced assessment system

SB1 requires us to re-conceptualize and rebuild the student assessment system in Kentucky. Kentucky’s new balanced assessment system will include formative, interim and summative tests that:
· Measure individual student achievement in the academic core content areas 

· Provide teachers and parents a valid and reliable comprehensive analysis of skills mastered by individual students

· Provide diagnostic information that identifies strengths and academic deficiencies of individual students in the content areas

· Provide comparisons with national norms for Mathematics, reading, social studies, and science, and where available, comparisons to other states

· Provide information to teachers that can enable them to improve instruction for current and future students

· Provide longitudinal profiles for students
· Ensure school and district accountability for student achievement 
Formative Assessments - Formative assessments will enable teachers to continuously assess student learning. As part of Kentucky’s new approach to formative assessment, teachers will continuously work together to identify curriculum-embedded student work products that reveal the
 range of students understanding in order to create classroom assessments that diagnose the level of student learning of the standards, and identify where students are struggling. Here, we’ll call this approach classroom assessment for student learning. Teachers and students will use these [frequent] curriculum-embedded, ongoing
 assessments to increase descriptive feedback (and reduce evaluative feedback) to truly understand what students are learning, and to increase student self-assessment and opportunities for students to communicate about their evolving learning. Many Kentucky educators have already attended training sessions on this new approach to formative assessment; further training and follow-up will take place through the professional learning work described below in Activity XX.

Interim Assessments - Formative assessments will build up to interim assessments that are tied to the new standards. Every 4-6 weeks, students will take an online, adaptive test which shows progress toward mastery of standards. This
 online assessment tool will be used to help teachers and students understand learning progress and “course-correct” where necessary. Some districts were early adopters of such interim assessment tools; once the new standards are adopted, these districts can continue to use these tools and vendors with whom they have existing contracts
, as long as the assessments are tied to the new standards and the results of which are comparable across districts statewide
. [In the next revision we will want to be more explicit about whether this system online system of interim assessments is available now, and the extent to which we plan to use RTTT money to fund the development and implementation of it if not – we’ll want to be more specific about the timing so it’s clear what is already in place versus what RTTT money will fund to put in place]
Summative assessments - Summative assessments, including end-of-course (EOC) assessments, will be common, comprehensive, cumulative assessments administered annually to measure students’ mastery over the standards taught to them over a sustained period. They will be aligned with the course standards and content, goals and academic expectations, and require students to demonstrate knowledge, comprehension, application, and high order cognitive skills. These summative assessments will align with those developed through the work of the multi-state consortium described in (B)(2). The State Board of Education, at its December 9th meeting, approved the use of EOC assessments as part of the high school achievement measure. Along with the EOC, the adoption or creation of the Common Core Assessment will be complete by January 2012 for implementation in Spring 2012.

A necessary precursor to implementing this new balanced system is to build assessment literacy among teachers and school administrators. To do this, the following activities will be completed by KDE in February, unless otherwise noted:

· Prepare documents with assessment literacy definitions to be distributed through KDE website to be available for stakeholders to use in various settings

· Develop/provide webinar series for P-16 educators to understand and implement new approach to formative assessment (i.e., classroom assessments for student learning as described below)
· Create crosswalk of the assessment system, including informational packets and placement on KDE website
· Create an infomercial that can be broadcast on public television and radio that informs stakeholders of the importance of the balanced assessment system to Kentucky

· Provide training to every District Assessment Coordinator through face-to-face meetings, webinars, and online assessment literacy modules
· Provide training to regional educational coops through face-to-face meetings, webinars, and online assessment literacy modules
Activity 6: Increasing access to challenging courses
The new standards will be fewer, clearer, and higher, and while Kentucky’s educators will be transforming their instruction to align to these new standards, the Commonwealth’s rural nature and associated capacity constraints will require more innovative approaches to ensuring all students have access to challenging courses to enable them to meet the new standards and graduate ready for college and career. Through each of the programs described below we will expand the provision of challenging courses (more detail on each program included in Appendix XX). [In the next revision we should include more specifics here on how many more students will have access to challenging courses via these initiatives / programs and how this will be done. We hang a lot on the innovations for our rural schools and districts so we need to ensure these are fleshed out plans and recipes and not just ideas or descriptions of ingredients]
· AdvanceKentucky (AdvanceKY) is a joint effort by the Kentucky Science and Technology Corp. and KDE, in partnership with the National Math and Science Initiative. AdvanceKy help schools use a variety of approaches to boost AP test results, including opening AP classes to more students, counseling students, providing supplies and equipment, providing intensive training for AP teachers and offering cash incentives.
 We will expand AdvanceKY by adding an additional 20 schools per year over the next four years; an additional 80 high schools brings us to programming in approximately 50% of KY high schools. 
· Project Lead the Way (PLTW) is a nationally-recognized middle and high school curriculum focused on projects and problem-based contextual learning. PLTW’s aim is to cultivate student interest in pursuing careers in engineering, advanced manufacturing, biomedical sciences, and energy. PLTW makes science, math, engineering and technology fun for students, and encourages those who may have overlooked a STEM career by opening the door to options and opportunities. PLTW focuses on the development of logical, problem-solving skills, thereby preparing students for STEM-related postsecondary education or the technology workforce. The success of PLTW depends on integrated partnerships between elementary, middle and high schools, colleges and universities, and the business and government sectors. PTLW will be expanded with a systemic investment in human capital and equipment, enabling growth to an additional 250 public middle and high schools within 2 years, bringing the total to 73% of KY schools.

· The Kentucky Virtual School (KYVS) is a robust online infrastructure to provide a range of online, e-learning services to help schools and teachers meet their goals for high quality teaching, high student performance, and a strong and supportive environment for every child. By integrating KYVS services in their programs, districts, schools, and teachers can find new ways to provide:

· Access to an expanded curriculum for every student

· Advanced Placement and foreign language courses

· Options for credit recovery

· Increased instructional support for at-risk students

· Expanded choices to meet Gifted and Talented students' needs

· Professional Development to build instructional capacity

KDE will partner with KET to expand Math and English/Language Arts course offerings so that challenging courses cover all new standards by Summer 2010 - August 2011, as well as partner with IHE to provide community college coursework online in August 2010 – August 2011. 
Kentucky has instituted the Individual Learning Plan (ILP) – an innovated, technology-driven student planning program that gives the opportunity for students, parents, and their teachers to devise customized learning paths so that students can realize their full potential. Through an authentic participation in the ILP, students can identify their need for the types of challenging coursework described above, and can learn about the course options they have. The ILP is also a way for students, parents, and teachers to identify the additional supports a student may require to ensure successful learning and progress toward college and career readiness. [In next revision we’ll need to be clearer about how many students this initiative is reaching, what will be done differently with it, etc.]
Reform area: (C) Data Systems to Support Instruction
Criterion: (C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data system
Points possible:  24 points (2 points per America COMPETES element)
Recommended maximum response length:  2 pages
Draft date: December 11, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has a statewide longitudinal data system that includes all of the America COMPETES Act elements (as defined in this notice).     

Instructions for each reform condition criteria (verbatim from application):
State Reform Conditions Criteria are used to assess a State’s progress and its success in creating conditions for reform in specific areas related to the four ARRA education reform areas. The State must provide, for each State Reform Conditions Criterion addressed, a description of the State’s current status in meeting that criterion, and at a minimum, the information requested as supporting evidence that the State has met the criterion.  The State may also submit additional information that it believes will be helpful to reviewers in judging the criterion.

Evidence:

· Documentation for each of the America COMPETES Act elements (as defined in this notice) that is included in the State’s statewide longitudinal data system.
Definitions:

America COMPETES Act elements means (as specified in section 6401(e)(2)(D) of that Act):  (1) a unique statewide student identifier that does not permit a student to be individually identified by users of the system; 
(2) student-level enrollment, demographic, and program participation information; 
(3) student-level information about the points at which students exit, transfer in, transfer out, drop out, or complete P–16 education programs; 
(4) the capacity to communicate with higher education data systems; 
(5) a State data audit system assessing data quality, validity, and reliability; 
(6) yearly test records of individual students with respect to assessments under section 1111(b) of the ESEA (20 U.S.C. 6311(b)); 
(7) information on students not tested by grade and subject; 
(8) a teacher identifier system with the ability to match teachers to students; 
(9) student-level transcript information, including information on courses completed and grades earned; 
(10) student-level college readiness test scores; 
(11) information regarding the extent to which students transition successfully from secondary school to postsecondary education, including whether students enroll in remedial coursework; and 
(12) other information determined necessary to address alignment and adequate preparation for success in postsecondary education.

Draft narrative begins on next page
Introduction and context

Historically, Kentucky has been a leader in education technology infrastructure development, leveraging that common infrastructure to address persistent resource inequities across geographic locations. In the 1990s we invested over $600M in the creation of the Kentucky Education Technology System (KETS), a statewide IT infrastructure for public schools. Kentucky was also the first state to implement both standardized district financial reporting and student/school management data systems in all districts and schools. Building from those successes, in 2006 we began the development of the Kentucky Statewide Longitudinal Data System (KY SLDS) with the help of a first round grant from the Institute for Education Sciences (IES). 

There were two main goals for building our statewide longitudinal system:

1. To provide meaningful data to improve instruction and overall effectiveness at all levels of the system 
2. To streamline data collection and reporting to save time and resources and to eliminate the resource gaps between districts across the state
The Commonwealth wanted to put critical data in the hands of decision-makers at all levels to focus on improving instruction – teachers would have access to a more complete data set to enable differentiated instruction, principals and superintendents would be able to analyze patterns across classrooms and schools to identify core content students have not yet mastered, and state administrators would be able to analyze the impact of programs on student achievement to more effectively allocate funding. Additionally, analyses showed that data collection and management processes at that time were in need of dramatic improvement.  Educators across Kentucky spent too much time searching and collecting data from multiple owners, which meant less time devoted to improving instruction. Creating one system at the state level would reduce the time burden on districts and generate huge cost savings by avoiding duplicate efforts across the 174 districts. Most importantly, a state-wide data infrastructure would mean all districts had access to the same common resources, thereby ameliorating the resource gaps between our small, rural districts and our larger, urban districts. 
Current status in meeting reform condition

Our statewide longitudinal data system has nine of the twelve America COMPETES Act elements:

· (1) a unique statewide student identifier that does not permit a student to be individually identified by users of the system; 
· (2) student-level enrollment, demographic, and program participation information; 
· (3) student-level information about the points at which students exit, transfer in, transfer out, drop out, or complete P–16 education programs; 
· (5) a State data audit system assessing data quality, validity, and reliability; 
· (6) yearly test records of individual students with respect to assessments under section 1111(b) of the ESEA (20 U.S.C. 6311(b)); 
· (7) information on students not tested by grade and subject; 
· (8) a teacher identifier system with the ability to match teachers to students; 
· (9) student-level transcript information, including information on courses completed and grades earned; 
· (10) student-level college readiness test scores; 
Our statewide longitudinal data system does not currently have the following three America COMPETES Act elements. 

· (4) the capacity to communicate with higher education data systems; 
· (11) information regarding the extent to which students transition successfully from secondary school to postsecondary education, including whether students enroll in remedial coursework; and 
· (12) other information determined necessary to address alignment and adequate preparation for success in postsecondary education.
Earlier this year Kentucky was awarded a second IES grant and we have already begun implementing our plan to put the remaining three elements in place. (See reform plan narrative (C)(2) for more information on that plan) 
Reform area: (C) Data Systems to Support Instruction
Criterion: (C)(2) Accessing and using State data
Points possible:  5 points 
Recommended maximum response length:  2 pages
Draft date: December 11, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has a high-quality plan to ensure that data from the State’s statewide longitudinal data system are accessible to, and used to inform and engage, as appropriate, key stakeholders (e.g., parents, students, teachers, principals, LEA leaders, community members, unions, researchers, and policymakers); and that the data support decision-makers in the continuous improvement of efforts in such areas as policy, instruction, operations, management, resource allocation, and overall effectiveness.

Instructions for each reform plan (verbatim from application):

The State must provide, for each Reform Plan Criterion that it chooses to address, a detailed plan for use of grant funds that includes, but need not be limited to--

(1)
The key goals; 

(2)
The key activities to be undertaken and rationale for the activities, which should include why the specific activities are thought to bring about the change envisioned and how these activities are linked to the key goals; 

(3)
The timeline for implementing the activities;

(4)
The party or parties responsible for implementing the activities;

(5)
The information requested in the performance measures, where applicable (see Appendix A), and where the State proposes plans for reform efforts not covered by a specified performance measure, the State is encouraged to propose performance measures and annual targets for those efforts; and

(6)
The information requested as supporting evidence, if any, for the criterion, together with any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers in judging the credibility of the State’s plan.

Draft narrative begins on next page
Introduction and context
From the start the Kentucky Statewide Longitudinal Data System (KY SLDS) was developed to put critical data into the hands of decision-makers at all levels of the system to positively impact instruction and student achievement. Without rich and accurate data from year to year we were unable to make informed strategic decisions about how best to improve instruction from the classroom up through the system. With a long history of reform committed to high standards for all students and accountability for their achievement, accurate data and meaningful information over time are key to the continuous improvement of our system. With robust data and information over time, stakeholders will be able to make more effective decisions to improve instruction and student performance – teachers would have access to a more complete data set to enable differentiated instruction, principals and superintendents would be able to analyze patterns across classrooms and schools to identify core content students have not yet mastered, and state administrators would be able to analyze the impact of programs on student achievement to more effectively allocate funding.

With the help of an award during the first round of grants from the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) in 2005, over the past 3+ years we have built a robust statewide longitudinal data system infrastructure that collects, integrates, and stores key data in a statewide data warehouse. With the foundational infrastructure now in place, stakeholders have begun to access that information for use across the state. In fall 2009, superintendents, district assessment coordinators, and chief information officers began accessing KY SLDS data at the aggregate school and district level, with principal access opened up in December 2009. In early 2010 one District Assessment Coordinator (DAC) in every district will have access to individual student level information, to analyze and report out – an important step as we work toward every teacher and principal having access to individual student data in accordance with privacy laws.

The overarching goal of our past and future work is that stakeholders across Kentucky:

· Access meaningful longitudinal information at any time through an online portal log-in based on their role and needs, and

· Use that information to improve the system and student outcomes for all of our students


Activities
Building from our successes to date, we will engage in three principal activities over the next several years to accomplish our goals.

Activity 1: Expand KY SLDS to include all Outstanding Elements of American Competes Act
We have begun the process of expanding our KY SLDS data collection and storage to include postsecondary data from the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE) and teacher and principal preparation and certification data from the Educational Professional Standards Board (EPSB). Furthermore, we will be continually adding other important P-12 data sources into the KY SLDS and creating new reports, available on the online portal. This additional data will provide a more complete picture of the success of our students and will be a critical enabler of the work across the four reform areas. For example, integrating teacher and principal preparation and certification data from the EPSB with KDE K-12 data is a prerequisite for reporting the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs. (see (D)(4) reform plan narrative) These additions to KY SLDS will build in the three elements from the America COMPETES Act that it currently lacks. Our robust longitudinal data system is not an end in itself, but rather a critical means that enables the work across our comprehensive reform agenda. The Kentucky Department of Education will work with an existing vendor to expand the KY SLDS. By late 2012 our planned KY SLDS expansion will be complete so that it houses all identified data sources critical to our statewide reform agenda.
Activity 2: Improve accessibility
As the KY SLDS is expanded to include the necessary additional data, we will simultaneously be completing our Identity Management System to enable role-based access to the wealth of data in the longitudinal data system through the existing online portal. To enable real improvement in instruction and student achievement, teachers and principals need access to longitudinal data for their individual students (in accordance with privacy laws), not solely to aggregate data. Currently, such access is possible, but it is a time-intensive manual process to grant that role-based access and introduces too high a degree of insecurity. Our Identity Management System, however, will automate the role identification of each educator and administrator and link him/her to his/her individual students in a secure fashion. All teachers, principals, and superintendents will have access to their individual students’ longitudinal data through the existing online portal during the 2010-2011 school year. Once the Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS) is in place, stakeholders will access KY SLDS data through the CIITS. The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) already provides longitudinal reports about student performance, finances, and educators and plans to improve them and create more going forward, based upon the needs of educators and administrators, but tempered by the requirements of FERPA and other legislation that seeks to protect student privacy and rights.
Activity 3: Drive usage

Having a robust longitudinal data system infrastructure and providing access to even the most meaningful and user-friendly data will not by itself ensure that data is being used to drive continuous improvement at all levels of the system. Stakeholders must understand how to access and use that data to make better decisions in their current positions. For that reason we are investing heavily in the development and facilitation of professional learning opportunities around how to use the technology to access needed longitudinal data and most importantly how to then use that data to drive continuous improvement in student learning. Stakeholders need to be able to identify what data they need, how they can get that data, and how they will use the information to improve their decisions.  In early 2010 KDE will facilitate the development of professional learning opportunities to be provided through regional networks. (See (B)(3) and (D)(5) reform plans for more detail on the comprehensive professional learning system.)
Reform area: (C) Data Systems to Support Instruction

Criterion: (C)(3) Using data to improve instruction

Points possible: 18 points 
Recommended maximum response length: 5 pages
Draft date: December 11, 2009

Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State, in collaboration with its participating LEAs (as defined in this notice), has a high-quality plan to—

(i) Increase the acquisition, adoption, and use of local instructional improvement systems (as defined in this notice) that provide teachers, principals, and administrators with the information and resources they need to inform and improve their instructional practices, decision-making, and overall effectiveness; 

 (ii) Support participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) and schools that are using instructional improvement systems (as defined in this notice) in providing effective professional development to teachers, principals and administrators on how to use these systems and the resulting data to support continuous instructional improvement; and 

(iii) Make the data from instructional improvement systems (as defined in this notice), together with statewide longitudinal data system data, available and accessible to researchers so that they have detailed information with which to evaluate the effectiveness of instructional materials, strategies, and approaches for educating different types of students (e.g., students with disabilities, English language learners, students whose achievement is well below or above grade level). 
Definitions

Instructional improvement systems means technology-based tools and other strategies that provide teachers, principals, and administrators with meaningful support and actionable data to systemically manage continuous instructional improvement, including such activities as: instructional planning; gathering information (e.g., through formative assessments (as defined in this notice), interim assessments (as defined in this notice), summative assessments, and looking at student work and other student data); analyzing information with the support of rapid-time (as defined in this notice) reporting; using this information to inform decisions on appropriate next instructional steps; and evaluating the effectiveness of the actions taken. Such systems promote collaborative problem-solving and action planning; they may also integrate instructional data with student-level data such as attendance, discipline, grades, credit accumulation, and student survey results to provide early warning indicators of a student’s risk of educational failure.

Participating LEAs means LEAs that choose to work with the State to implement all or significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top plan, as specified in each LEA’s agreement with the State. Each participating LEA that receives funding under Title I, Part A will receive a share of the 50 percent of a State’s grant award that the State must subgrant to LEAs, based on the LEA’s relative share of Title I, Part A allocations in the most recent year, in accordance with section 14006(c) of the ARRA. Any participating LEA that does not receive funding under Title I, Part A (as well as one that does) may receive funding from the State’s other 50 percent of the grant award, in accordance with the State’s plan.

Instructions for each reform plan (verbatim from application):

The State must provide, for each Reform Plan Criterion that it chooses to address, a detailed plan for use of grant funds that includes, but need not be limited to--

(1)
The key goals; 

(2)
The key activities to be undertaken and rationale for the activities, which should include why the specific activities are thought to bring about the change envisioned and how these activities are linked to the key goals; 

(3)
The timeline for implementing the activities;

(4)
The party or parties responsible for implementing the activities;

(5)
The information requested in the performance measures, where applicable (see Appendix A), and where the State proposes plans for reform efforts not covered by a specified performance measure, the State is encouraged to propose performance measures and annual targets for those efforts; and

(6)
The information requested as supporting evidence, if any, for the criterion, together with any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers in judging the credibility of the State’s plan.

Draft narrative begins on next page
Introduction

The Commonwealth of Kentucky seeks to ensure that every child is taught by an effective teacher in a school led by an effective principal. Kentucky recognizes the significant impact teachers and principals have on student learning and the importance of providing a variety of resources to ensure they have the knowledge, skills and tools to improve student learning and close achievement gaps. To insure that Kentucky’s educators have access to a broad range of high-quality data and instructional resources, the Commonwealth will expand the use of technology across the entire school system. Senate Bill 1, passed during the 2009 Kentucky State Legislative Session requires that the Kentucky Board of Education (KBE) disseminate to local school districts and schools a model curriculum framework which is directly tied to the goals, outcomes, and assessment strategies developed pursuant to Senate Bill 1. In addition, teachers and principals need information on their student’s learning and about their own professional practice as it relates to student achievement. Access to robust information and high-quality resources cannot be dependent on geographic location or size of district. For decades Kentucky has fought for equitable resources across all districts. 

To achieve the goal of providing every child access to effective teachers and instructional leaders bold and comprehensive steps need to be taken. Technology must become the widely accepted and used vehicle for improving instructional practice and increasing student learning. The state must provide educators with an instructional improvement system that provides school districts and schools with a coherent set of interconnected tools and resources. This system must support curriculum planning, multiple measures of student progress, effective teacher practice, job-embedded professional learning and strong instructional leadership. The instructional improvement system must enable teachers and principals to use data to understand student needs, deliver appropriate instruction, and improve outcomes for all students. Over 80% of stakeholders surveyed statewide agreed that future progress in data systems was important or very important for the Commonwealth. Almost 90% of those surveyed strongly agreed or agreed that implementing instructional improvement systems in schools and districts to provide teachers and others with “rapid time” data on student performance will contribute to increased student learning.

KDE will build the Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS) – an online platform that will put key information and resources at the fingertips of teachers, principals and administrators. The system will link to already existing proven resources as well as include newly developed materials. It will be linked with the Kentucky Statewide Longitudinal Data System (KY SLDS) which provides access to a wide range of data elements and reports which can be used to inform classroom practice and improve student learning. To make KY SLDS more usable we will make it more relevant as a job-embedded resource for teachers, KDE staff and researchers. Already available data include, for example, assessment items, student demographics, student performance, teacher demographics such as experience, rank salary, courses taught, and certifications. (See (C)(2) reform plan for information on the expansion of KY SLDS).
The Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS) will support the continuous improvement process by connecting curriculum, assessment, instruction, professional learning, and evaluation of teachers and principals in one place. CIITS will be a complete set of tools to improve instructional effectiveness, providing educational decision makers with comprehensive data about student instructional outcomes, teacher effectiveness, and leadership to inform continuous improvement. We understand that interconnectedness, i.e. systems communicating with each other to provide seamless access to data to inform actions, and providing tools and resources to support those actions, are the hallmarks of a comprehensive continuous improvement system.

The CIITS will include the following: [In next draft we need to clearly establish where data from the KY SLDS will be accessible]
· Curriculum module – provides resources for curriculum mapping, vertical and horizontal alignment of instruction; also allows for cross-walking of the previous Kentucky standards to the new core standards and allows for development of learning progressions and learning targets
· Assessment module
 
– provides rich information on student learning by allowing users to build, deliver, score, and report on formative, interim, and summative assessments and benchmarks; also includes standards-based grade book, student portfolios, and multiple measures reporting 

· Instruction module – provides instructional strategies, interventions and student learning resources, incorporating existing resources that Kentucky teachers already have and use (e.g., Encyclomedia)

· Professional Learning module – provides rich information on educator practice by combining tools for teacher and principal informal observation and formal evaluation, teacher portfolios, and the evaluation of professional learning opportunities themselves; also provides resources such as online learning courses for job-embedded professional development including custom publishing tools to support collaborative development and sharing of local content among professional learning teams and networks 

· School Improvement module – allows schools and districts to create, monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of their improvement efforts. They system will allow for continuous improvement planning within schools and across districts. It will also allow school and district audits to be conducted in a more efficient manner and for schools and districts to track results against a variety of data sets

A fully developed instructional improvement system must connect these sometimes isolated activities by providing a unified platform with tools and resources to support all phases of the continuous improvement process. Given that the continuous improvement process touches students, teachers, and instructional leaders, the Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS) will provide an integrated way to access and analyze numerous sources and kinds of information, including student assessment data to assess mastery of standards, teacher lesson plans and instructional pacing, assessment blueprints and item banks, measures of teacher/principal effectiveness and on-demand professional learning for teachers and instructional leaders. 

Activities
There are three key activities in which the Commonwealth will engage to ensure every teacher and principal in Kentucky accesses and uses the information and resources they need to improve instruction and student achievement. 

Activity 1: Development of the Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS) 

The first step in providing teachers and principals with the interconnected set of information and resources to improve student achievement is to build the online instructional improvement system platform itself. The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) has initiated the procurement process and anticipates that a contract will be awarded in the summer of 2010. The CIITS infrastructure will be complete by mid-2011.
KDE will begin immediately to develop content to populate the system. In February 2010 KDE will begin to facilitate the development of content connecting curriculum, assessment, instruction, and professional learning – led by the appropriate KDE departments (e.g., Office of Teaching and Learning to lead the content development around the new standards and assessments). The Mathematics and English/Language Arts sections of the Curriculum and Assessment modules will be piloted in the 2010 – 2011 school year, once the SB1 deployment teams have completed deconstructing the standards and developing aligned instructional supports. The next wave of resources, primarily focused on instructional tools, data access and analysis, and professional development, will be loaded into the system once the infrastructure is complete in mid-2011. (See reform plan narratives (B)(3) and (D)(2) for more detail on the specific content to be developed). KDE will roll out access of the CIITS to select pilot districts on a voluntary basis (chosen based on their existing levels of collaboration and willingness). The pilot districts will provide valuable feedback to KDE as it makes improvements to the CIITS before full statewide rollout. Because of their continuing extraordinary support, KDE will trust and rely on the efforts of its partners the Prichard Committee, the Kentucky Parent-Teacher Association, the Kentucky Association of School Councils, the Kentucky Education Association, the Kentucky Association of School Superintendents, and others to continue communicating with their members around the purpose and benefits of the CIITS. By late 2011 all teachers, principals, and district administrators will have role-based access to the CIITS

. 

Activity 2: Professional learning around access and use of CIITS

Access to the right technology, information, and resources is not sufficient unless teachers and principals know how to use them in their day-to-day work to continuously improve instruction and student learning. For this reason our second key activity entails a significant investment in professional learning opportunities for teachers, principals, and district administrators to integrate the CIITS into their work so it becomes “an integral part of the way we do things.” 

We will utilize 8 regional networks across the state, each led by a four person leadership core facilitated by and housed at the regional Education Cooperative (See (A)(2), (B)(3) and (D)(5) for more detail), to implement a capacity building model and develop an in-state network of over 400 statewide master trainers who will deliver scalable professional development to local schools and districts focused on: 1) how to use the CIITS platform and tools, 2) how to use data to understand student needs and inform instruction, and 3) how to use instructional data in professional learning teams to support continuous improvement. In each regional network training will be provided to the administrators and teacher leaders that comprise the network to then bring back to their respective districts. Furthermore, training and support around using data to improve instruction and the CIITS specifically will be integrated into the revamped teacher and principal induction programs (KTIP and KPIP). Going forward then, all new teachers and principals and those who transfer from other states will receive the training and support necessary to access and use the system.

KDE will facilitate the development of the training during the first half of 2011 for roll-out with the CIITS in pilot districts in mid-2011. The training modules will be rolled out in all the regional networks across the state along with the full rollout of the CIITS in late 2011.

Activity 3: Researcher access to data from the KY SLDS and CIITS 

The wealth of data and resources in the Kentucky Statewide Longitudinal Data System (KY SLDS) and the Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS) will be accessible to researchers in order to evaluate the success of various materials, strategies, and approaches to educating the diverse groups of students across the Commonwealth. While educators will be continuously evaluating the effect of their instruction on student learning through the various classroom assessments in place, third party evaluations will provide invaluable insights into what is working and not working across classrooms, schools, and districts. Kentucky will partner with select researchers each year to ensure they have secure access to KY SLDS and CIITS data in observance of all relevant privacy laws to evaluate identified programs, instructional materials and strategies, and more. “Researchers” includes KDE curriculum (and other) consultants who will be looking at the impact of instructional activities and professional activities which may be posted on the system. This will allow for a rating system so teachers will know which of these activities are most effective with different groups of students and in different situations.

Additionally, KDE and CPE will work together in early 2010 to ensure that Institutes of Higher Education (IHE) are included in the development and piloting phases of the CIITS. Going forward, IHE researchers will be a key source of input and research to inform the continuous improvement of the CIITS itself. Through an RFP process, KDE will create contracts with the IHE researchers most interested in helping us determine what supports work best to increase teacher effectiveness and student achievement
. Successful proposals will include analysis of the quantitative data available through the CIITS as well as qualitative data, e.g., teacher and principal surveys and analysis of teacher evaluation documentation, 
to inform our understanding of teacher use of the CIITS and resulting changes in practice. 
Reform area: (D) Great Teachers and Leaders

Criterion: (D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals

Points possible:  21 points
Recommended maximum response length:  2 pages
Draft date: December 12, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has—

(i)
Legal, statutory, or regulatory provisions that allow alternative routes to certification (as defined in this notice) for teachers and principals, particularly routes that allow for providers in addition to institutions of higher education;

(ii)
Alternative routes to certification (as defined in this notice) that are in use; and

(iii)
A process for monitoring, evaluating, and identifying areas of teacher and principal shortage and for preparing teachers and principals to fill these areas of shortage.

In the text box below, the State shall describe its current status in meeting the criterion. The narrative or attachments shall also include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, and how each piece of evidence demonstrates the State’s success in meeting the criterion. The narrative and attachments may also include any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (D)(1)(i), regarding alternative routes to certification for both teachers and principals:

· A description of the State’s applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal documents, including information on the elements of the State’s alternative routes (as described in the alternative route to certification definition in this notice).

Evidence for (D)(1)(ii), regarding alternative routes to certification for both teachers and principals:

· A list of the alternative certification programs operating in the State under the State’s alternative routes to certification (as defined in this notice), and for each:

· The elements of the program (as described in the alternative routes to certification definition in this notice). 

· The number of teachers and principals that successfully completed each program in the previous academic year.

· The total number of teachers and principals certified statewide in the previous academic year. 
Instructions for each reform condition criteria (verbatim from application):
State Reform Conditions Criteria are used to assess a State’s progress and its success in creating conditions for reform in specific areas related to the four ARRA education reform areas. The State must provide, for each State Reform Conditions Criterion addressed, a description of the State’s current status in meeting that criterion, and at a minimum, the information requested as supporting evidence that the State has met the criterion.  The State may also submit additional information that it believes will be helpful to reviewers in judging the criterion.

Definitions: 

Alternative routes to certification means pathways to certification that are authorized under the State’s laws or regulations, that allow the establishment and operation of teacher and administrator preparation programs in the State, and that have the following characteristics (in addition to standard features such as demonstration of subject-matter mastery, and high-quality instruction in pedagogy and in addressing the needs of all students in the classroom including English language learners  and student with disabilities): (a) can be provided by various types of qualified providers, including both institutions of higher education and other providers operating independently from institutions of higher education; (b) are selective in accepting candidates; (c) provide supervised, school-based experiences and ongoing support such as effective mentoring and coaching; (d) significantly limit the amount of coursework required or have options to test out of courses; and (e) upon completion, award the same level of certification that traditional preparation programs award upon completion.
Draft narrative begins on next page
The Kentucky General Assembly has enacted seven alternative routes to teacher and administrator certification for persons who have demonstrated exceptional work and/or alternative routes) The Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB) is the state agency that establishes standards and procedures for the alternative route options. The EPSB provides technical assistance to qualifying individuals who have potential as educators in Kentucky schools, to local boards of education, and to institutions of higher education in implementing the seven options which are further described in Appendix XX. 
Because Options 6 and 7 allow for other institutions (non-university based) to offer alternative routes, we will focus this description on those Options. Based on language in KRS 161.028 (included in Appendix XX) the EPSB has the authority to “Promote the development of one or more innovative, nontraditional or alternative administrator or teacher preparation programs through public or private colleges or universities, private contractors, the Department of Education, or the Kentucky Commonwealth Virtual University and waive administrative regulations if needed in order to implement the program.” Therefore, Options 6 and 7 do allow for the inclusion of other providers operating independently from institutions of higher education to provide alternative routes in Kentucky (e.g., districts, regional cooperatives, outside providers). 

All seven alternative routes, including those provided by private contractors, must meet rigorous state accreditation standards and adhere to Kentucky’s high quality bar for teacher and principal preparation programs. (See Appendix XX for specific application and program requirements) Programs operating outside of Kentucky’s borders must be NCATE accredited. Upon program completion, all of Kentucky’s alternative routes offer the same level of certification as traditional preparation programs.

XX% of Kentucky’s current teachers and XX% of Kentucky’s current principals were certified through alternative routes. In 2008, XX% of Kentucky’s new teachers and XX% of new principals came through alternative routes. 

Many of the teachers and principals that enter the profession through alternative routes fill positions in critical shortage areas. One such existing example is UTeach – a program that encourages math and science majors to enter the teaching profession by offering an integrated degree plan, financial assistance, and early teaching experiences for undergraduates, sponsored by the National Math and Science Initiative (NMSI). Kentucky’s current process for monitoring, evaluating, and identifying areas of teacher and principal shortage is largely done at the district level. To determine the critical shortages they are calculated as a percentage of the Full Time Equivalent (FTE) teaching positions for all teachers in Kentucky. A combination of the following unduplicated FTEs may be used to calculate teaching shortage areas in FTEs and the percentage of total FTEs:  (a) teaching positions that are unfilled; (b) teaching positions that are filled by teachers who are certified by irregular, provisional, temporary, or emergency certification; and (c) teaching positions that are filled by teachers who are certified but who are teaching in academic subject areas other than their area of preparation. The number of full-time equivalent (FTE) teacher positions in the shortage area is then converted into a percentage using the number of FTE teaching positions for all teachers in the state. There is a total 5% designation limit that assists with the elimination process. The most current data that is available is used. Furthermore, teachers and principals are prepared to fill these areas of shortage through specialized programs. 
Going forward, KDE and EPSB will pursue expansion of high-quality (as determined by effectiveness of teacher and leader graduates) alternative routes provided by institutions operating independently of universities. As a first step, KDE and EPSB will work to better publicize Options 6 and 7 by sharing alternate route information and brochures at state, regional and national conferences, and increasing the information available on EPSB’s alternative certification website. 

Two of KDE and EPSB’s key goals for alternative certification are: 1) to establish partnerships with proven high-quality alternative certification programs like Teach For America, with a focus on critical shortage areas (please note that further detail on the plans to reach this goal is included in the (D)(3) reform plan around equitable distribution of teachers and leaders); and 2) to increase access to effective alternative certification programs by developing a system to capture and store information related to all alternative route programs regarding the effectiveness of the programs in preparing teachers and principals, and ensuring that increasing proportions of new teachers and leaders are prepared through effective traditional and alternative routes (please note that further detail on the plans to reach this goal is included (D)(4) around teacher and principal preparation program effectiveness).
Reform area: (D) Great Teachers and Leaders
Criterion: (D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance
Points possible:  58 points
Recommended maximum response length:  10 pages
Draft date: December 12, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State, in collaboration with its participating LEAs (as defined in this notice), has a high-quality plan and ambitious yet achievable annual targets to ensure that participating LEAs (as defined in this notice)— 

(i) Establish clear approaches to measuring student growth (as defined in this notice) and measure it for each individual student; (5 points) 
(ii) Design and implement rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation systems for teachers and principals that (a) differentiate effectiveness using multiple rating categories that take into account data on student growth (as defined in this notice) as a significant factor, and (b) are designed and developed with teacher and principal involvement;  (15 points) 
(iii) Conduct annual evaluations of teachers and principals that include timely and constructive feedback; as part of such evaluations, provide teachers and principals with data on student growth for their students, classes, and schools; (10  points) and 
(iv) Use these evaluations, at a minimum, to inform decisions regarding— (28 points)
a. Developing teachers and principals, including by providing relevant coaching, induction support, and/or professional development; 
b. Compensating, promoting, and retaining teachers and principals, including by providing opportunities for highly effective teachers and principals (both as defined in this notice) to obtain additional compensation and be given additional responsibilities; 
c. Whether to grant tenure and/or full certification (where applicable) to teachers and principals using rigorous standards and streamlined, transparent, and fair procedures; and
d. Removing ineffective tenured and untenured teachers and principals after they have had ample opportunities to improve, and ensuring that such decisions are made using rigorous standards and streamlined, transparent, and fair procedures.
Definitions (verbatim from application):

Participating LEAs means LEAs that choose to work with the State to implement all or significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top plan, as specified in each LEA’s agreement with the State.  Each participating LEA that receives funding under Title I, Part A will receive a share of the 50 percent of a State’s grant award that the State must subgrant to LEAs, based on the LEA’s relative share of Title I, Part A allocations in the most recent year, in accordance with section 14006(c) of the ARRA.  Any participating LEA that does not receive funding under Title I, Part A (as well as one that does) may receive funding from the State’s other 50 percent of the grant award, in accordance with the State’s plan.
Student growth means the change in student achievement (as defined in this notice) for an individual student between two or more points in time.  A State may also include other measures that are rigorous and comparable across classrooms.
Highly effective principal means a principal whose students, overall and for each subgroup, achieve high rates (e.g., one and one-half grade levels in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice).  States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that principal effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice).  Supplemental measures may include, for example, high school graduation rates; college enrollment rates; evidence of providing supportive teaching and learning conditions, strong instructional leadership, and positive family and community engagement; or evidence of attracting, developing, and retaining high numbers of effective teachers.

Highly effective teacher means a teacher whose students achieve high rates (e.g., one and one-half grade levels in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice).  States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that teacher effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice).  Supplemental measures may include, for example, multiple observation-based assessments of teacher performance or evidence of leadership roles (which may include mentoring or leading professional learning communities) that increase the effectiveness of other teachers in the school or LEA.

Instructions for each reform plan (verbatim from application):
The State must provide, for each Reform Plan Criterion that it chooses to address, a detailed plan for use of grant funds that includes, but need not be limited to--

(1) The key goals; 

(2) The key activities to be undertaken and rationale for the activities, which should include why the specific activities are thought to bring about the change envisioned and how these activities are linked to the key goals; 

(3) The timeline for implementing the activities;

(4) The party or parties responsible for implementing the activities;

(5) The information requested in the performance measures, where applicable (see Appendix A), and where the State proposes plans for reform efforts not covered by a specified performance measure, the State is encouraged to propose performance measures and annual targets for those efforts; and

(6) The information requested as supporting evidence, if any, for the criterion, together with any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers in judging the credibility of the State’s plan.

Draft reform plan begins on next page
Introduction and context
Over the past decade there has been a growing consensus across the nation around the critical importance of teachers and principals to our students’ [achievement] learning and success. Research has shown that teachers are the single most important school-level factor in driving improvements in student learning – and high-need students taught by highly effective teachers three years in a row outperformed students taught by ineffective teachers three years in a row by as much as 50 percentile points in one study. (TNTP, The Widget Effect). The power of an effective principal has been well documented too. Leithwood and Riehl (2003) conclude that school leadership has significant effects on student learning, second only to the effects of the quality of curriculum and teachers’ instruction. Case studies of exceptional schools indicate that school leaders influence learning primarily by galvanizing effort around ambitious goals and by establishing conditions that support teachers and that help students succeed (Togneri and Anderson, 2003).

Armed with this information, Kentucky has pursued a number of strategies to increase the effectiveness of our teachers and principals. With funding from the Wallace Foundation, several of our districts, in partnership with the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE), worked to identify the characteristics of highly effective teaching and to capture videos with teachers exemplifying those characteristics to share across the Commonwealth. Another area of focus has been on principal leadership, where we have provided many principals with School Administration Managers (SAMs) to enable them to focus on instructional leadership first and foremost. The Wallace Foundation commissioned an 18 month independent study examining the change of time use by participating principals in 300 schools from eight states. (PSA, 2009) The study concluded that SAM principals change their daily practice and use of time with significant gains in instructional leadership activities.  Currently, KDE and their four district partners are developing model evaluation tools for teachers and principals aligned to growth models. Our continued objective remains to increase the effectiveness of our teachers and leaders in order to dramatically [increase student achievement] improve student learning. 

Our prior work has made it clear, however, that broad based efforts to improve teacher and principal effectiveness will not move the needle on student achievement if they are not targeted to the individual needs of those educators. Teachers and principals need transparent and actionable data on their students’ performance and growth as well as their own professional practice and growth. To improve student achievement
 we need information on how each student is currently performing, and where there are gaps in knowledge and/or skills that need to be filled. Similarly, to provide effective supports to teachers and principals we must first have accurate formative information on their performance, including areas of strength and areas for improvement. With this performance information, teachers and principals can then receive targeted, job-embedded supports to help them improve. Over the course of the year several types of key performance information will be collected to [measure] inform and support their professional growth [against] using clear standards – [and rewards will be aligned to their performance
].

In our current system, evaluation of teacher and principal practice is too often something that happens at an isolated time of the year. The outcome is a “satisfactory” or “unsatisfactory” and rarely results in useful information for professionals trying to improve their own practice and the achievement of their students. Our plan will transform evaluation from an isolated occurrence that generates little actionable information to a regular process that provides teachers and leaders with the robust and transparent information they need to grow as professionals. 
Though the focus of our work in this plan is on teachers and principals, Kentucky has made a commitment to develop a comprehensive system of evaluation that includes not only K-12 teachers and principals, but also preschool teachers, superintendents, boards of education and school councils. Kentucky already has an established infrastructure to support evaluation of preschool teachers by trained staff using the CLASS instrument. The Kentucky School Boards Association (KSBA) has developed an instrument for Superintendent evaluation that is currently being used in 88 of our 174 districts. Finally, the Kentucky Association of School Councils (KASC) has similar evaluation tools that are voluntary for school councils. KSBA, KASS and KASC are all willing to partner with the Kentucky Department of Education to identify the common set of components as a part of the evaluation of superintendents, boards of education and school councils. KSBA is open to a change to the certified evaluation regulation to require that Superintendents be evaluated using instruments that contain at a minimum the agreed upon common components. This comprehensive system of accountability and performance evaluation will ensure that all parts of the system are aligned to the common goals of improved educator effectiveness and increased student learning.
Vision
Our goal is to dramatically [increase student achievement] enrich and improve student learning through the transformation of the teaching and leading professions to authentic growth-based models. 

Our growth models include the following key components ultimately resulting in a more effective pool of practitioners statewide:






Firstly, key performance information will collected to [measure] inform and improve the effectiveness of individual teachers and principals and of the system as a whole. To [measure] assess the effectiveness of individual teachers and principals, multiple [measures] indicators of student learning will be gathered and observations and reflections on professional practice completed
. To measure the effectiveness of the system, we will collect information from parent and student surveys as well as through the evaluation of working conditions. Such measures will speak to the effectiveness of the system in supporting teacher and principal growth, communicating with families, providing wrap-around services for students, etc. Utilizing all of the key performance information, teachers and principals will be evaluated against professional standards on a formative and summative basis to measure professional practice and growth – using rubrics with multiple performance ratings (e.g., Ineffective, Developing, Effective, Highly Effective). Each educator will be able to access that information, from formal evaluations to weekly classroom walkthroughs, anytime on the online continuous instructional improvement system. Once individual evaluations are complete, there will be a wealth of transparent and actionable performance information available to inform decisions going forward including professional learning, career paths [and differentiated compensation, tenure conferral, and dismissal.]
 By making decisions based on the individual needs of teachers and principals and the effectiveness of our system as a whole we will increase the overall effectiveness of our teaching and leading pools.

Our plan to implement the teacher and principal growth models includes four main activities:

Activity 1: Measuring student growth
Student learning is the central goal of our education system and thus a critical indicator of our relative success or failure. Given the strong correlation between growth in student achievement and educator effectiveness, student growth will be a significant factor in teacher and principal evaluations
. For teachers, student growth information will be collected for each teacher’s individual students. For principals, performance assessment will include the growth in student achievement across all classrooms in his/her school.

Multiple measures of student growth will include:

· Formative assessments
 – Teachers will have rapid time student performance data to inform instruction and reflect on teaching practices.  The principal will use the aggregate of the formative assessments
 to determine necessary instructional supports (e.g., coaching, mentoring) and distribution of staff. The principal’s baseline will be an aggregate of teacher performance and overall school performance.

· Interim assessments – Teachers and principals will have periodic performance data to determine student learning against the standards assessed in the summative assessment.  This data will inform or identify student needs for continuous progress toward mastery of the standards and determine the supports needed for the professional growth of teachers and principals
.

· Summative assessments
 – Teachers and principals can use summative data to indicate student mastery of the standards.  Teachers and principals can use data from formative and interim data to compare against summative results to determine growth in student performance and the value add as a result of the instruction provided
 -- for example, changes in instruction, interventions and professional development. 
Implementation timeline and responsible parties

The determination of teacher effectiveness measures, one of which is student growth, is currently part of the Kentucky Instructional Leadership Team initiatives in which a partnership of four districts are developing and piloting a teacher effectiveness evaluation system that will be piloted in the Fall of 2010.
Activity 2: Designing and implementing new evaluation systems for teachers and principals
While student growth is the ultimate goal of our education system, that information alone is not enough to assess teacher and principal performance and enable professional growth. Our current student growth measures are not reliable enough at this point in time to be used as the sole measure of educator effectiveness, and even more importantly, such information will not provide actionable feedback on specific teacher and principal behaviors that will lead to improved student achievement. 
In order to enable professional growth, teachers and principals need a clear understanding of the behaviors and characteristics that constitute effectiveness at different performance levels. The Kentucky Instructional Leadership Team initiative to develop and pilot teacher and principal effectiveness evaluation systems will generate the following by May 2010:

· List of indicators of teacher and principal effectiveness (building upon current work and pertinent research)

· Rubrics for the indicators of teacher and principal effectiveness

· Continuum of the indicators of teacher and principal effectiveness (defining specific indicators expected at various points along the developmental continuum across four ratings categories)

· Customized walkthrough protocols based on indicators of teacher effectiveness

These tools will articulate common expectations for effective teaching and leading from the beginning through advanced performance levels. 

To assess teacher performance against those clearly defined expectations, key performance information will be collected from multiple measures including:

· Multiple measures of student growth – including formative, interim, and summative assessments as discussed in Activity 1

· Instructional practice feedback – including three performance observations per year conducted by trained peer reviewers, principal observations / walkthroughs, self-assessments and reflections, and professional growth plans

· Parent and student surveys – including questions around meeting the needs of all students, communication about student performance, and support for individual student needs



To assess performance on the principal continuum, key performance information will be collected from multiple measures including:

· Multiple measures of student growth – including aggregate results on formative, interim, and summative data at the school level as discussed in Activity 1

· 
Supporting teacher professional growth – as measured by the demonstrated growth of his/her teachers demonstrated through the annual teacher evaluation process

· Working conditions survey – including responses that speak to the learning environment and the level of support and guidance provided to meet teacher professional growth needs, principals will be evaluated based on how they use the survey data to improve overall school performance and teacher support and growth

· School improvement planning – demonstrated practice articulating vision and mission, setting goals for student achievement based on student needs, and using data to inform decision making

The districts participating in the Kentucky Instructional Leadership Team initiative are involving large numbers of their teachers and principals in the process by soliciting their input on the indicators of teacher and principal effectiveness, the rubric creation, and the continuum development. 

Implementation timeline and responsible parties

The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) got approval from the Kentucky Board of Education (KBE) in its December Board meeting to develop a common statewide system of evaluation based on growth models. KDE will complete its white paper in January 2010, which will articulate its vision for the comprehensive system of teacher and principal evaluation and support and will become an important part of its legislative agenda as it seeks to revise the existing teacher evaluation statute. (See Appendix XX for proposed revisions to the following Kentucky statute: KRS 156.557,704 KAR 3:345 Certified Personnel Evaluation) 
As referenced above, the development and pilot of the teacher and principal effectiveness evaluation systems will be complete in May 2010. The teacher effectiveness evaluation system is being piloted in the four partner districts, while the principal effectiveness evaluation system is being piloted in the twelve districts with the School Administration Manager (SAM) program. 

Activity 3: Conducting annual evaluations of teachers and principals and providing timely feedback, including student growth results to each educator

Once the growth-based evaluation systems are in place and the measures of student growth determined, teachers and principals will receive a flow of actionable information over the course of the year as they participate in performance observations and as their students complete informal and formal assessments. The multiple performance measures detailed above as part of the new growth-based evaluation systems will provide a holistic picture of each teacher’s and principal’s performance against the professional standards. On an annual basis teachers and principals will receive a summative rating (in one of the four rating categories) based on the rubric and the wealth of rich information collected over the year to support that evaluation
.
 

Teachers and principals will have access to their performance information and annual evaluations at any time by logging onto the Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS
). Through this online portal, every teacher and principal can view their performance data and feedback. On the CIITS they will also have access to a wealth of high-quality resources and professional learning opportunities to support their individual professional growth.
 (See (B3) and (D5) reform plan narratives for more on the resources and professional learning opportunities that will be available, and (C)(3) reform plan narrative for more on the CIITS infrastructure) 
Implementation timeline and responsible parties

Following the completion of the initial development and pilot work with five districts in May 2010, we will roll the new growth-based evaluation systems out to all of the participating districts in Race to the Top. Those districts will implement the new evaluation systems during the 2010-2011 school year
 and provide critical feedback to KDE as it evaluates and improves the systems. Any districts who have decided not to participate in the Race to the Top grant will then be required to adopt the model statewide evaluation system or develop one of their own that meets the Commonwealth’s rigorous requirements during the 2011-2012 school year. Performance evaluation information will be accessible through the CIITS portal as of mid-2011. 

A critical piece of the implementation plan for the new growth-based evaluation system will be the provision of professional learning around how the new systems will work, the rationale behind it, and the benefits of the changes to all involved stakeholders. The Commonwealth will solicit support and assistance from LEAs to design the professional development needed to implement with high fidelity the new evaluation systems, as well as the CIITS (using rapid time data to inform decision making), critical to the implementation of the statewide evaluation system. Once the design of the professional learning opportunities is complete, LEAs will receive training based on a regional deployment structure supported by educational cooperatives and universities. (See (D)(5) reform plan narrative for more information on the regional network structure)
Activity 4: Using evaluations to make important human capital
 decisions
With the wealth of meaningful and transparent performance information resulting from the new growth-based evaluation systems, educators and administrators will be able to use that information to make decisions that will ultimately result in a more effective statewide pool of practitioners. The targeted decisions they will be empowered to make fall into four general categories:

1) Learning opportunities to advance the professional growth of all teachers and principals
Teacher and principal evaluations based on the growth rubrics will identify individual teacher and principal professional development needs – which can then be supported through targeted learning opportunities. All of the various State, regional, and local programs to improve instruction will be aligned to the common set of expectations defined by the growth models. Teacher learning will be supported through coaching, mentoring, KTIP induction, Professional Learning Communities (PLCs), and the CIITS, which together will provide a coherent system of support aligned to the same expectations for effective teaching. Principals will be able to identify trends across their schools in and provide targeted opportunities for professional growth. The provision of high-quality professional learning targeted at identified professional growth needs will increase the overall effectiveness of the pool of practitioners statewide.

Specifically, the KTIP and KPIP induction programs (for new teachers and principals as well as new hires from other states) will be revamped to align with the newly defined growth rubrics for teachers and principals, enabling a seamless system of evaluation and support over their careers. Aligned with the systems of evaluation and support, completion of the KTIP and KPIP programs will become a meaningful milestone in a beginning teacher or principal’s career. To graduate from the KTIP and KPIP programs, beginning teachers and principals will be required to demonstrate a base level of effectiveness as demonstrated through the annual evaluation system. Failure to successfully complete KTIP within two years will continue to result in the denial of a Kentucky certificate to teach. Beginning principals will be awarded their Level 2 certification after completing KPIP. In order to deliver aligned high-quality evaluation and support to all participating teachers and principals, the Educational Professional Standards Board (EPSB) will be expanding and reengineering their data systems to capture the detailed data necessary by Fall 2010. This detailed data will enable coaches and mentors to better tailor candidates’ professional learning to their development needs. These changes will ensure that induction truly equips new teachers and leaders for success and a seamless transition from preparation into the classroom. 

2) Differentiated compensation and career advancement aligned to performance
Our effective and highly effective teachers and principals are our greatest resource in improving student achievement. We want to [reward them for their high performance
] and provide them with opportunities for career advancement without leaving the classroom / school. The following career paths options tied to differentiated pay will be available to high-performing teachers and principals:

· School
-level teacher leaders including new teacher mentors, peer reviewers
, instructional coaches, on-site professional development facilitators, and math and science lead teachers will be paid a salary add-on in the $2,500-$3,500 range and would work a longer school year

· Highly effective teachers and principals in high-poverty and/or high-minority schools (See (D)(3) reform plan narrative for more information)
· Effective teachers in hard-to-staff subject areas will be reimbursed for the cost of the coursework or other training needed to achieve certification in a shortage area and will receive a salary supplement for participation in approved summer professional development (See (D)(3) reform plan narrative for more information)
· Teachers
 with high levels of instructional expertise will be rewarded for their participation in high-quality coherent professional development by moving lanes on the salary schedule
 (instead of for having accumulated a certain number of credits) – teachers could also demonstrate instructional expertise through the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards’ (NBPTS) Take One process

· 
National Board Certification 

· Instructional coaches, curriculum specialists, and other coaches / mentors
· Turnaround Specialist teachers and principals will be provided additional certification in the specific skills needed in turnaround environments and then will then teach in / lead a turnaround school

3) Tenure as a meaningful milestone in an educator’s career

Kentucky has a four year probationary period, after which teachers must earn tenure status to remain teaching. Current practice is to reward tenure as a default, largely regardless of performance, to all teachers unless there has been a significant act of misconduct. Our vision going forward is to transform tenure into a meaningful milestone in a teacher’s career based on demonstrated performance on the new growth-based evaluation system. To do so the Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB) will revise its reaccreditation criteria to include demonstrated performance as a requirement to earn tenure certification. Teachers can earn their tenure status beginning after their fourth year (to allow enough performance data to draw reliable and valid conclusions) and will have up to six years to do so. 

4) Fair and transparent release processes for consistently ineffective teachers and principals

Kentucky legislation currently allows principals to dismiss tenured teachers based on ineffective performance. (See Appendix XX for specific dismissal legislation) However, very few tenured teachers are actually released each year as a result of the significant documentation required and burden placed on principals. The implementation of our new growth-based evaluation systems will largely address this barrier by providing principals and superintendents with a wealth of meaningful and transparent performance information on their teachers and principals over the course of the year. There will be no surprises since each teacher and principal will know exactly where he/she stands and what he/she can do to improve. In the small percentage of cases where an ineffective teacher’s or principal’s performance does not improve, the Commonwealth will support the fair dismissal of those educators by empowering districts with an abundance of accurate and transparent performance information to support the decision. 

The Commonwealth will also support districts in the release of ineffective probationary teachers by setting clear and meaningful performance criteria for awarding tenure and setting guidelines for fair and humane dismissal processes. With three years worth of meaningful student and educator performance data and the provision of high-quality supports, principals will be empowered to make more transparent tenure decisions at the 4 year mark.

Implementation timeline and responsible parties
The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) will pursue changes to the teacher tenure and differentiated compensation statutes. (See Appendix XX for information regarding the statutes: KRS 161.720 Definition of Teachers’ Tenure Law and KRS 157.075,702 KAR 3:310 Differentiated Compensation). Decisions around targeted and aligned professional learning will be made (following the guidelines developed by the State) as the growth-based evaluation models are rolled out during the 2010-2011 school year to immediately help teachers improve their instruction and student performance. Decisions around differentiated roles and compensation, tenure, and dismissal will require multiple years of student growth data to be valid and reliable and will be implemented after the second year of performance evaluations are complete in 2012
.
 
Risks and Challenges 
Kentucky recognizes the central importance of this work to its broader reform agenda. As such, we will take active steps to mitigate the risks and challenges that are likely to arise:

1. Challenge: Building sufficient LEA capacity to implement new and more rigorous evaluation systems.  Approach to mitigation: significant involvement of teachers and principals in the process (including their respective unions / associations); clear and proactive communication plans and guidelines focused on the rationale and benefits to teachers and principals and most importantly, all of our students; targeted professional learning opportunities to inform key stakeholder groups and intensive professional learning for evaluators to ensure fair and reliable implementation

2. Challenge: Creating clear communication and common messaging for all stakeholder groups that leads to true support for this work.  Approach to mitigation: robust communications plan that starts from the top, i.e., the State level and strategically reaches down to each level using available technology (e.g., webinars, recorded videos) and existing networks.

Reform area: (D) Great Teachers and Leaders

Criterion: (D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals
Points possible: 25 points
Recommended maximum response length: 3 pages
Draft date: December 12, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State, in collaboration with its participating LEAs (as defined in this notice), has a high-quality plan and ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—

(i) Ensure the equitable distribution of teachers and principals by developing a plan, informed by reviews of prior actions and data, to ensure that students in high-poverty and/or high-minority schools (both as defined in this notice) have equitable access to highly effective teachers and principals (both as defined in this notice) and are not served by ineffective teachers and principals at higher rates than other students; (15 points) and

(ii) Increase the number and percentage of effective teachers (as defined in this notice) teaching hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas including mathematics, science, and special education; teaching in language instruction educational programs (as defined under Title III of the ESEA); and teaching in other areas as identified by the State or LEA.  (10 points)

Plans for (i) and (ii) may include, but are not limited to, the implementation of incentives and strategies in such areas as recruitment, compensation, teaching and learning environments, professional development, and human resources practices and processes.
Evidence for (D)(3)(i):

•
Definitions of high-minority and low-minority schools as defined by the State for the purposes of the State’s Teacher Equity Plan.
Definitions:

High-poverty school means, consistent with section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) of the ESEA, a school in the highest quartile of schools in the State with respect to poverty level, using a measure of poverty determined by the State.
High-minority school is defined by the State in a manner consistent with its Teacher Equity Plan. The State should provide, in its Race to the Top application, the definition used.

Highly effective principal means a principal whose students, overall and for each subgroup, achieve high rates (e.g., one and one-half grade levels in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice).  States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that principal effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice).  Supplemental measures may include, for example, high school graduation rates; college enrollment rates; evidence of providing supportive teaching and learning conditions, strong instructional leadership, and positive family and community engagement; or evidence of attracting, developing, and retaining high numbers of effective teachers.

Highly effective teacher means a teacher whose students achieve high rates (e.g., one and one-half grade levels in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice).  States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that teacher effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice).  Supplemental measures may include, for example, multiple observation-based assessments of teacher performance or evidence of leadership roles (which may include mentoring or leading professional learning communities) that increase the effectiveness of other teachers in the school or LEA.
Effective principal means a principal whose students, overall and for each subgroup, achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice).  States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that principal effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice).  Supplemental measures may include, for example, high school graduation rates and college enrollment rates, as well as evidence of providing supportive teaching and learning conditions, strong instructional leadership, and positive family and community engagement.

Effective teacher means a teacher whose students achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice).  States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that teacher effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice).  Supplemental measures may include, for example, multiple observation-based assessments of teacher performance.

Instructions for each reform plan (verbatim from application):
The State must provide, for each Reform Plan Criterion that it chooses to address, a detailed plan for use of grant funds that includes, but need not be limited to--

(7) The key goals; 

(8) The key activities to be undertaken and rationale for the activities, which should include why the specific activities are thought to bring about the change envisioned and how these activities are linked to the key goals; 

(9) The timeline for implementing the activities;

(10) The party or parties responsible for implementing the activities;

(11) The information requested in the performance measures, where applicable (see Appendix A), and where the State proposes plans for reform efforts not covered by a specified performance measure, the State is encouraged to propose performance measures and annual targets for those efforts; and

(12) The information requested as supporting evidence, if any, for the criterion, together with any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers in judging the credibility of the State’s plan.

Draft reform plan begins on next page
Kentucky has a long history of focusing great attention on the needs of low-income and minority students.  The Kentucky Education Reform Act enacted in 1990 examined polices and practices to ensure that all students have access to a quality education.  In addition, Kentucky has emphasized closing the achievement gap among disaggregated groups of students, with much focus on increasing the quality and diversity of the educator workforce (see Appendix XX, Kentucky’s State Plan to ensure that all students are taught by highly qualified, competent, caring individuals and that poor and minority children are not taught at higher rates than other children by inexperienced, unqualified and out-of-field teachers for detail on ongoing initiatives.) Kentucky has consistently met NCLB targets for the equitable distribution of “highly-qualified” teachers. In fact, our latest Highly Qualified Summary Report shows that at Kentucky’s high-poverty and high-minority schools, 98.7% and 98.4% of courses, respectively, are taught by highly-qualified teachers. Furthermore, in a study conducted by Regional Education Laboratories, we have had an 81% retention rate (since 2000) among teachers that have received the Minority Educator Recruitment and Retention Scholarship. However, the NCLB definition of “highly-qualified” is based on certification and background qualifications. Going forward, Kentucky will use the definition of effectiveness specified in (D)(2) to truly ensure high-need students have equitable access to the most effective teachers and principals. 

While past equitable distribution efforts have shown success, Kentucky is prepared to take bolder actions to ensure that the most effective teachers are serving the students who need them most. The Commonwealth has two key goals related to equitable distribution:

1) Students in high-poverty and/or high-minority schools are served by highly-effective teachers and principals at equal or higher rates than other students

2) There is a sufficient supply of effective teachers for hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas (as defined in Appendix XX)

Kentucky will undertake several activities to pursue the goals listed above.

Activity 1: Requiring and supporting equity-focused data reports from LEAs
As described in (D)(2), the revamped teacher and principal evaluation systems and growth models within them will provide data on effectiveness levels of teachers and leaders. KDE, by providing templates and data analysis support, will empower each participating LEA to create an annual report called the “Teacher and Leader Effectiveness Growth Index Report / Educator Effectiveness Report” that presents human capital 
data in a clear and transparent manner. A sample report is included in Appendix XX. Each report will include school-level aggregate data on the number and percentage of highly-effective, effective, and ineffective teachers for all schools, identifying those schools that are high-poverty and/or high-minority, as well as the percentage of high-poverty and/or high-minority schools that are led by highly-effective, effective, and ineffective principals as compared with the percentage of non-high-poverty and/or non-high-minority schools that are led by highly-effective, effective, and ineffective principals
. 
The reports will also include data for hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas, including the breakdown of teachers (e.g., highly-effective, effective, etc.) and the number of vacancies for each type of position (e.g., by subject area). Continuously tracking, analyzing, and publicly reporting these metrics will ensure LEAs are focused on more and better strategies to equitably distribute teachers and principals. Furthermore, KDE will use these data for decision-making related to promotion and compensation (see (D)(2) for further detail.)
Activity 2: Identifying, recruiting, and retaining effective teachers and principals in classrooms and schools where they are needed most
KDE will support LEAs’ implementation of equitable distribution strategies focused on identifying, recruiting, and retaining the most effective teachers and principals in high-poverty and/or high-minority schools, hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas, and turnaround schools. 

Highly-effective teachers and principals for high-poverty and/or high-minority schools
As described in (D)(2), participating LEAs will adopt teacher and principal evaluation systems that identify the most effective practitioners based on multiple measures, including student learning. As part of the second phase of the pilot programs conducted to develop the growth models and evaluation system, KDE will invite participating LEAs to develop pilot programs to test incentives to attract and retain highly-effective teachers in high-poverty and/or high-minority schools
. 
KDE will then assess the LEAs’ proposals along the following four criteria developed by the collaboration around teacher compensation referenced in (D)(2) and in Appendix XX.

1. District’s commitment to assessing and improving teacher working conditions – research suggests that financial incentives alone will not attract and retain enough highly-effective teachers to substantially improve achievement in high-need schools, so a successful program must ensure that poor working conditions are not offsetting the attraction of the pay incentive

2. Willingness to couple the pay incentive with other strategies to improve performance – it is important to recognize that attracting highly-effective teachers and principals alone will not turn around struggling schools. Adequate curriculum materials and resources and appropriate staff development are also needed
3. Quality of program design – districts would have to show that their proposed incentive program included:
· specific, objective criteria defining which schools would be eligible

· specific criteria for determining which teachers would be eligible for the incentives. These should include selection criteria that would assure that highly-effective teachers and principals are being attracted and retained

· meaningful incentive amounts. Any financial incentives proposed should be large enough to provide at least a 10 percent increase in a teacher’s/principal’s salary

· input from those affected in the design process, i.e., practicing teachers/principals

· professional development aimed at improving instruction

4. Districts’ willingness to evaluate the success of the incentive program – districts must commit to working with researchers to assess program impact measures, including teacher reactions, changes in vacancy and turnover rates, improvements in indicators of teacher quality, and impacts on student achievement

Effective teachers for hard-to-staff subject areas
In parallel to the approach described above, LEAs with significant shortages in hard-to-staff subject / specialty areas (with STEM-subject areas being highest priority) and language instruction educational programs, can also apply to conduct pilots to develop recruitment and retention strategies. One idea KDE is particularly interested in is around the development of “mobile expertise” within rural districts, so that via technology and in-person meetings, master teachers in certain subject areas can support the Professional Learning Team (PLT) leaders at other schools who may not have the same level of experience. E.g., a master geometry teacher is offered a financial incentive to spend the first Friday of every month at another school to attend that school’s geometry PLT and coach the PLT leader there. The collaboration around teacher compensation referenced above and described in (D)(2) identified the following two types of incentives for KDE to support:

1. Reimbursement for the cost of coursework or other training needed to achieve certification in a shortage area
2. A salary supplement for teachers who are fully state certified and who are assigned to teach in a shortage area, conditional on their participation in summer professional development programs aimed at improving content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge

Timeline
The four district pilot to develop the growth models and evaluation systems began in October 2009. The teacher and principal growth models along with other evaluation instrumentation will be developed by May 2010. The public review and reporting will take place in June of 2010.  Plans to launch the statewide common system of evaluation will begin in June of 2010, with full implementation scheduled for 2012. The RFP process to obtain proposals from LEAs for equitable distribution pilots will take place during summer 2010, with the first round of pilots beginning in fall 2010. The first set of results indicating which practices and strategies are most promising will be collected in summer 2011, with a more robust set of results available by summer 2012. At that point, KDE and the pilot districts can develop a plan to codify the more effective models and expand them statewide. In addition to these pilots, as part of KDE’s work related to No Child Left Behind, we have been, and will continue to educate LEAs on the importance of hiring practices in recruiting and hiring the most effective teachers, particularly for the schools and classrooms described above. E.g., through our partnership with KASC, KASA, and KASS, we have ongoing trainings with school councils and district HR personnel to ensure that the hiring timeline enables enough time for the best teachers and principals to be recruited, hired, and placed where they are needed most. 

[Note: alongside these pilots, the turnaround plans described in (E)(2) will also lead to a better understanding of the types of approaches that are successful to attract and retain highly-effective teachers (e.g., the “Educational Recovery Specialist” role) in turnaround schools, many of which are also high-poverty and/or high-minority].

Activity 
3: Increasing the supply of teachers and leaders for high-need classrooms and schools 
In addition to the approach described above, which seeks to recruit and retain teachers and leaders who have already demonstrated effectiveness, KDE will pursue strategies to increase the supply, through both traditional and alternative routes, of teachers and leaders for high-poverty and/or high-minority schools, hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas. As noted in (D)(1), KDE, EPSB, and CPE are working together to form partnerships with high-quality, national alternative certification programs like Teach For America

, as well as new partnerships with regional universities that can help fill the critical shortages in the Commonwealth’s high-poverty rural districts. We are working with Teach For America to recruit, train, coach, and mentor 30 new teachers a year to teach critical shortage subjects in schools in Eastern Kentucky. KDE, EPSB, and CPE will reach out to postsecondary institutions, and through an RFP process that will take place during spring and summer 2010, select those that propose new intensive preparation programs in the rural areas of Kentucky, e.g., residency models
 that train and induct cohorts of teachers to enter high-poverty rural schools and are focused on developing innovative teaching strategies in schools with very scarce resources. The new programs will be developed by early 2011, ready to recruit candidates and fully launch in fall 2011. Also, CPE recently received $1.1M in federal funding through the Improving Educator Quality grant which will fund several projects, many of which are focused on math and science (see Appendix XX for more detail.) KDE and EPSB will jointly work to evaluate these programs during their first few years (see (D)(4) for more detail on the Quality Performance Index system to evaluation teacher and principal preparation programs) to ensure that only those that lead to more highly-effective and effective teachers are re-accredited.

Reform area: (D) Great Teachers and Leaders

Criterion: (D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs

Points possible: 14 points
Recommended maximum response length: 1 page
Draft date: December 12, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has a high-quality plan and ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—

(i) Link student achievement and student growth (both as defined in this notice) data to the students’ teachers and principals, to link this information to the in-State programs where those teachers and principals were prepared for credentialing, and to publicly report the data for each credentialing program in the State; and

(ii) Expand preparation and credentialing options and programs that are successful at producing effective teachers and principals (both as defined in this notice).
Definitions:

Student growth means the change in student achievement (as defined in this notice) for an individual student between two or more points in time. A State may also include other measures that are rigorous and comparable across classrooms.

Effective principal means a principal whose students, overall and for each subgroup, achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice). States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that principal effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice). Supplemental measures may include, for example, high school graduation rates and college enrollment rates, as well as evidence of providing supportive teaching and learning conditions, strong instructional leadership, and positive family and community engagement.

Effective teacher means a teacher whose students achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice). States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided that teacher effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as defined in this notice). Supplemental measures may include, for example, multiple observation-based assessments of teacher performance.

Instructions for each reform plan (verbatim from application):
The State must provide, for each Reform Plan Criterion that it chooses to address, a detailed plan for use of grant funds that includes, but need not be limited to--

(13) The key goals; 

(14) The key activities to be undertaken and rationale for the activities, which should include why the specific activities are thought to bring about the change envisioned and how these activities are linked to the key goals; 

(15) The timeline for implementing the activities;

(16) The party or parties responsible for implementing the activities;

(17) The information requested in the performance measures, where applicable (see Appendix A), and where the State proposes plans for reform efforts not covered by a specified performance measure, the State is encouraged to propose performance measures and annual targets for those efforts; and

(18) The information requested as supporting evidence, if any, for the criterion, together with any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers in judging the credibility of the State’s plan.

Draft reform plan begins on next page
Since May of 2001, the Kentucky’s Educator Preparation Programs report card (KEPP report card) has been in place to provide stakeholders a snapshot of the quality of teacher preparation programs throughout the Commonwealth in any given year (see Appendix XX for full KEPP report card history and description). One component of the KEPP report card is the Quality Performance Index (QPI) rating, which was suspended by the Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB) in 2007 due to concerns associated with the components of the calculation as measures of program quality (see Appendix XX for description of formerly-reported QPI.) It is the EPSB’s goal to redesign the QPI to create a single numerical indicator of program quality to enable a publicly-released ranking of teacher and principal preparation programs according to the effectiveness of their graduates. 

Measuring and reporting prep program effectiveness

The redesigned QPI will include several inputs into an algorithm that results in a single index
 
score for each preparation unit as well as each program within the unit, including multiple measures of student learning (as included in the teacher and principal growth models explained in (D)(2)). Additionally, the teacher QPI will include data from an evaluation of preservice teacher competence and effectiveness
 as measured by an instrument that will meet standards of psychometric rigor, and also provide evidence of substantive relevance to policy decisions about improvement of teacher quality (more information on this project in Appendix XX). Because the data from the teacher and principal growth models will be an input into the QPI, the KEPP report card will also be able to include which preparation programs produce the highest percentages of effective and highly-effective teachers and principals
.

EPSB will work with the Kentucky Statewide Longitudinal Data System (KY SLDS) team to ensure that the postsecondary data necessary for the QPI is included in the KY SLDS (see Appendix XX for full list of QPI elements and necessary data). EPSB will have finalized the new teacher QPI algorithm by December 31, 2011, and the principal QPI by June 30, 2012, and will test the calculation for a subset of preparation programs (the preparation programs whose data is most easily linked with the SLDS will be included first; however, the QPI will not be included in the KEPP report card until all programs can be included.) By [insert milestone], all preparation program data, including alternative certification routes, will be linked with the KY SLDS and the first KEPP report card including the revised QPI ranking will be released. 

Approach to expanding effective programs

Once the QPI has been revised, both the supply and demand sides of the teacher and principal preparation market will have annual reports that show which preparation programs’ graduates are most effective. On the demand side, the KEPP report cards will enable prospective teachers and principals to choose programs that most effectively prepare them, and LEAs can focus recruitment efforts on these programs as well. On the supply side, in addition to providing data so that these market dynamics result in more effective programs, the EPSB will revise the reaccreditation process so that programs must meet a minimum quality level to be reaccredited. 
At its January meeting, the EPSB will be appointing a Committee to Review Admission and Clinical Experiences (CRACE) to explore: (1) current best practices on the selection of high quality candidates into the teaching profession, and (2) how to best provide high quality clinical experiences for both traditional candidates and those seeking initial certification through an alternative route.  
By June 2010, the CRACE is expected to bring recommendations for change in current regulations and policy so that all of Kentucky’s teacher and principal preparation programs are selecting candidates who possess the skills, knowledge, and dispositions, as well as providing the high quality clinical experiences proven to be highly effective teachers.  The new KEPP Report Card with the QPI will permit us to monitor each program not just once every seven years (as now is the case) but continuously. 

Reform area: (D) Great Teachers and Leaders

Criterion: (D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and principals 
Points possible: 20 points
Recommended maximum response length: 5 pages
Draft date: December 12, 2009

Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State, in collaboration with its participating LEAs (as defined in this notice), has a high-quality plan for its participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) to—

(i) Provide effective, data-informed professional development, coaching, induction, and common planning and collaboration time to teachers and principals that are, where appropriate, ongoing and job-embedded. Such support might focus on, for example, gathering, analyzing, and using data; designing instructional strategies for improvement; differentiating instruction; creating school environments supportive of data-informed decisions; designing instruction to meet the specific needs of high need students (as defined in this notice); and aligning systems and removing barriers to effective implementation of practices designed to improve student learning outcomes; and

(ii) Measure, evaluate, and continuously improve the effectiveness of those supports in order to improve student achievement (as defined in this notice).
Instructions for each reform plan (verbatim from application):
The State must provide, for each Reform Plan Criterion that it chooses to address, a detailed plan for use of grant funds that includes, but need not be limited to--

(1) The key goals; 

(2) The key activities to be undertaken and rationale for the activities, which should include why the specific activities are thought to bring about the change envisioned and how these activities are linked to the key goals; 

(3) The timeline for implementing the activities;

(4) The party or parties responsible for implementing the activities;

(5) The information requested in the performance measures, where applicable (see Appendix A), and where the State proposes plans for reform efforts not covered by a specified performance measure, the State is encouraged to propose performance measures and annual targets for those efforts; and

(6) The information requested as supporting evidence, if any, for the criterion, together with any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers in judging the credibility of the State’s plan.

Definitions (verbatim from application):

Participating LEAs means LEAs that choose to work with the State to implement all or significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top plan, as specified in each LEA’s agreement with the State. Each participating LEA that receives funding under Title I, Part A will receive a share of the 50 percent of a State’s grant award that the State must subgrant to LEAs, based on the LEA’s relative share of Title I, Part A allocations in the most recent year, in accordance with section 14006(c) of the ARRA. Any participating LEA that does not receive funding under Title I, Part A (as well as one that does) may receive funding from the State’s other 50 percent of the grant award, in accordance with the State’s plan.
High-need students means students at risk of educational failure or otherwise in need of special assistance and support, such as students who are living in poverty, who attend high-minority schools (as defined in this notice), who are far below grade level, who have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma, who are at risk of not graduating with a diploma on time, who are homeless, who are in foster care, who have been incarcerated, who have disabilities, or who are English language learners.
Student achievement means—

   
(a) For tested grades and subjects: (1) a student’s score on the State’s assessments under the ESEA; and, as appropriate, (2) other measures of student learning, such as those described in paragraph (b) of this definition, provided they are rigorous and comparable across classrooms. 

      (b) For non-tested grades and subjects: alternative measures of student learning and performance such as student scores on pre-tests and end-of-course tests; student performance on English language proficiency assessments; and other measures of student achievement that are rigorous and comparable across classrooms.

Draft reform plan begins on next page
A robust professional learning system to support teachers and principals is critical to ensure that all students across the Commonwealth are served by effective educators. Combined with a powerful growth-based performance evaluation system (described in (D)(2)), targeted, high-quality professional learning supports will boost the overall effectiveness of our teachers and leaders, thereby playing a critical role in improving student outcomes. Kentucky’s education stakeholders agree; in a survey conducted to solicit stakeholders’ perspectives as we prepared Kentucky’s Race to the Top application, 90% of the 2440 respondents agree or strongly agree that high-quality professional learning opportunities for teachers and principals aligned with their growth needs will contribute to Kentucky’s performance around teacher and principal effectiveness and increase student learning. Kentucky’s new approach to professional learning has been informed by teachers, principals, researchers, providers, and past experience. This new comprehensive, professional learning system encompasses teacher and principal preparation, induction, ongoing professional learning, collaboration, and continuous improvement. Furthermore, this professional learning system will be a critical implementation and training mechanism to ensure that the professional learning required to successfully implement the many pieces of our comprehensive reform agenda (e.g., unpacking and implementing the new standards and assessments, using student data to inform instruction, improving teacher and leader effectiveness, and implementing new turnaround approaches) takes place and key strategic elements are adopted with fidelity. 

Kentucky’s goal is to provide best-in-class supports and learning opportunities through a coordinated professional learning system for teachers and leaders so that they are able to continuously improve their practice and increase student learning. This system will not be static – it will be continuously evaluated and improved to ensure that the supports provided teachers and leaders truly result in increased student learning. The following activities detail how we intend to meet our goals with respect to professional learning for teachers and principals.
Activity 1: Creating a new approach to professional learning

Historically, Kentucky has not undertaken a singular approach to professional learning, but rather, has allowed LEAs to select the vendors and approaches of their choosing. This has resulted in a disparate set of trainings, materials, methods, and ultimately, impact of these professional learning models in terms of increasing teacher and principal effectiveness. Going forward, Kentucky’s model for supporting teachers and principals will be transformed into ongoing, job-embedded professional learning, and will be centered on existing regional networks of practitioners and utilize a hybrid model that combines technology-based and in-person professional learning experiences and supports
. 

Strengthening the system of networks
As described in (B)(3), the transition to the new Common Core standards and aligned assessments will be the leading edge of our new, network-based approach to professional learning. Across the Commonwealth, there are eight regions, each of which includes a regional educational cooperative (EC) representing a network of superintendents (see (A)(2) for detail on capacity building and the role educational cooperatives will play.) These existing network infrastructures will be strengthened and refocused on teacher and principal professional learning, starting in February 2010 with the work required to transition to the new standards. The Network Coordinator, a new position at KDE, will be the primary point-of-contact and coordinator of the networks. We will begin with two types of statewide systems of networks through which professional learning will be facilitated (though we will reassess the structure and revise or augment the approach should the need arise): 

1. Content area leadership networks will be most critical for the transition to the new standards. Each content area leadership network is comprised of eight regional networks, each with a four-person leadership corps that includes a designated team lead, a KDE representative (e.g., Content Specialist, HSE, DAGC, Educator Quality field Staff, Reading First Coach), an education cooperative consultant, and an IHE faculty member. Because Kentucky is committed to implementing new standards and assessments in seven subject areas, there will be seven content area networks housed in each regional Education Cooperative. The Core Oversight Team, a state-level team that includes content specialists from KDE’s Office of Teaching and Learning, will design, guide (i.e., provide support in the form of training/information/resources to all network lead facilitators), and provide feedback on the work of all new and established networks in order to ensure a coordinated and consistent focus with Characteristics of Highly Effective Teaching and Learning (see Appendix XX). This team will also work to collect evaluative data on the status of the ongoing work at the regional, district, and school levels.

2. The administrator leadership network is similarly comprised of eight regional administrator networks. These regional networks and the overarching administrator leadership network build upon the superintendent networks already established through the education cooperatives. Utilizing networks of administrators will enable collaboration, best-practice sharing, statewide quality control and implementation of new initiatives with fidelity. For more rural districts, with less access to resources and fewer in-house experts due to remote geographies and smaller size, this network approach will supplement district capacity with the expertise, experience, knowledge, and tools from other districts and regions of the Commonwealth. 

In addition to these statewide networks comprised of regional networks, individual district level leadership teams and school-based professional learning teams (PLTs) will also be critical for collective problem-solving, best-practice sharing, and collaboration within districts.

1. Each district leadership team will be comprised of the superintendent, Science teacher leaders, Math teacher leaders, English/Language Arts teacher leaders, Social Studies teacher leaders, administrative leaders, and instructional supervisors. These personnel will attend the regional networks for their content area, and will plan for scaling to all schools and classrooms in the district, and all network participants are expected to commit to the network and the district leadership team for a minimum of 3-5 years to build capacity, continuity, and sustainability.
2. The district leadership teams will support school leaders (e.g., principal, teacher leaders) with implementation in every school and classroom. School-based PLTs as described in (B)(3) will be collaborative teams that ensure that teachers have access to, understand, and utilize the resources provided by the regional and statewide networks to inform their instruction, particularly around alignment and implementation of the new standards and assessment system. These PLTs will be school-based hubs for professional learning and support, including collaboration amongst staff with varied expertise and experience levels, time for common planning, data review, mentoring and coaching
. 

KDE will establish the content leadership networks and the administrator leadership network, with networks’ leadership selected, by May 2010. Additionally, KDE will provide resources to districts to differentiate schools’ needs depending on where they are with implementation of PLTs. Incentives and grant funding will also be provided to districts to ensure all schools have effective PLTs for Math and English/Language Arts by August 2011.

Providing data and resources through the Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS)
Because research shows that job-embedded professional learning is more effective than models where practitioners are removed from their schools (see Appendix XX for relevant research), the content leadership networks will develop the tools and supports to populate the CIITS, which will connect curriculum, assessment, instruction, professional learning, and evaluation of teachers and principals. (See (C)(3) for detail on the technology infrastructure, (B)(3) for the system of support for curriculum, assessment and instruction, and (D)(2) for information on how the teacher and principal growth model data are integrated into this system.) Because we know that continuous learning is key for teachers and leaders to be highly-effective, and high-quality supports are necessary to enable continuous learning, the CIITS will provide this support in the following ways (this list is not comprehensive):

· Provide continuous access to proven strategies and resources

· Support collaboration through online communities

· Share knowledge of experts in content areas such as Math, Science and English/Language Arts without teachers having to leave their classrooms

· Provide examples from action research from classrooms and schools just like theirs

· Provide online access to postsecondary courses

For individual teachers, the CIITS will provide the tools, resources, and data (i.e., formative assessment and other student learning results) needed to inform their professional growth plans. For school-based PLTs, the CIITS provides resources aligned to each standard that teachers can use to guide their discussions, as well as data tools to help teachers analyze student learning together at the classroom- or school-level. (Please see (B)(3) and (C)(3) for detailed implementation timelines for the CIITS.)
Legislative changes to support this new PD system
To enable the necessary allocation of time for learning amongst these networks, KDE will work with the legislature in January 2010 to pass a revised statute for teacher and principal PD, which changes the structure and approach to PD statewide (see Appendix XX for revised statute). Legislation currently requires teachers to complete 24 hours per year of professional development tied to their professional growth plan. Principals are currently required to complete 21 leadership credits per year. The proposed legislation will remove the hour requirement and make professional development an embedded part of the teacher’s workday. This change will allow for professional learning teams to drive the agenda more aggressively and focus on the problems of practice in their schools in a “just in time” manner
.

Activity 2: Providing professional learning experiences for successful implementation of all new initiatives 
The coordinated professional learning system described above (and in (B)(3)) will be built and piloted through the transition to the new standards and aligned assessments. In addition to this work, the professional learning infrastructure established will be critical for the following:

a) Professional learning to support data-driven instruction (reference (C)(2) and (C)(3) for more detail) – As the (C)(2) and (C)(3) plans describe, teachers, principals, and other stakeholders will need access to high-quality professional learning opportunities around the following topics that include both
 “button pushing” and strategic use of data: 1) How to access and use the Kentucky Statewide Longitudinal Data System (KSLDS), 2) How to analyze and use the data in the KSLDS to make decisions to improve student achievement, 3) How to access and use the CIITS, and 4) How to analyze and use data from the technology system to improve instruction and student achievement in classrooms

b) 
Professional learning to support implementation of new evaluation system and growth models [reference (D)(2) for more detail]– As the (D)(2) plans outline, Kentucky will be implementing a new statewide approach to teacher and principal professional growth and evaluation. This new approach will result in more feedback on teacher and principal practice and impact on student learning, as well as an increased focus on continuous improvement. District leadership teams will guide school level PLTs to collaborate, guided by statewide common agendas, to adopt, fully implement and utilize, and refine the evaluation system and growth models. PLTs will provide “low stakes” environments for teachers and principals to discuss the growth models and how to best leverage these new data and tools to improve practice, as well as any issues or challenges that arise specific to the new standards and assessments. Additionally, the CIITS will provide the following, to ensure each teacher’s and principal’s professional development needs are met:

a. Allow decision makers to make support decisions for teachers and principals based on observation and evaluation data, alongside student outcomes data. 

b. Provide multiple data points on teacher and principal effectiveness, needs, and competencies that allow decision makers to provide appropriate coaching, induction, common planning and collaboration supports.

c. Include special resources for new (or weak) teachers are included to support induction.
Activity 3: Creating a residency
 model 
Kentucky is ready to take a bold step and rethink teacher induction. EPSB will explore the benefits of a two-year clinical residency/induction model for preparing new teachers, with the goal of preparing teachers for effective practice in the Commonwealth’s hard-to-staff subject and specialty areas and high-poverty / high-minority schools by significantly increasing the amount of time the teacher candidate has in a real classroom under the supervision of a highly-effective teacher. Many teachers cite a lack of support as one reason why they would not relocate to one of these types of schools or classrooms, and we know that current twelve-week student teacher model does not provide ample time to translate academic pedagogical instruction into actual skills that will help the new teacher be effective during his or her first year of teaching. Additionally, the current model of student teaching has inconsistent expectations regarding the experiences of the teacher candidate and the qualifications and responsibilities of the supervising teacher. While we believe in the importance of all teachers receiving academic pedagogical theory on which the new teacher can establish a strong foundation of understanding of learning theory, we also know that the new teacher’s instructional and classroom management skills are too often insufficient and result in new teachers underprepared for their first placement as a new teacher. Tasks will be designed that will provide for the new teacher to experience all aspects of the classroom within the normal school calendar. 

Kentucky’s teacher residency programs will be built around a year-long placement in a professional learning school (PLS) that is supported by an experienced teacher as a mentor. The
 residency will be divided into two sections; the first will be an observation semester and will require the teacher candidate to be placed in an EPSB-approved PLS under the supervision of a qualified and trained lead teacher for a minimum of 200 clock hours of clinical in-school experience while enrolled in specific pedagogical and methodology courses. The tasks assigned during the observation semester will focus on the development of case studies related to improving student achievement through innovative and adaptive teaching strategies that are built on solid learning theory and the observation of master teachers within the PLS. The second semester of the residency year will be a teaching semester and the teacher candidate will spend a minimum of 400 clock hours in a PLS under the supervision of a lead teacher with at least 250 hours spent providing direct instruction. Tasks will be developed using teacher work sample methodology that will guide the teaching part of the residency and document the specific level of competency of the teacher candidate. The same work sample methodology will be used during the new teacher’s first year of employment; however the criteria for meeting the teaching standards will be higher than during the residency program. Throughout the year-long residency each teacher candidate will participate in a professional learning team focused on improving student learning, understanding and applying instructional theory, and promoting professional growth

The year-long clinical residency experience will be followed by participation in KTIP, through which each new teacher has a three-person committee including a teacher mentor to guide him/her through a series of performance-based assessments that document that the new teacher demonstrates proficiency in all ten of the Kentucky teaching standards as a new teacher.

With the first year funded through the student’s tuition and
 the second year through an established state-funded program this two-tiered clinical model has evidenced sustainability.  Funding for this model will include training that would be required to establish professional development schools for placements of all teacher candidates in their final year of preparation and scaling up the residency model in established preparation programs. 

In 2010, EPSB will develop an RFA and identify six preparation programs (two for elementary, two middle school, and two secondary) and local districts to implement the residency model, then work with CPE so that the IHE and districts work together to:

1. Develop the criteria selection of a PDS and provide training for lead teachers (Lead teacher receives a stipend from the IHE) 

2. Develop seminars for teacher candidates to share experiences via reporting out experiences and corporate problem solving

3. Develop tasks and scoring rubrics for the student work sample 

Then, in 2011, EPSB will develop an RFA and identify six additional preparation programs and local districts to implement the residency model, and train lead teachers in the new schools were teacher candidates will be placed. EPSB will also place the cohort of teacher candidates in residency programs at the professional learning schools selected in year one (ideally 4-8 candidates per PLS), refine tasks and scoring rubrics, and refine training of lead teachers. In 2012, EPSB will develop an RFA and identify final group of preparation programs and local districts to implement the residency model, place the cohort of teacher candidates in residency programs at PLS selected in year one (4-8 candidates per PLS, two per lead teacher), refine tasks and scoring rubrics, and conduct a summative evaluation to determine path forward (i.e., whether EPSB should pursue full adoption into regulation
.)

Activity 4: Evaluation and improvement of teacher and principal professional learning 
The CIITS will enable continuous evaluation and improvement of the new professional learning system and approach. The CIITS will have the following characteristics:

· Includes tools for Classroom Walkthroughs
 and student formative assessment, enabling the state, district, and principals to measure and evaluate the impact of professional learning, coaching, and pre-service interventions in terms of teacher and principal practices as well as student academic outcomes
. 

· Extensive reporting mechanisms allow district and state leaders to be constantly evaluating the effectiveness of teaching, resources, assessments, professional learning, and technology for continuous improvement.

· Specific tools are being developed to support Kirkpatrick’s four levels of professional development evaluation (teacher satisfaction, application of learning, impact on student scores, ROI).
The CIITS will be developed and rolled out to all schools by late 2011; given this, KDE will conduct the first evaluation of the professional learning system in 2012, after a full year of data has been collected. 
Reform area: (E) Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools
Criterion: (E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAs
Points possible:  10 points
Recommended maximum response length:  1 page
Draft date: December 11, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has the legal, statutory, or regulatory authority to intervene directly in the State’s persistently lowest-achieving schools (as defined in this notice) and in LEAs that are in improvement or corrective action status. 
Evidence for (E)(1):

•
A description of the State’s applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal documents.

Definitions:

Persistently lowest-achieving schools means, as determined by the State:  (i) Any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that (a) Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring or the lowest-achieving five Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring in the State, whichever number of schools is greater; or (b) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60 percent over a number of years; and (ii) Any secondary school that is eligible for, but does not receive, Title I funds that (a) Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of secondary schools or the lowest-achieving five secondary schools in the State that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I funds, whichever number of schools is greater; or (b) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60 percent over a number of years.  To identify the lowest-achieving schools, a State must take into account both (i) The academic achievement of the “all students” group in a school in terms of proficiency on the State’s assessments under section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA in reading/language arts and mathematics combined; and (ii) The school’s lack of progress on those assessments over a number of years in the “all students” group.

Draft narrative begins on next page
Kentucky’s Kentucky Revised Statute (KRS) 160.346 statute enables the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) to intervene in the Commonwealth’s persistently lowest-achieving schools. Kentucky’s KRS 158.780 and KRS 158.785 enable KDE to intervene in LEAs. (Statutes are included in Appendix XX [to be added]).

Intervention in lowest-achieving schools

According
 to KRS 160.346, passed [date to be inserted], KDE has the ability to intervene in persistently low-achieving schools by requiring the SBDM council and principal to relinquish their traditional roles of governance, decision-making, and administration. In such instances this authority is transferred to the local district or to the state based on the recommendations of a scholastic audit of the school and an accompanying audit of the district. If the audits reveal that the district lacks the capacity to handle the transfer of governance, the state provides direct oversight to the turnaround.
  

Intervention in LEAs in need of improvement

KRS 158.780 enables the Kentucky Board of Education to intervene in a local school district: “If the Kentucky Board of Education believes that the pattern of a lack of efficiency or effectiveness in the governance or administration of a school district warrants action, it shall conduct an administrative hearing in compliance with KRS Chapter 13B. If it is determined that the pattern does warrant action, it shall declare the district a "state assisted district" or a "state managed district" and the state board shall then assume control of the district as set forth in this section and KRS 158.785.” KRS 158.785 details the actions steps for this intervention [action steps to be inserted].
Reform area: (E) Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

Criterion: (E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 

Points possible: 40 points
Recommended maximum response length: 8 pages
Draft date: December 11, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State has a high-quality plan and ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—

(i) Identify the persistently lowest-achieving schools (as defined in this notice) and, at its discretion, any non-Title I eligible secondary schools that would be considered persistently lowest-achieving schools (as defined in this notice) if they were eligible to receive Title I funds; and (5 points)

(ii) Support its LEAs in turning around these schools by implementing one of the four school intervention models (as described in Appendix C): turnaround model, restart model, school closure, or transformation model (provided that an LEA with more than nine persistently lowest-achieving schools may not use the transformation model for more than 50 percent of its schools). (35 points)

Evidence for (E)(2) (please fill in table below):

•The State’s historic performance on school turnaround, as evidenced by the total number of persistently lowest-achieving schools (as defined in this notice) that States or LEAs attempted to turn around in the last five years, the approach used, and the results and lessons learned to date.

Definitions:

Persistently lowest-achieving schools means, as determined by the State: (i) Any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that (a) Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring or the lowest-achieving five Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring in the State, whichever number of schools is greater; or (b) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60 percent over a number of years; and (ii) Any secondary school that is eligible for, but does not receive, Title I funds that (a) Is among the lowest-achieving five percent of secondary schools or the lowest-achieving five secondary schools in the State that are eligible for, but do not receive, Title I funds, whichever number of schools is greater; or (b) Is a high school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60 percent over a number of years. To identify the lowest-achieving schools, a State must take into account both (i) The academic achievement of the “all students” group in a school in terms of proficiency on the State’s assessments under section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA in reading/language arts and mathematics combined; and (ii) The school’s lack of progress on those assessments over a number of years in the “all students” group.

There are four school intervention models referred to in Selection Criterion (E)(2): turnaround model, restart model, school closure, or transformation model. Each is described below. 

(a) Turnaround model. 

(1) A turnaround model is one in which an LEA must--

(i) Replace the principal and grant the principal sufficient operational flexibility (including in staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach in order to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates;

(ii) Use locally adopted competencies to measure the effectiveness of staff who can work within the turnaround environment to meet the needs of students,

(A) Screen all existing staff and rehire no more than 50 percent; and

(B) Select new staff;

(iii) Implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and career growth, and more flexible work conditions that are designed to recruit, place, and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in the turnaround school;

(iv) Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff to ensure that they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies;

(v) Adopt a new governance structure, which may include, but is not limited to, requiring the school to report to a new “turnaround office” in the LEA or SEA, hire a “turnaround leader” who reports directly to the Superintendent or Chief Academic Officer, or enter into a multi-year contract with the LEA or SEA to obtain added flexibility in exchange for greater accountability;

(vi) Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and “vertically aligned” from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State academic standards;

(vii) Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the academic needs of individual students;

(viii) Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time (as defined in this notice); and

(ix) Provide appropriate social-emotional and community-oriented services and supports for students.

(2) A turnaround model may also implement other strategies such as—

(i) Any of the required and permissible activities under the transformation model; or

(ii) A new school model (e.g., themed, dual language academy).

(b) Restart model. A restart model is one in which an LEA converts a school or closes and reopens a school under a charter school operator, a charter management organization (CMO), or an education management organization (EMO) that has been selected through a rigorous review process. (A CMO is a non-profit organization that operates or manages charter schools by centralizing or sharing certain functions and resources among schools. An EMO is a for-profit or non-profit organization that provides “whole-school operation” services to an LEA.) A restart model must enroll, within the grades it serves, any former student who wishes to attend the school.
(c) School closure. School closure occurs when an LEA closes a school and enrolls the students who attended that school in other schools in the LEA that are higher achieving. These other schools should be within reasonable proximity to the closed school and may include, but are not limited to, charter schools or new schools for which achievement data are not yet available.

(d) Transformation model. A transformation model is one in which an LEA implements each of the following strategies:

(1) Developing and increasing teacher and school leader effectiveness.

(i) Required activities. The LEA must--
(A) Replace the principal who led the school prior to commencement of the transformation model;

(B) Use rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation systems for teachers and principals that--

(1) Take into account data on student growth (as defined in this notice) as a significant factor as well as other factors such as multiple observation-based assessments of performance and ongoing collections of professional practice reflective of student achievement and increased high-school graduations rates; and

(2) Are designed and developed with teacher and principal involvement;

(C) Identify and reward school leaders, teachers, and other staff who, in implementing this model, have increased student achievement and high-school graduation rates and identify and remove those who, after ample opportunities have been provided for them to improve their professional practice, have not done so; 

(D) Provide staff with ongoing, high-quality, job-embedded professional development (e.g., regarding subject-specific pedagogy, instruction that reflects a deeper understanding of the community served by the school, or differentiated instruction) that is aligned with the school’s comprehensive instructional program and designed with school staff to ensure they are equipped to facilitate effective teaching and learning and have the capacity to successfully implement school reform strategies; and

(E) Implement such strategies as financial incentives, increased opportunities for promotion and career growth, and more flexible work conditions that are designed to recruit, place, and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in a transformation school.

(ii) Permissible activities. An LEA may also implement other strategies to develop teachers’ and school leaders’ effectiveness, such as--

(A) Providing additional compensation to attract and retain staff with the skills necessary to meet the needs of the students in a transformation school;

(B) Instituting a system for measuring changes in instructional practices resulting from professional development; or

(C) Ensuring that the school is not required to accept a teacher without the mutual consent of the teacher and principal, regardless of the teacher’s seniority.
(2) Comprehensive instructional reform strategies.

(i) Required activities. The LEA must--

(A) Use data to identify and implement an instructional program that is research-based and “vertically aligned” from one grade to the next as well as aligned with State academic standards; and 

(B) Promote the continuous use of student data (such as from formative, interim, and summative assessments) to inform and differentiate instruction in order to meet the academic needs of individual students.

(ii) Permissible activities. An LEA may also implement comprehensive instructional reform strategies, such as--

(A) Conducting periodic reviews to ensure that the curriculum is being implemented with fidelity, is having the intended impact on student achievement, and is modified if ineffective;

(B) Implementing a schoolwide “response-to-intervention” model;

(C) Providing additional supports and professional development to teachers and principals in order to implement effective strategies to support students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment and to ensure that limited English proficient students acquire language skills to master academic content;

(D) Using and integrating technology-based supports and interventions as part of the instructional program; and

(E) In secondary schools--

(1) Increasing rigor by offering opportunities for students to enroll in advanced coursework (such as Advanced Placement or International Baccalaureate; or science, technology, engineering, and mathematics courses, especially those that incorporate rigorous and relevant project-, inquiry-, or design-based contextual learning opportunities), early-college high schools, dual enrollment programs, or thematic learning academies that prepare students for college and careers, including by providing appropriate supports designed to ensure that low-achieving students can take advantage of these programs and coursework;

(2) Improving student transition from middle to high school through summer transition programs or freshman academies; 

(3) Increasing graduation rates through, for example, credit-recovery programs, re-engagement strategies, smaller learning communities, competency-based instruction and performance-based assessments, and acceleration of basic reading and mathematics skills; or

(4) Establishing early-warning systems to identify students who may be at risk of failing to achieve to high standards or graduate.

(3) Increasing learning time and creating community-oriented schools.

(i) Required activities. The LEA must--

(A) Establish schedules and implement strategies that provide increased learning time (as defined in this notice); and

(B) Provide ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement.

(ii) Permissible activities. An LEA may also implement other strategies that extend learning time and create community-oriented schools, such as--

(A) Partnering with parents and parent organizations, faith- and community-based organizations, health clinics, other State or local agencies, and others to create safe school environments that meet students’ social, emotional, and health needs;

(B) Extending or restructuring the school day so as to add time for such strategies as advisory periods that build relationships between students, faculty, and other school staff;

(C) Implementing approaches to improve school climate and discipline, such as implementing a system of positive behavioral supports or taking steps to eliminate bullying and student harassment; or

(D) Expanding the school program to offer full-day kindergarten or pre-kindergarten.

(4) Providing operational flexibility and sustained support.

(i) Required activities. The LEA must-- 

(A) Give the school sufficient operational flexibility (such as staffing, calendars/time, and budgeting) to implement fully a comprehensive approach to substantially improve student achievement outcomes and increase high school graduation rates; and

(B) Ensure that the school receives ongoing, intensive technical assistance and related support from the LEA, the SEA, or a designated external lead partner organization (such as a school turnaround organization or an EMO).

(ii) Permissible activities. The LEA may also implement other strategies for providing operational flexibility and intensive support, such as--

(A) Allowing the school to be run under a new governance arrangement, such as a turnaround division within the LEA or SEA; or

(B) Implementing a per-pupil school-based budget formula that is weighted based on student needs.

If a school identified as a persistently lowest-achieving school has implemented, in whole or in part within the last two years, an intervention that meets the requirements of the turnaround, restart, or transformation models, the school may continue or complete the intervention being implemented.

Instructions for each reform plan (verbatim from application):
The State must provide, for each Reform Plan Criterion that it chooses to address, a detailed plan for use of grant funds that includes, but need not be limited to--

(1) The key goals; 

(2) The key activities to be undertaken and rationale for the activities, which should include why the specific activities are thought to bring about the change envisioned and how these activities are linked to the key goals; 

(3) The timeline for implementing the activities;

(4) The party or parties responsible for implementing the activities;

(5) The information requested in the performance measures, where applicable (see Appendix A), and where the State proposes plans for reform efforts not covered by a specified performance measure, the State is encouraged to propose performance measures and annual targets for those efforts; and

(6) The information requested as supporting evidence, if any, for the criterion, together with any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers in judging the credibility of the State’s plan.

Draft reform plan begins on next page
Kentucky has a twenty-year history of moving low-achieving schools to higher levels of student achievement and significantly closing achievement gaps. Over this period Kentucky has undertaken several initiatives that have built on each other in this regard. The starting point was the Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) reform in 1990, which started the Distinguished Educator (DE) program, in which a cadre of highly effective teachers were identified and “loaned” to the KDE for a period of up to three years. DEs were then deployed to schools needing improvement, to identify the needs of the students in those schools, and to serve as instructional coaches and mentors to implement changes to improve learning. One challenge resulting from this approach was that some DEs were viewed as a “threat” to principals who were not open to relinquishing some control and implementing new ideas and programs [for each subsequent reform in this area, need to identify what was the problem not solved by available resources and programs that it was meant to address so reviewers can understand how KY has wrestled with this problem and learned from previous efforts]. 

Subsequently, in 2006, we launched the Voluntary Partnership Assistance Teams (VPAT) model, which was a partnership effort between KDE, the Kentucky Association of School Superintendents (KASS), and the Kentucky School Boards Association (KSBA). VPATs provided districts with an intensive, collaborative, assistance process designed to build capacity at the district and school levels and provide essential support and oversight for immediate and sustained improvement in student learning. 

In 2008, we assessed our approach to school improvement and created the Assist and Support School Improvement Success Teams (ASSIST) program. In this program, the DE role transformed into the High-Skilled Educator (HSE) role, a position that attracts the best teachers from across the state to then serve in schools in improvement status. Appendices XX to XX provide more detail on all of these programs and Kentucky’s history and progress in improving struggling schools [appendices to be inserted]. 

Our interventions have been successful in raising achievement and building the capacity of schools to sustain the improvement. In the 2009 State Highlights Report produced by the Editorial Projects in Education Research Center, between 1996 and 2006, Kentucky achieved a 9 percentage point graduation rate increase, the fourth highest increase nationwide. While we have seen significant improvement at many of the Commonwealth’s struggling schools, others still continue to struggle, and incremental increases in student achievement are not sufficient to meet our goals for all students in Kentucky. From the school improvement efforts outlined above, we have learned that while a focus on support is critical, it is not enough to turn around persistently low-achieving schools. The more promising intervention approaches, like the DE and VPAT models, enabled the school-based teams with expertise and a track record of effectiveness to have the authority to truly institute changes and coach school leadership through full implementation of dramatic changes – these approaches also tended to be more controversial and less palatable to existing staff. 

Over the next year, KDE will completely revamp its approach to turning around the lowest-achieving schools, with the goal of moving these schools to at least 50% combined proficiency in math and reading/language arts in the ALL students category by 2012. Our history of programs to support low-performing schools provides a strong foundation from which we’re now ready to take a bold step in a new direction. To meet our ambitious goal, we’re going to address low-achieving schools with more intensive interventions and a “no-excuses” attitude that Kentucky’s education stakeholders support. In a survey conducted to solicit stakeholders’ perspectives as we prepared Kentucky’s Race to the Top application, about 75% of the 2,440 respondents either agree or strongly agree that intervening aggressively and intensively in persistently low-performing schools, requiring dramatic changes to quickly improve student performance, will improve Kentucky’s performance and contribute to increased student learning.
Activity 1: Identifying Kentucky’s Educational Recovery Schools
Kentucky defines persistently low-achieving as those schools whose student scores have ranked in the bottom 5% in proficiency in math and reading/language arts combined for the ALL students category for three consecutive years. In addition, per the Race to the Top notice, we will identify any high schools that do not meet the above definition but have a graduation rate of less than 60%. We will call these schools Educational Recovery Schools (ERS). Our definition goes beyond the definition in the Race to the Top guidance for several reasons. Firstly, because the final guidance divides schools by Title I status, there is the possibility that an extremely low-achieving school could be left out of the turnaround process, i.e., a school that is in the bottom five achieving in the state may not make the list, because it wasn’t in the lowest 5% of Title I schools. The reverse could also be true. Our definition eliminates this possibility by including ALL schools in the lowest 5%, regardless of Title I program improvement status. (See Appendix XX for a full list of schools and their achievement data for each definition). Secondly, to meet our goals as a state for student achievement, we will need to serve and support more schools than the twelve lowest-achieving, and our definition empowers us to do so. We do recognize that the Race to the Top program is focused on turning around those schools identified by USED’s specific guidance, so the initiatives put forth in this plan will first and foremost address those schools, while our broader turnaround efforts (supported by School Improvement Grants and other funding) will seek to vastly improve all schools in educational recovery.
Timeline
In Spring 2010, we will have the most current student achievement data for all schools statewide. KDE will analyze this data, and using our definition outlined above, identify the Educational Recovery Schools. KDE staff will provide this analysis to all superintendents so that all are able to see where their schools perform relative to all schools. The lowest-achieving schools identified will be targeted for pilots starting in Fall 2010, and conversations with the local superintendents of the districts that hold these schools will commence as soon as the schools are identified in Spring 2010.
Activity 2: Creating District 180 to realign KDE to lead Educational Recovery 
Educational recovery requires dramatic changes that move these schools from a dysfunctional culture to a culture of high expectations for all so that significant gains in achievement and the closing of achievement gaps can occur in a short period of time (a maximum of three years). This is followed by a longer period of sustained improvement. Educational recovery is very different and much more difficult than traditional school improvement efforts. It requires a special set of experiences, training and support. Educational recovery will require action on a number of fronts:

· Require many of these schools to relinquish much of the control over the school to either the local district, the state, or an Educational
 Management Organization (EMO
).
· Make fundamental changes in the conditions under which these schools operate.

· Develop a marketplace of partners and support providers skilled in educational recovery.

· Appropriate the funding necessary to create successful educational recovery.

For educational recovery to be successful, the state, school districts, schools and outside partners must re-organize to attract, develop, and retain people with the skills to match the specific needs of schools in need of educational recovery. In Kentucky, three key elements will be the focus of developing and sustaining this specific level of support known as Educational Recovery Services: District 180, Centers for Learning Excellence, and Educational Recovery Leaders and Specialists. 

In early 2010, KDE will create “District 180,” a specific office within KDE for educational recovery services that will focus only on the schools/districts identified for educational recovery. This unit will provide support and assistance to the Centers for Learning Excellence as well as to those identified educational management organizations contracted to manage recovery schools. In addition, this office will be responsible for the identification of Educational Recovery Leaders and Specialists and for their training and support.

Scholastic and District Audits 
Once Educational Recovery Schools have been identified in Spring 2010, District 180 will conduct a scholastic audit of each ERS, as well as a district management audit. Since 2000, the scholastic audit and district management audit have been an integral part of our efforts in school improvement. In addition to each audit’s regular process, these audit teams will be seeking answers to the following questions:

1. Does the school/district function as an effective learning community and support a climate conducive to performance excellence?

2. Does the school/district actively engage families and community groups to remove barriers to learning in an effort to meet the intellectual, social, career and developmental needs of students? (The team will use the rubric found in “The Missing Piece to the Proficiency Puzzle” (2007) to answer this question; see Appendix XX for this article.)
3. Does the school/district focus its professional learning program primarily on job embedded professional learning opportunities that occur in small learning teams of teachers and use content driven professional learning sessions to address the needs identified in the learning teams?

4. Do school/district instructional decisions focus on support for teaching and learning, organizational direction, high performance expectations, creating a learning culture, developing leadership capacity?

5. Is the school organized to maximize use of all available resources (both human and fiscal) to support high student and staff performance?

6. Does the school/district have an effective process for ensuring that:

a) the needs of all students are identified; 

b) specific, measurable goals are set to address those needs; 

c) specific strategies are implemented to reach those goals;

d) adequate resources are provided to implement those strategies; and

e) the implementation of the strategies is frequently monitored and adjustments are made when strategies are not achieving their desired outcomes.
The results of these assessments will inform the best course of action for struggling schools. 
Persistently low-achieving schools
Using the results of these audits, District 180 will identify the schools that are persistently low-achieving, and then determine the best course of action for those schools, including whether or not the local district will continue to maintain control. For schools whose local districts do not have the necessary capacity to lead the turnaround process, District 180 will have authority over the school council. For schools whose local districts do have the necessary capacity to facilitate turnaround, the district will maintain control and, with the support of their local Center for Education Recovery (see Activity XX below), will lead the turnaround process (see Appendix XX for a flow chart visual).  Educational Recovery Schools will need to implement one of four prescribed intervention strategies described below (See Appendix XX for more detailed descriptions of the four intensive intervention options):

1) Turnaround: State and district assign new principal and identify staff for transfer or termination
2) Re-start: District contracts to have school become managed by EMO
3) Closure: District closes school and re-assigns students and staff to other schools
4) Transformation: District develops a plan for turning around the school (a comprehensive strategy that, at a minimum, replaces the school leadership and develops and rewards teacher and leader effectiveness; adopts comprehensive instructional programs; extends time for students and staff and offers community-oriented services; and provides operating flexibility and intensive support) and submits plan to state for approval
Timeline
By August 2010, District 180 will have completed all audits and will have worked with each ERS’s district leadership to identify the best-fitting intervention strategy for each chronically low-achieving school. (For those schools whose local districts do not have the capacity to facilitate the turnaround process, District 180 will identify the best-fitting intervention strategy.) These schools will be prioritized for interventions beginning in Fall 2010, when the first Centers for Learning Excellence are established

. 

Activity 3: Creating Centers for Learning Excellence to support Educational Recovery
Kentucky will create Centers of Learning Excellence (CLE) to serve as regional intermediaries between KDE’s District 180 team and the Educational Recovery Schools. CLEs will be collaborative centers representing multiple support partners and providers. Schools and districts in need of educational recovery will be clustered and assigned to these centers.
Each CLE will serve to provide support to Educational Recovery Schools that continue under district control and more intensive support and required services to Educational Recovery Schools that have been reassigned to District 180. The CLE is established through an RFP process between KDE and a lead recovery partner. The lead partner could be a university or a school support organization (this could be a regional educational cooperative or a regional or national recognized school support organization or an educational management organization). In addition to the formal contract between KDE and the lead partner, a successful proposal will also contain formal relationships with other support partners as well as community, family, and area business partners. 
The role of the CLE
The strengths of each CLE will vary based on the organization that serves as the lead partner. Successful lead partners will be able to demonstrate how they will use other partners to ensure that no gaps exist in the structure of services they will provide to recovery schools. Each CLE will provide support services that will include, but not be limited to, the following:
· A liaison that will serve as a point of contact for each school assigned to the center

· A KDE staff member who ensures collaboration is strong between the state, the CLE and local schools and districts

· Professional learning services coordinated to each school’s needs, e.g., partnering with KSBA and KASS to rebuild a program similar to VPAT
· Building capacity in each school by clustering the schools in the center in various ways (size, grade level, etc.) to create support structures and networking opportunities in the schools
· Networking and collaboration opportunities for Educational Recovery Leaders and Specialists (described in Activity 4 of this plan)

· Developing community coalitions to provide out-of-school programs and resources to improve learning in the schools
· Provide training and engagement activities for families in each school community
· In high school situations, develop dual credit, early college, specific STEM initiatives and dropout prevention services to enhance student success

CLEs will also manage multiple partnerships formed to provide support services for Educational Recovery Schools in that region. Working with established educational support organizations, whole school reform programs will be available to recovery schools, including the expansion of the following programs already showing success in Kentucky:

· High Schools That Work (HSTW) and Making Middle Grades Work (MMGW): These initiatives provide an effort-based, comprehensive framework for middle grades and high school improvement. They are founded on the conviction that most students can master rigorous academic and career studies if school leaders and teachers create a culture of high expectations and continuous improvement that motivates students to make the effort to succeed. HSTW and MMGW would be the recommended program for educational recovery in our secondary schools and each CLE would staff support services for the program. The Southern Regional Education Board is already a strong partner in Kentucky for these programs. (See Appendix XX for more detail).

· Early Identification Program: We recognize that turning around our lowest-achieving schools does not lie solely at the feet of those lowest-achieving schools. One of the functions of the CLE will be to house a program designed to identifying the feeder schools, when appropriate, that provide the students for our lowest-achieving schools. This innovative public/private partnership will be a central point of support for the schools that feed recovery schools in an effort to make students more prepared for success when they enter those schools currently in recovery. This program will provide children with the opportunity to increase their reading achievement by supplying the tools they need to develop reading skills and the guidance they need to grow as readers. Each CLE will have a staff person to serve as liaison with this program, which consists of the following components (see Appendix XX for more detail):

· Literacy training delivered to struggling readers in K-8 grades

· Afterschool program provided four days a week with supplemental in-school support and during the summer

· Carefully designed curriculum taught by paraprofessionals

· 
Tutorials including one-on-one and small group instruction for children identified by reading needs.

· Software-based literacy tools to compliment core activities and help to develop reading fluency and comprehension.

· Dual credit initiatives: Through local community colleges, several districts are already offering dual credit opportunities (see Appendix XX for examples.) KDE is also interested in CLEs launching initiatives with a track record of success in other regions, e.g., the Gateway to College Program. This program helps re-connect high school dropouts with their education. Through the program, students are able to complete their high school diploma requirements on a college campus while simultaneously earning credits toward a college degree or certificate. The research behind this program shows that many young people who had little chance of graduating from high school are achieving post-secondary success. Each CLE will work with at least one community college in its service area to implement the Gateway to College concept.

· STEM initiatives: Kentucky currently has several STEM programs in place to increase access to rigorous STEM curricula, projects and learning opportunities in STEM-related fields, and professional learning experiences for teachers in STEM subject areas. (See (B)(3) and the STEM section for more detail on Kentucky’s numerous STEM initiatives). CLEs will have liaisons to manage the implementation of programs like AdvanceKentucky and Project Lead The Way to ensure that in Educational Recovery Schools, teachers are trained in, and students participate in, rigorous STEM courses. Additionally, CLEs will form partnerships with other organizations to provide project-based and real-world experiences in STEM-related fields. 

Fostering innovation through CLE support
The Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1990 gives local districts authority to create innovative schools for at-risk populations with unique needs (e.g., students with behavior issues, juvenile justice issues, or who otherwise need an alternative setting to achieve success.) To do this, districts can operate schools without the usual authority of school councils (see section (F)(2) for more detail on Kentucky’s School-Based Decision Making governance structure), empowering superintendents to innovate and create learning environments that better address the specific needs of at-risk students beyond those of discipline and behavior. For example, a local district superintendent has a program for African-American males in a high school that has shown great results at improving both the academic performance of the young men, but also their character, communication skills and self image. The superintendent wants to expand the program and create an “alternative school.” Other superintendents are similarly interested in innovative initiatives like this one, but many, particularly in rural areas, lack the capacity and resources to do so. As part of our approach to turning around the Commonwealth’s lowest-achieving schools, we want the newly-formed CLEs to supplement district capacity and enable superintendents to undertake more innovative strategies. This may mean facilitating knowledge-sharing and networking, or it could mean identifying potential partnerships. 
Timeline
The CLEs will be funded initially through Race to the Top and may be sustained through state and federal school improvement funding. In Spring 2010, KDE will send out the RFP for Centers for Learning Excellence, and then select three (3) centers by August 2010. The first three CLEs will serve as three-year pilots, and will include all of the chronically low-achieving schools identified by District 180. KDE will conduct an evaluation of these three pilots in Summer 2011, and again in Summer 2012, with interim reports from CLEs showing progress and improvements they’ve seen at Educational Recovery Schools, as well as lessons learned through the process. Between 2012 and 2014, KDE will facilitate two more RFP processes to establish another five CLEs so that all regions of the Commonwealth are served.

Activity 4: Establishing Educational Recovery certification and endorsements 

KDE and EPSB will work to develop certification endorsements for Educational Recovery Leaders that will be prepared to lead the identified schools and Educational Recovery Specialists that will provide support to teachers in these schools. In addition, each school in educational recovery will be assigned a School Administrative Manager (SAM) so the ERLs and ERSs can focus on improving student learning.
Educational Recovery Leaders 

Kentucky will introduce a new group of individuals known as Educational Recovery Leaders (ERL). In recovery schools that remain under district management, the district will choose new administrators from those individuals with credentials as an ERL. In recovery schools assigned to District 180, the state will have a cadre of individuals credentialed as ERL. These ERL will be employees of District 180 who will be assigned to an Educational Recovery School for up to three years and then re-assigned to a new school
. The ERL will be the lead administrator in that school. Employees in the program will go through extensive and on-going training in educational recovery strategies. ERLs will focus on assessing what barriers exist to whole school turnaround with more emphasis on culture, family and community engagement, teacher effectiveness and professional growth, leadership, and resource allocation. In addition, ERLs will assess the staff and identify those individuals that are potential instructional leaders and prepare them to take the reins after the turnaround.

Educational Recovery Specialists

Educational Recovery Specialists (ERS) are individuals with specific experience and training in working with teachers to make dramatic improvement in instructional practice that leads to improved student learning. They will focus on coaching, mentoring and modeling effective instructional practice in order to increase the effectiveness of the school’s staff. Multiple ERS will be assigned along with an ERL to form a “Recovery Team” who will provide coaching, mentoring and staff development in Educational Recovery Schools. Some ERS may teach courses, though they will not teach a full course load as much of their time will be allocated toward leading professional learning communities and facilitating the implementation of turnaround interventions. 
School Administration Manager (SAM)

The School Administration Manager or SAM project is a strategy designed to help change the role of the principal from the managerial leader to the instructional leader, resulting in an increase in time spent on improving teaching and learning. The job of the SAM is to assume school operations functions (such as ordering textbooks, overseeing fire drills and filing reports on compliance with regulations) and thereby enable the principal to focus more time on improving instruction. Although the SAM initiative would not be housed in District 180, a key element of the success of recovery will be the placement of a SAM in every recovery school. (See Appendix XX for more detail.)
Timeline
KDE and EPSB will work together to create the Education Recovery Leader and Specialist certification programs to be voted on and formalized during Summer 2010, so that the first round of applications can be accepted in Fall 2010. These programs will be facilitated by EPSB, with support from KDE’s District 180 to work with CLEs and place the first cohorts of graduates in Fall 2011. This first cohort will provide feedback and input to EPSB, KDE, and the CLE management organizations so that the program can be improved over time. KDE will fund a formal evaluation of these programs in 2014. 
Activity 5: Legislative changes and infrastructure building
To realize our goal of turning around the bottom 5% of schools in Kentucky, KDE has prepared for the legislative actions necessary to begin to implement the necessary and broad-based changes required by our new approach. Much of the action that must take place for educational recovery to occur involves the revision of statute and administrative regulation as well as the introduction of new legislation to allow for these dramatic changes to take place:
· KRS 160.346 (School Council Statute) will be amended to allow for schools to enter the Educational Recovery System, including changes to create access to all four turnaround options
· Establish “District 180” at KDE

Please see documentation related to these legislative revisions in Appendix XX. Kentucky’s legislature meets in January 2010; all proposed changes have received support from key stakeholder groups and are expected to pass without challenge (as included in Appendix XX). 
Reform area: (F) General
Criterion: (F)(1) Making education funding a priority
Points possible:  10 points 
Recommended maximum response length:  3 pages
Draft date: December 11, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which–

(i) The percentage of the total revenues available to the State (as defined in this notice) that were used to support elementary, secondary, and public higher education for FY 2009 was greater than or equal to the percentage of the total revenues available to the State (as defined in this notice) that were used to support elementary, secondary, and public higher education for FY 2008; and
(ii) The State’s policies lead to equitable funding (a) between high-need LEAs (as defined in this notice) and other LEAs, and (b) within LEAs, between high-poverty schools (as defined in this notice) and other schools.
Instructions for each reform condition criteria (verbatim from application):
State Reform Conditions Criteria are used to assess a State’s progress and its success in creating conditions for reform in specific areas related to the four ARRA education reform areas. The State must provide, for each State Reform Conditions Criterion addressed, a description of the State’s current status in meeting that criterion, and at a minimum, the information requested as supporting evidence that the State has met the criterion.  The State may also submit additional information that it believes will be helpful to reviewers in judging the criterion.

Evidence for (F)(1)(i):

· Financial data to show whether and to what extent expenditures, as a percentage of the total revenues available to the State (as defined in this notice), increased, decreased, or remained the same. 

Evidence for (F)(1)(ii): 

· Any supporting evidence the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers.
Definitions (verbatim from application):
Total revenues available to the State means either (a) projected or actual total State revenues for education and other purposes for the relevant year; or (b) projected or actual total State appropriations for education and other purposes for the relevant year.
High-need LEA means an LEA (a) that serves not fewer than 10,000 children from families with incomes below the poverty line; or (b) for which not less than 20 percent of the children served by the LEA are from families with incomes below the poverty line.
High-poverty school means, consistent with section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) of the ESEA, a school in the highest quartile of schools in the State with respect to poverty level, using a measure of poverty determined by the State. 
Draft narrative begins on next page
[Narrative not yet drafted - pending compilation and analysis of relevant data]

Reform area: (F) General
Criterion: (F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charter schools and other innovative schools
Points possible: 40 points
Recommended maximum response length: 6 pages
Draft date: December 12, 2009

Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which—

(i) The State has a charter school law that does not prohibit or effectively inhibit increasing the number of high-performing charter schools (as defined in this notice) in the State, measured (as set forth in Appendix B) by the percentage of total schools in the State that are allowed to be charter schools or otherwise restrict student enrollment in charter schools; 
(ii) The State has laws, statutes, regulations, or guidelines regarding how charter school authorizers approve, monitor, hold accountable, reauthorize, and close charter schools; in particular, whether authorizers require that student achievement (as defined in this notice) be one significant factor, among others, in authorization or renewal; encourage charter schools that serve student populations that are similar to local district student populations, especially relative to high-need students (as defined in this notice); and have closed or not renewed ineffective charter schools; 

(iii) The State’s charter schools receive (as set forth in Appendix B) equitable funding compared to traditional public schools, and a commensurate share of local, State, and Federal revenues; 

(iv) The State provides charter schools with funding for facilities (for leasing facilities, purchasing facilities, or making tenant improvements), assistance with facilities acquisition, access to public facilities, the ability to share in bonds and mill levies, or other supports; and the extent to which the State does not impose any facility-related requirements on charter schools that are stricter than those applied to traditional public schools; and 

(v) The State enables LEAs to operate innovative, autonomous public schools (as defined in this notice) other than charter schools. 

Evidence for (F)(2)(i):

· A description of the State’s applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal documents.

· The number of charter schools allowed under State law and the percentage this represents of the total number of schools in the State.

· The number and types of charter schools currently operating in the State.

Evidence for (F)(2)(ii):

· A description of the State’s approach to charter school accountability and authorization, and a description of the State’s applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal documents. 

· For each of the last five years: 

· The number of charter school applications made in the State.

· The number of charter school applications approved.

· The number of charter school applications denied and reasons for the denials (academic, financial, low enrollment, other).

· The number of charter schools closed (including charter schools that were not reauthorized to operate).

Evidence for (F)(2)(iii):

· A description of the State’s applicable statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal documents.

· A description of the State’s approach to charter school funding, the amount of funding passed through to charter schools per student, and how those amounts compare with traditional public school per-student funding allocations. 

Evidence for (F)(2)(iv):

· A description of the State’s applicable statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal documents.

· A description of the statewide facilities supports provided to charter schools, if any.

Evidence for (F)(2)(v):

· A description of how the State enables LEAs to operate innovative, autonomous public schools (as defined in this notice) other than charter schools. 

Definitions: 

High-performing charter school means a charter school that has been in operation for at least three consecutive years and has demonstrated overall success, including (a) substantial progress in improving student achievement (as defined in this notice); and (b) the management and leadership necessary to overcome initial start-up problems and establish a thriving, financially viable charter school.
Student achievement means—

   
(a) For tested grades and subjects: (1) a student’s score on the State’s assessments under the ESEA; and, as appropriate, (2) other measures of student learning, such as those described in paragraph (b) of this definition, provided they are rigorous and comparable across classrooms. 

      (b) For non-tested grades and subjects: alternative measures of student learning and performance such as student scores on pre-tests and end-of-course tests; student performance on English language proficiency assessments; and other measures of student achievement that are rigorous and comparable across classrooms.
High-need students means students at risk of educational failure or otherwise in need of special assistance and support, such as students who are living in poverty, who attend high-minority schools (as defined in this notice), who are far below grade level, who have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma, who are at risk of not graduating with a diploma on time, who are homeless, who are in foster care, who have been incarcerated, who have disabilities, or who are English language learners.
Innovative, autonomous public schools means open enrollment public schools that, in return for increased accountability for student achievement (as defined in this notice), have the flexibility and authority to define their instructional models and associated curriculum; select and replace staff; implement new structures and formats for the school day or year; and control their budgets.

Draft narrative begins on next page
Kentucky’s approach to innovative, autonomous public schools
In 1991, the state of Minnesota enacted the first “charter” school legislation in the country. One year earlier in Kentucky, the Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) introduced the first, and to date the only, state legislation that created an environment for all public schools to become innovative and autonomous through the establishment of a school-based decision making (SBDM) form of school governance. The goals of the school-based decision making legislation are the same as the goals in most state charter laws. The chart below shows a comparison between the standard set of attributes of a charter school and Kentucky’s SBDM form of school autonomy. (See Appendix XX for full text of SBDM legislation). 

	Charter School Attributes
	SBDM Attributes (per KRS 160.345)

	1. Charter schools are public schools that are organized differently than traditional public schools.
	1. All Kentucky public schools have autonomy not normally granted to public schools (nationally); the SBDM council has the authority to organize the school however it sees fit to best serve student learning.

	2. Charter schools are governed by an independent school board whose only focus and responsibility is that particular school.
	2. All Kentucky public schools are governed by a school council made up of teachers, parents and administrators. They, along with their local independent school board, are responsible for the governance of their school.

	3. Charter schools are very responsive to the needs of students and families enrolled in them.
	3. School councils, because they include teachers and parents, are extremely focused on the needs of their students and families.

	4. Charters have more stringent obligations related to academic achievement. They can be closed for failing to reach specific academic and non-academic goals or for irresponsible management.
	4. As long as the school continues to improving the learning outcomes of its students the school-based decision making council retains its decision making authority. If achievement results do not meet identified targets, the school council risks its ability to make decisions.

	5. Charter schools control all decisions related to defining their instructional models and associated curriculum; selecting and replacing staff; implementing new structures and formats for the school day or year; and controlling their budgets. 
	5. In each of Kentucky’s 1249 schools, the SBDM Council is responsible to craft policy, based on stakeholder input, that allows for innovative approaches in the areas of defining their instructional models and associated curriculum; selecting and replacing staff; implementing new structures and formats for the school day or year; and controlling their budgets. Principals are then tasked with the implementation of those policies.


SBDM councils promote shared leadership among those who are the closest to the students.  Each council is composed of two parents (elected by the parents of students attending the school), three teachers (elected by the teachers in the school), and the principal or administrator of the school. The council role is to set school policy and make decisions outlined in statute which provide an environment to enhance student achievement. Making decisions through shared decision making results in a greater commitment to implementing decisions that will enhance the achievement of students. This structure then allows principals and other school leaders the opportunity to create the innovation necessary to meet the needs of a diverse student population. [Question to address: Have any SBDM Council’s been formally disempowered through school failure? If so, this number might need tweaking. If not, it undermines the point above]. In each of Kentucky’s 1249 schools, the SBDM Council is responsible to craft policy, based on stakeholder input, in the areas of defining their instructional models and associated curriculum; selecting and replacing staff; implementing new structures and formats for the school day or year; and controlling their budgets. With this level of autonomy, principals and teachers can then design programs that most specifically meet the needs of their students. In this way, SBDM is a “charter-like” structure. 
For a more detailed understanding of the areas SBDM councils have authority, here is the exhaustive list from the relevant statute, KRS 160.345.:

· Determination of the curriculum, including needs assessment, alignment with state standards, and program evaluation

· Instructional practices

· Professional development

· Selection of personnel

· Assignment of staff time

· Assignment of students

· Schedule for the day and week

· School budget

· School improvement planning

· Technology use

· Use of school space

· Discipline, classroom management, and school safety

· Extracurricular programs and student participation in them

· Public participation in school

· Collaboration with other schools, districts, and agencies

· Waiver of district policies

Because SBDM truly enables school-level decision-making authority, school councils have significant autonomy and flexibility to innovate, experiment, and adjust each school’s structures and processes to best meet the needs of the students they serve. 

[Note for consideration: in detailing SBDM, would we be raising questions for reviewers about whether state plans and envisioned changes will necessarily be carried out by schools where the councils do not sign up to implement?]

Reform area: (F) General
Criterion: (F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions
Points possible: 5 points
Recommended maximum response length:  2 pages
Draft date: December 12, 2009
Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
The extent to which the State, in addition to information provided under other State Reform Conditions Criteria, has created, through law, regulation, or policy, other conditions favorable to education reform or innovation that have increased student achievement or graduation rates, narrowed achievement gaps, or resulted in other important outcomes.

In the text box below, the State shall describe its current status in meeting the criterion. The narrative or attachments shall also include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, and how each piece of evidence demonstrates the State’s success in meeting the criterion. The narrative and attachments may also include any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(3):

•
A description of the State’s other applicable key education laws, statutes, regulations, or relevant legal documents.
Draft narrative outline begins on next page
[Narrative not yet drafted - pending compilation of relevant other significant reform conditions]

Reform area: Competitive Preference Priority
Criterion: Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM)

Points possible: 15 points, all or nothing

Recommended maximum response length:  1 page
Draft date: December 11, 2009

Specifics of criterion (verbatim from application):
To meet this priority, the State’s application must have a high-quality plan to address the need to (i) offer a rigorous course of study in mathematics, the sciences, technology, and engineering; (ii) cooperate with industry experts, museums, universities, research centers, or other STEM-capable community partners to prepare and assist teachers in integrating STEM content across grades and disciplines, in promoting effective and relevant instruction, and in offering applied learning opportunities for students; and (iii) prepare more students for advanced study and careers in the sciences, technology, engineering, and mathematics, including by addressing the needs of underrepresented groups and of women and girls in the areas of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics.

The competitive preference priority will be evaluated in the context of the State’s entire application.  Therefore, a State that is  responding to this priority should address it throughout the application, as appropriate, and provide a summary of its approach to addressing the priority in the text box below. The reviewers will assess the priority as part of their review of a State’s application and determine whether it has been met.

Draft narrative begins on next page
In March 2007, Kentucky’s STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) Task Force, comprised of leaders within the government, business, and education sectors across the Commonwealth, released a comprehensive report (included in Appendix XX) in response to the charter from the Council on Postsecondary Education (CPE) to “develop a statewide P-20 strategic action plan to accelerate Kentucky’s performance within the STEM disciplines.” Since then, Kentucky has established the partnerships and initiatives described in that plan to further our progress in STEM fields.  As part of this comprehensive approach, there are specific places in the Kentucky Race to the Top application where STEM-related initiatives appear.  We reference those below, including the specific STEM goals addressed (i.e., (i) offer a rigorous course of study, (ii) prepare and assist teachers in integrating STEM content, and (iii) prepare more students for advanced study and careers).  These make clear that STEM is a clear a priority for Kentucky.
Standards and Assessments (Race to the Top criteria (B))

· AdvanceKentucky (see reform plan for criterion (B)(3), addresses STEM goals (i), (ii), and (iii)). This math-science initiative will be expanded to allow more students to access and participate in academically rigorous coursework in STEM subject areas through challenging Advanced Placement (AP) programming. Begun in 2007, this is a six-year partnership between Kentucky Science and Technology Corporation (KSTC) and the National Math and Science Initiative (NMSI).  It also includes extensive training of teachers, identification and cultivation of lead teachers, additional time on task for students, and financial incentives based on academic results.

· Project Lead The Way (see reform plan for criterion (B)(3), addresses STEM goals (i), (ii), and (iii)). This proven, recommended, nationally recognized and nationally aligned K-12 STEM curriculum will be expanded, resulting in a strengthened STEM education of all middle and high school students to make them college and STEM career-ready, improve teacher effectiveness through enhanced teacher preparation and continuing professional development, utilize rigorous assessments to monitor learning outcomes, and implement the appropriate infrastructure to verify the expected improvements.
Great Teachers and Leaders (Race to the Top criteria (D))

· UTeach (see reform condition for criterion (D)(1), addresses STEM goal (ii)).  UTeach is a program that encourages math and science majors to enter the teaching profession by offering an integrated degree plan, financial assistance, and early teaching experiences for undergraduates.  UTeach is an effort sponsored by the National Math and Science Initiative (NMSI).
· The Mathematics and Science Partnership (MSP) (see reform plan for criterion (D)(5), addresses STEM goal (ii)). This program is intended to increase the academic achievement of students in mathematics and science by enhancing the content knowledge and teaching skills of classroom teachers. Partnerships between high-need school districts and the science, technology, engineering, and mathematics faculty in institutions of higher education are at the core of these improvement efforts. 
· Partnership Institute for Mathematics and Science Education Reform (PIMSER) (see reform plan for criterion (D)(5), addresses STEM goal (ii)).This effort seeks to enhance learning in mathematics and science for K-16 students and teachers and to prepare students for success in STEM education and teaching careers.  KDE partners with PIMSER through Leadership Support Networks in Mathematics and Science (MLSN and SLSN).
Turnaround of Persistently Lowest-Achieving Schools (Race to the Top criteria (E))
· Coordination of STEM initiatives in turnaround schools (see reform plan for criterion (E)(2), addresses STEM goal (i), (ii), and (iii)). In the turnaround work, Centers for Learning Excellence (CLEs) will manage the implementation of programs like AdvanceKentucky and Project Lead The Way to ensure that teachers are trained in, and students participate in, rigorous STEM courses. Additionally, CLEs will form partnerships with other organizations to provide project-based and real-world experiences in STEM-related fields. 
· [Are there other specific STEM efforts in Race to the Top areas worth highlighting?  For example: Kentucky Science and Engineering Fair, Kentucky Aviation Teacher Institutes]
� See Appendix D for more on participating LEA MOUs and for a model MOU.


� In Kentucky, [note detailing hybrid nature of education association structure [statewide role plus unions in 5 districts plus local reps in other districts)]


� [Brief definition of Highly Skilled Educators to come]


� School Councils are formed under Kentucky’s School-Based Decision Making (SBDM) approach to school governance.  Each council is composed of two parents (elected by the parents of students attending the school), three teachers (elected by the teachers in the school), and the principal or administrator of the school. The council role is to set school policy and make decisions outlined in statute which provide an environment to enhance student achievement.  (For more detail, see criterion (F)(2) for an explanation of this innovative approach to school governance.)





�What about democratic citizenship and well-rounded human beings?


I would suggest our vision should be to empower every child to become a critical, creative, caring human being and citizen who thrives in a democratic society and diverse, changing world.


�Knowledge, skills, and capacities


�Student achievement is mainly just test scores.  It would be better to use “student learning and success” in every instance, of this phrase, rather than just “student achievement.”  Our students are more than a test score, and we should craft our policy and our language to express our understand of and belief in this premise.


�This is too subject-centered and will get in the way of integrating the curriculum and moving toward a learner-centered approach, which is best practice and should be our goal.


�Districts need to take the lead in this so that the “unpacking” of the new standards is done through the lens of specific curricular programs and is consistent with ongoing PD efforts. Otherwise, this will end up being a one-size-fits all progam.


�I strongly agree.


�We will work to make this a reality, but mandating PLTs in a top-down edict from the state is not acceptable.


�The barriers to PLTs are not the need for agendas, but PD on the culture of PLTs and the time to engage in the sessions.


�Formative assessment is not about item development, but about using existing rich student work diagnostically and formatively.


�The fact that “frequently” is used here is revealing and troubling.  Formative assessment should be an ongoing classroom practice which is integrated into the curriculum and which is done primarily by the learners.  This language suggests a very limited vision of formative assessment as an ongoing battery of tests.  This is not our vision, nor is it what Stiggins recommends.


�Most schools lack the technological capacity to deliver online assessment efficiently. In addition, a quality interim assessment program would not be primarily multiple choice making administration and scoring more complex.


�What if we are just now working on this, or want to in the future?  This needs to be more than grandparenting language.





Also, it is critical that these not count for accountability purposes.  Formative assessments should not have stakes attached to them.


�It makes sense for districts to be required to have “periodic” interim assessments to track progress.  However, to be most effective they should be curriculum embedded while still being aligned to standards.  RTT funds could productively be used to support district efforts to improve the reliability and validity, etc of these. However, it is not realistic or desirable to expect them to be comparable across districts, except with respect to quality.  It would undermine their effectiveness if KDE collected this information, by making them consequential.  LEAs will have a variety of valid course sequences that a state led system will not be able to take into account.


�Extrinsic behaviorist rewards are a terrible idea!





Further note:


The use of “incentive” is, in itself, insulting because it implies teachers aren’t doing what we should and only respond to selfish rewards.  We could talk about “supporting,” “valuing,” and “recognizing,” what teachers struggle to accomplish every day in very difficult circumstances, and so on without this implication.


�Teacher access to interim and formative assessment information could be productive.  However, if this is perceived as evaluative, it will undermine its purpose.


�I agree.


Will this accommodate authentic assessments?  It seems more likely to divert us away from richer and more authentic, performance-based ways of assessing, which would be very counterproductive.


�How will the system take into account the variety of curricula that LEAs are using?


�In our current high-stakes accountability environment, if it isn’t measured on the high-stakes assessments and/or recorded in the newly developing data systems, such as CIITS, it isn’t important.  Thus, without giving it much thought, we are diminishing or eliminating all the purposes of public education that cannot be inexpensively measured numerically on an achievement test and recorded in an online data system.  Unfortunately, much of what we value cannot easily be measured, and much of what we measure is of little value.  





Demonstration is a more powerful term than measurement.   Students can clearly demonstrate civic involvement, creativity, compassion, problem-solving, perseverance, dedication, and trust, but how could we begin to measure these valuable qualities numerically?  How will CIITS begin to capture these, and thusly imply their value?





We should not be willing to abandon these critical educational purposes for our public schools in the name of data.  We need an approach that promotes teaching the whole child by empowering local districts and schools to develop improvement systems that are rich enough to embrace demonstration of all that we value rather than only measuring that which is easily reduced to a number.  We need to move from the current thinking which could be summarized as follows:





Assessment = That which can be easily measured (typically via standardized testing) and recorded online





Instead we should recognize that:  





Assessment = That which engages the learner and promotes the best instructional practices in the classroom to address the learning, growth, and development of the whole child





So I am very concerned that this data system will have the net affect of significantly narrowing and diminishing the curriculum and learning experiences to which our learners are exposed. 


�We should talk about “improving” not “increasing.”  Please try not to use terms that are implicitly quantitative.  Doing so implicitly excludes qualitative information that may be even more important.  Again, “student learning” would be better than “student achievement” for the same reasons. 


�This could be very problematic for us.  There are privacy issues with teachers’ evaluation and performance information.


�We should care about the whole child and not just student achievement test scores, and our language should consistently make this clear.


�No!  Extrinsic “motivators” are counterproductive and unacceptable.  





Sheldon and Biddle state in Teachers College Record that “Intrinsically-motivated behaviors are actions carried out because people enjoy doing them. (In contrast, externally-motivated behaviors are engaged in to earn a tangible reward or avoid a punishment.) A huge literature now documents the relative advantages of intrinsic motivation. Although externally-motivated persons can demonstrate impressive feats of short-term, rote learning, intrinsically motivated learners retain such rote material longer, demonstrate a stronger understanding of both rote and more complex material, and demonstrate greater creativity and cognitive flexibility. This happens because intrinsically-motivated persons are more wholly engaged and absorbed in their activities, bringing more of their previous knowledge and integrative capacities to bear in their pursuit of new understanding and mastery.”





See also this video (Control-Click to view)…


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ted.com/talks/lang/eng/dan_pink_on_motivation.html" ��http://www.ted.com/talks/lang/eng/dan_pink_on_motivation.html� 


�Parent and student surveys could inform teachers, but should not be part of a summative evaluation system.


�


�


�This sounds like it could be quite burdensome for teachers.


�These are unacceptable!


�This is not consistent with our conversations with David Cook, as I understood them.  This is not acceptable.


�This seems to assume some sort of formal tests, probably online.  This needs to be worded so that it doesn’t imply this for JCPS and leaves space for our approach to formative assessment, which is embedded in the curriculum and largely owned by the learners.





Also, I agree with each of Arthur’s comments below.


�What does the aggregate of formative assessment mean?  Teachers should be accountable for using formative assessments, not the results of the assessments.  Using the results in consequential ways would violate their purpose.


�Here again the key evaluation question is, “Are you tracking progress and taking measures to address areas of students needs?” not the extent of progress which will cause people to game the system.


�The best kind of assessments, the ones that promote the best practice, are rich, performance-based, and authentic.  All this assessment language seems to be very traditional and even retro, assuming traditional assessments.  Indeed, the way this is done, I believe it would impede implementing richer and more engaging assessment strategies.  This is a HUGE problem!  Just adding some open response questions on the tests is like putting a bandaid on an open assessment wound being inflicted by the state.  This is a critical issue.


�The psychometrics of accurately linking formative, interim and summative assessments is well beyond what we can do in the near term of the RTT grant.


�These were enormously unpopular here.  Thank goodness these have been scaled back since Dr. Berman arrived.  This is a big red flag for us.


�Getting to the point when interim assessments are accurate measures of student growth will take time, resources and expertise.  Therefore, there should be flexibility with respect to how teachers are required to demonstrate growth.


�What is the model for effective practice?   Who is developing it? Is this an LEA choice or KDE choice?


�How will parent evaluations about teachers fit into teacher or principal evaluation.  This seems like an invitation to preferential treatment.


�Shelley and I discussed with David Cook what could be acceptable in this area.  NONE of the three bullets listed here are acceptable!!!


�By definition, formative assessment is not necessarily subject to aggregation.  Growth on interim assessment is highly contextualized and probably not comparable across grades and subjects.


�We can support an evaluation system in which includes a student growth component in which a teacher chooses evidence to illustrate student growth over the course of the school year with the teacher, such as was described by Dr. Berman.


�This cannot be reduced, meaningfully to a single number


�I strongly agree!


�Won’t this raise questions about confidentiality?


�This is very problematic for us.  This information has its place in the formative professional growth support system for teachers, but is unacceptable, and indeed, counterproductive as part of the summative assessment system for teachers.


�Since the new standards and assessments are not in place, much less equated across years and comparable across subjects, how can a growth model be piloted?


�This is an offensive term to use for dedicated teachers. This plan seems to want to reduce human beings, in all our richness, to numbers on a ledger sheet.


�We can support additional pay for professional growth and leadership roles, but not additional pay tied to student performance.


�What are the plans to sustain this after RTT?


�We are strongly opposed to peer review as a part of summative assessment and are strongly supportive of peer review and assistance as part of the formative assessment of professional practice of teachers.


�Does this mean that to take the courses, they need to already be considered to have “instructional expertise”?   How would “high-quality coherent” pd be determined?


�I agree.


�To the best of my knowledge there is no evidence that National Board Certified teachers are any more effective.


�I agree.


�These changes to tenure are completely unacceptable!


�If the purpose of the data system is to help fire teachers based on student performance, as this suggests, then this calls the entire data system into question.  





This is unacceptable! 





The data should be used to inform teachers and support their formative growth.  Their summative evaluation should be done by their administrator, taking all factors of their situation into account.


�It will take more years than this to ensure that summative data is equitable across years.   Decisions should be made on a minimum of three data points.


�The proposed differentiated comp based on student performance, changes to tenure and dismissal must be removed!


�Again we object to being considered “human capital.”  Further, we have great concern that this approach reduces the richness of teaching to nothing more than an absurd computerized score.  


Please consider the scene from the film Dead Poets Society in which the textbook absurdly describes rating poetry by graphing its value.  Poetry is uniquely human and cannot be reduced to a graph, even using a computer.  Teaching is uniquely human and cannot be reduced to a score, even using a computer.  To attempt to do so is ridiculous and counterproductive.  To do so will diminish the quality of the learning experiences our students with receive.  Choose for yourself, as Mr. Keating did in the film, not to be a cog in a dehumanizing machine.  Rip this page from the proposal.  Make a clean tear of it!


� The feds definition of effective and highly effective is based on years of student growth.  Equating end-of-year test scores with years of growth and making it longitudinally scalable and comparable across subjects is probably beyond our current capacity if the results are consequential over the term of RTT.


�This is absurd.  A “highly effective” teacher at Manual High School, might not last a week at Western High School.  The federal definitions do not allow space for authentic teaching and assessment.  


By the federal standards, I am sure the best teachers in western culture, Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle would not deemed effective, let alone highly-effective. 


This will create the impression of inequity even when there is none, and will create new problems for us.  We should be focusing on improving all teachers.  The way to get more effective teachers in struggling buildings is to help all teachers, not to move them around like deck chairs.


�As indicted below incentives are a questionable and not sustainable strategy.  Why do them at all?


�I agree, and I would rather talk about valuing these teachers at these schools, and supporting them, and helping them choose to remain at the schools.  This behaviorist jargon is offensive.


And we know from peer-reviewed research that this sort of behaviorism does not work in our educational context.  


�None of this addresses the research on key elements of effective teacher preparation (see Darling-Hammond, Bransford), especially program coherence, grounding in how people learn, and more time in classrooms across preparation years.


�Is there data to demonstrate that TFA recruits are more effective?  Do they stay and improve? Why not also use recruits from Teach Kentucky?


�Teach for Kentucky is a better program than TFA.  





All these routes need to ensure that entering teachers have all they need to succeed, especially instructional practice prep, classroom management skills, and an appropriate appreciation of and respect for the diversity they will encounter in their classrooms.  Some of these routes are very weak in one or more of these critical areas.


�Residency models have great promise, but they are very costly.  To expand, we need a long-term KDE funding commitment for tuition and living wage stipends.


�It is absurd to think a teacher ed program could be reduced to a single number.


Furthermore, programs that effectively encourage their graduates to accept challenging assignments could be penalized by such a ranking strategy.





(This whole document is too heavy on ranking, by the way, and this is counterproductive.)


�It is inconceivable that a single measure index would reflect the range of factors that make up a quality teacher prep program. 


�How would this be measured and be comparable across pre-service settings?


�How would this account for the variation is working conditions years after graduation?


�This sounds like a centrally controlled system.  There is no evidence to support this approach.  In fact, the evidence suggests that building district and school capacity targeted to local needs and curricula would be far more effective.


�This was the basis of my email exchange with David Cook, in which I expressed concern about this because it sounded top-down, prescriptive, and potentially invasive of local decision-making and curricular support.


�How will the time for this be supported and sustained?


�Does this imply more teachers to ensure coverage for release time, longer day, longer year?  Will this be funded?


�Arthur has expressed our concerns exactly!


�What does this mean?


�In general, this entire grant proposal sounds like it will require way too much PD in all these new systems, tools, procedures and so on.  Much of this is removed from the immediate issue of delivering better curriculum, assessment, and instruction in the classroom.  We have our own programs that are posing huge challenges on teacher PD time.  Adding these additional state burdens is more than we can bear, and will lead to counterproductive outcomes, which unfortunately, will hurt us in implementing our own good programs. 


Further, missing in this regard is language indicating support and resources for embedding PD and PLCs in the school day without taking away teacher planning time.


�Is this a BA or post-BA MAT program?  


�Effective residency program, e.g., Santa Cruz New Teacher Program invest heavily in mentor development.  Experience and effectiveness is a necessary, but insufficient condition for mentorship.


�It is not clear that the Resident is not the teacher of record during the residency year.


�Most effective residency programs pay at least a living wage stipend during the residency and many also pay tuition or a portion thereof.


�Recommend referencing exiting effective residency models.


�These were WILDLY unpopular with our members when high stakes were attached to the walk-throughs.  Dr. Berman has reduced the stakes and shifted the responsibility to principals and our member push-back has diminished almost completely.  This illustrates the point that these can be done in a positive manner if they are used to support formative approaches to leadership and teaching.  My concern is that in all too many settings these are likely to be implemented as a sort of high-stakes inquisition rather than as a supportive, formative feedback loop process.


�Recommend citing existing rubric for effectiveness that are content specific at least to build upon.


�There is no evidence that state take-over is an effective turn around strategy.  In addition it raises significant student assignment and LEA funding challenges.


�This concept was to come out of the grant proposal.  Schools were never to be taken away from the LEAs.  


�There is no evidence that, on average, management or “turn around” by external organizations leads to more effective education or is more sustainable over the long term… It is also not supported by current law.  Effective schools are a far more complex endeavor than changing management.  We should be focusing on the all the known components of effective long-term change, not just management or personnel selection.


�I strongly agree.


�If intervention is to commence in the fall, then this timeline is not realistic.


�I agree.


�Effective after-school or other supplemental programs are about more than just tutoring on subject matter.  They should cover a variety of academic, social, and emotion supports, enrichment, etc.  However, to the extent that they are academic, they must get at depth, not test prep and ensure consistency with district curricula and instructional practices.  How will these be funded and sustained after RTT?  How will transportation be supported to ensure equity.


�Will paraprofessional have the knowledge and skill to support the most challenged learners?


�Good points!


�Research suggests that many quick improvements are not sustained. In fact, leadership turnover is a prime variable in the absence of long-term improvement.  If external, experts have a role, it should be to support and develop leaders who will stay.
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