Appendix A1.1- Idaho Race to the Top Memorandum of Understanding

IDAHO’S RACE TO THE TOP PARTICIPATING
LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY (LEA)
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

This Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU") is entered into by and between the State of
Idaho by and through the Idaho State Department of Education (“State”) and
("Participating LEA"). The purpose of this MOU
is to establish a framework of collaboration, as well as articulate specific roles and
responsibilities in support of the State in its implementation of an approved Race to the Top
grant project.

I. SCOPE OF WORK

Exhibit I, Preliminary Scope of Work, which is attached hereto and incorporated
herein by this reference, indicates the Participating LEA is agreeing to implement all
of the State's proposed reform plans ("State Plan") listed in Exhibit I should the State's
application be approved by the U.S. Department of Education (“ED”).

II. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION
A. PARTICIPATING LEA RESPONSIBILITIES

The Participating LEA subgrantee has the following responsibilities in assisting the
State in implementing the tasks and activities described in the State's Race to the Top
application:

1. The Participating LEA subgrantee must, as a condition for participating in and
receiving an allocation of funds under the State's Race to the Top program, enter
into an agreement (hereinafter referred to as the “Post Award Agreement”) with
the State that will describe more specifically the mutual responsibilities of the State
and LEA for planning and implementing the State's plan:

i. The Post Award Agreement must be provided to the State by the
Participating LEA subgrantee within 90 days of the Race to the Top award to
the State and must be approved by the State. Following the State’s approval,
the Post Award Agreement shall become Exhibit II to this MOU;

ii. The failure of the Participating LEA subgrantee to timely submit the Post
Award Agreement to the State within 90 days of the Race to the Top award to
the State shall automatically terminate this MOU;

iii. The Post Award Agreement must be signed by the LEA superintendent, or
equivalent authorized signatory; the president of the local school board, or
equivalent, if applicable; and the authorized representative of the local teachers
union, if applicable;
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iv. The Post Award Agreement will include the final scope of work and must
be produced in collaboration with the State after participation in statewide
conversations with participating LEA,;

v. The Post Award Agreement will include a detailed work plan describing
specific goals, activities timelines, budgets, key personnel, and annual targets
for key performance measures. The work plan must be consistent with the
LEA's preliminary scope of work in this Memorandum of Understanding, with
the approved State plan, and with further guidance' that the State may provide.

vi. The Post Award Agreement will detail the State's responsibilities for
providing or coordinating technical assistance, professional development, and
other support for the LEA in carrying out the LEA’s functions, and how the
State and LEA activities will be sequenced.

2. The Participating LEA subgrantee will implement the LEA Plan as identified in
this MOU and MOU Exhibit I (Preliminary Scope of Work) and MOU Exhibit 11
(the Post Award Agreement to be reached consistent with Section I1.A.1.1.-vi. of
this MOU).

3. The Participating LEA subgrantee will, over the course of the project, work in
good faith with the State and other participating LEAs to identify needs for
modifications to the project and to make appropriate modifications in order to
achieve the core goals of the project.

4. The Participating LEA subgrantee will actively participate in all relevant
convenings, communities of practice, or other practice-sharing events that are
organized or sponsored by the State or by the ED.

5. The Participating LEA subgrantee will post to any website specified by the State
or ED, in a timely manner, all non-proprietary products and lessons learned that
were developed using funds under the Race to the Top grant.

6. The Participating LEA subgrantee will participate, as requested, in any
evaluations of this grant conducted by the State or ED.

7. The Participating LEA subgrantee will be responsive to State or ED requests for
information including on the status of the project, project implementation,
outcomes, and any problems anticipated or encountered.

8. The Participating LEA subgrantee will participate in meetings and telephone
conferences with the State to discuss progress of the project, potential
dissemination of resulting non-proprietary products and lessons learned; plans for

! The State will be issuing a Guidance for Participating LEA subgrantees regarding topics pertinent to the Post
Award Agreement such as, but not limited to: parameters for timelines for deliverables; linking timeline
deadlines to participation in funding through one of two Cohorts including the local components of the
Incentive Pay Pilot Program; and specific provisions to be included in the Post Award Agreement for those
Participating LEA subgrantees which qualify as “”High-need” LEAs.
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subsequent years of the Race to the Top grant period; and other matters related to
the Race to the Top grant and associated plans.

B. STATE RESPONSIBILITIES

The State grantee has the following responsibilities in assisting Participating LEAs in
implementing their tasks and activities described in the State's Race to the Top
application:

1. The State grantee will work collaboratively with, and support the Participating
LEA in carrying out the LEA Plan as identified in Exhibit I to this MOU and in the
Post Award Agreement to be reached consistent with Section I1.A.1.i.-vi.of this
MOU and to be attached to this MOU as Exhibit II.

2. The State grantee will timely distribute the LEA's portion of Race to the Top
grant funds during the course of the project period and in accordance with the
LEA's approved work plan described in the Post Award Agreement.

3. The State grantee will provide feedback on the LEA's status updates, annual
reports, any interim reports, and project plans and products.

4. The State grantee will provide or coordinate technical assistance, professional
development, and support consistent with the Post Award Agreement.

C. JOINT RESPONSIBILITIES
The State and the Participating LEA have the following joint responsibilities:

1. The State and the Participating LEA will collaborate in good faith to ensure
alignment and coordination of State and local planning and implementation
activities in order to effectively and efficiently achieve the core goals of the State's
plan, consistent with their respective roles under State law and policy.

2. The State and the Participating LEA will each appoint a key contact person for
the Race to the Top grant.

3. These key contacts from the State and the Participating LEA will maintain
frequent communication to facilitate cooperation under this MOU.

4. State and Participating LEA grant personnel will work together to determine
appropriate timelines for project updates and status reports throughout the whole
grant period.

5. State and Participating LEA grant personnel will negotiate in good faith to
continue to achieve the overall goals of the State's Race to the Top grant, even
when the State Plan requires modifications that affect the Participating LEA, or
when the LEA Plan requires modifications.
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. STATE RECOURSE FOR LEA NON-PERFORMANCE

If the State determines that the LEA is not meeting its goals, timelines, budget, or
annual targets or is not fulfilling other applicable requirements, the State grantee will
take appropriate enforcement action, which could include a collaborative process
between the State and the LEA, or any of the enforcement measures that are detailed
in 34 CFR section 80.43 including, for example, putting the LEA on reimbursement
payment status, temporarily withholding funds, or disallowing costs.

III. ASSURANCES

The Participating LEA hereby certifies and represents that it:

Has all requisite power and authority to execute this MOU,

Is familiar with the State's Race to the Top grant application and is supportive of and
will work to implement the entire State plan, as defined by the State, and consistent
with Exhibit I;

Will provide a Final Scope of Work and detailed work plans consistent with Section
11A-1 above if the State's application is funded; will do so in a timely fashion but no
later than 90 days after a grant is awarded; and will enter into an agreement with the
State consistent with Section I1.A.1.i.-vi. of this MOU; and

Will comply with all of the terms of the Grant, the State's subgrant, and all
applicable Federal and State laws and regulations, including laws and regulations
applicable to the Program, and the applicable provisions of EDGAR (34 CFR Parts
75,77, 79, 80, 82, 84, 85, 86, 97, 98 and 99).

IV. MODIFICATIONS

This Memorandum of Understanding may be amended only by written agreement
signed by each of the parties involved, and in consultation with ED.

V. DURATION/TERMINATION

This MOU shall be effective, beginning with the date of the last signature hereon and
continuing thereafter until the expiration of the grant project period, if a grant is
received, or until terminated, whichever occurs first. Besides an automatic termination
pursuant to Section IL.A.1.ii., this MOU may be terminated by the State for non-
compliance by the LEA, by mutual agreement of the parties, or by the LEA upon thirty
(30) days prior written notice to the State signed by the LEA superintendent, or
equivalent authorized signatory, the president of the local school board, or equivalent,
if applicable, and the authorized representative of the local teachers union, if
applicable,
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Nothing in this Memorandum of Understanding shall be construed to alter or otherwise
affect the rights, remedies, and procedures afforded school or school district
employees under Federal, State, or local laws (including applicable regulations or
court orders) or under the terms of collective bargaining agreements, memoranda of
understanding, or other agreements between such employers and their employers. By
way of the signatures below, the LEA and local collective bargaining representative
agree to confer in good faith over matters within the scope of the MOU and agree
further that those portions of the MOU subject to collective bargaining shall be
implemented only upon the agreement of the LEA and the local collective bargaining
representative.

Please submit a copy of the signed MOU in PDF format by e-mail to
trluna@sde.idaho.gov or by fax to the Idaho State Department of Education at (208)
334-2228 on or before 11:59 p.m., Mountain Standard Time (MST) on January 12,
2010.

VI. SIGNATURES

LEA Superintendent (or equivalent authorized signatory) — required:

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title

President of Local School Board (or equivalent, if applicable):

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title

Local Teachers Union Leader (if applicable):

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title
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Authorized State Official (required):
By its signature below, the State hereby accepts the LEA as a Participating LEA.

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title
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EXHIBIT I: PRELIMINARY SCOPE OF WORK

The LEA hereby agrees to participate in implementing the State Plan in each of the areas identified
below. (Designations refer to Federal Final Selection Criteria.)

B. Standards and Assessments

(B)(3) Support the transition to enhanced standards about high-quality assessments
by informing state standards about adopting the common core standards, informing
the State in its transition to statewide implementation of the common core standards,
offering professional development related to new state curriculum.

Use formative assessments (either by using state-developed formative assessment
items or using your LEA’s formative assessments that are already aligned to state
standards).

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction
(C)(3) Use data to improve instruction:

i. Implement/enhance and using a local instructional improvement system
(see definition provided by the U.S. Department of Education), including
the “digital backpack”, that provides teachers, principals, parents, and
district leaders with the information and resources they need to inform
and improve their instructional practices, decision-making, and overall
effectiveness.

ii. Offer professional development to teachers and school leaders related to
using longitudinal data to inform instructional improvement.

iii. Make data from the data instructional improvement system available to
researchers pending appropriate local approval of such data requests in
order to ensure the protection of student and employee rights to privacy.
Collect and provide data elements required by Race to the Top (e.g. data
related to the evaluation of teachers and leaders) as well as additional
research-based data (e.g. student attendance data, teacher based data (e.g.
student attendance data, teacher attendance data) to the State as
collaboratively agreed to by the participating LEAs and the State.

D. Great Teachers and Leaders
(D)(2) Improve teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance:

i. Utilize the state-developed growth accountability model to measure
student growth.

ii. Implement rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation systems aligned to
the Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching and the standards
contained in IDAPA 08.02.02.120, Local District Evaluation policy.

iii. Conduct annual evaluations of teachers and principals and provide
teachers and principals with data on student growth for their students,
classes, and schools.

iv. (a)Use evaluations to inform development of teachers and principals
including providing relevant coaching, induction support, and/or
professional development.

(b)Commit to participate in a Statewide incentive pay pilot program that
includes state and local components of the Student Achievement Fund
and Local Incentive Fund. Participating LEAs commit to designing and
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implementing local, group-based goals with multiple measures to
complement the state portion of the incentive pay pilot program.
(d)Use evaluations to inform removal of ineffective teachers who have
had ample opportunities to improve, and ensure that such decisions are
made using rigorous standards and streamline, transparent, and fair
procedures.
(D)(3) Develop and implement a plan to ensure equitable distribution of effective
teachers and principals:
v. High-poverty and/or high-minority schools.

vi. Hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas determined at the local district
level and approved by the state.

(D)(5) Provide effective support to teachers and principals which includes:

vii. LEA participation in state-sponsored, data-informed professional
development, coaching, induction, and common planning collaboration
time to teachers and principals.

viii. Measure and/or participate in evaluation of the effectiveness of
professional development for teachers and principals.

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools
(E)(2) If the Participating LEA has one of the State’s lowest-achieving schools, as
defined by the State, the LEA agrees to employ, in order to turn around such
schools, a transformative model of school reform as specified in the Race to the Top
Application.
Significantly increase student access to Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Math (STEM) opportunities by committing to work with the state and community
partners, institutes of higher education, research centers, local STEM industry
experts, and other sources.
Improve the quality of early childhood education by creating a local effort to
provide an array of services to families that will enhance the transition to
kindergarten.
For LEAs with lowest-achieving schools, as defined by the State, commit to
increasing learning time.
Commit to work with the state in creating more dual credit opportunities, with an
emphasis on courses related to STEM.
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GOVERNOR

January 15, 2010

The Honorable Tom [Luna
Superintendent of Public Instruction i
Department of Education
650 W. State St.

Boise, ID 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna,

On behalf of the schoolchildren of Idaho, and in response to a groundswell of support from parents, patrons and :
local educators, [ support your efforts to win Race to the Top grant funding for Idaho’s public schools.

The next generation of Idahoans is, without a doubt, our most precious and irreplaceable resource. In them
reside our hopes for a brighter, smarter and more prosperous and peaceful future. And with us rests the
responsibility for helping them live up to their own best potential as individuals and as citizens. Together, the
Race 1o the Top program can help us achieve great things.

With your leadership, the Department of Education has made improved student achievement the highest of ;
priorities. Your advocacy of educational excellence deserves to be supported, advanced, and provided with
whatever resources we can. I share your goal of providing a world-class educational experience for all Idaho
children in order to prepare them for the work force and the wider world. That includes providing the best
possible instruction in ways that meet the needs of our consumers — the families of Idaho — and that foster
greater success at the post-secondary level. !

After examining the goals outlined in the Race to the Top program, it is encouraging to note that they mirror
[daho’s focus on achievement, access and accountability. As a State, we are ready to put Race to the Top
funding to work immediately toward expediting our progress.

Likewise, I know you share my commitment to making the most effective and efficient use of every dollar we
receive. At a time when states are challenged to do more with less, [ am confident that Idaho’s public schools '
are well positioned - with your oversight - to make the best possible use of Race to the Top funding, ‘

CLO/ mw C.L. “Butch” Otter
Governor of Idaho

Srare Gapproy = Boise, Inano 83720 » (208 334-21400
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Congress of the United States

January 14, 2010

The Honorable Ame Duncan
Secretary of Education

US Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washingteon, D.C. 20202

Dear Mr. Secretary:
We write to strongly support Idaho's application for the Race to the Top grant.

ldaho is well positioned to implement Race to the Top grant funding for a number of
reasons outlined below:

¢ [daho is a rural state with a relatively low student population, roughly 275, 000
students. While much of the national attention toward schools has focused on
urban schouols, rural schoois also Tace unique challenges.. In a rural state like
Idaho, Race to the Top funds would be spent effectively and efficiently to address
the plight of many students who lack opportunities simply because of where they
live.

+ Aninvestment in Idaho pays off. Idaho schools are meeting Adeguate Yearly
Progress (AYP) at a faster rate than cther states, and Idaho requires all schools
to meet AYP, not just Title | schools. Idaho has been recognized by several
national groups for its work in transforming schools. Race to the Top will help
Idaho address its current challenges and build upon its past success.

¢ Idaho has a well-crafted plan focused on areas of greatest need. Idaho's plan,
supported by stakeholders, policy makers, and the business community, is a
measured, strategic plan to address chronic problems with solutions that work.
Areas of focus include expanding the staie’s efforis focused on turning around
schools, attracling and retaining highly effective teachers and principals, and
closing the technology gap for 1daho’s most remole students.

Idaho's Race to the Top application offers our state an exciting opportunity to focus
on the areas of greatest need. Idaho is well positioned to serve as a model for
educational reforms. We've made great strides, but with the resources and
enhanced focus from Race to the Top, we can accelerate the improvements and
make a real difference in the lives of Idaho ¢hildren.
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Education is the remedy for improving our nation and our state's economic woes.
We offer our unequivocal support to improving our nation’s economy by investing in

aur future; our children.

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration of this application,

Sincerely,

MIKE CRAPO JAMES E. RISCH
United Siates Senator United States Senator

" MIKES
Member of Congress
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Dear Mr. Secretary:

I am writing to ask for your consideration and feedback on Idaho’s application for funding from
the Race to the Top program.

We are a rural state with a relatively low student population, and our education system very
much needs strong investment:
¢ [l.ess than one quarter of Idaho high school students go on to receive some kind of post-
secondary degree.
e Qur state’s largest community, the Boise Valley, only recently opened its first community
college, and the demand has been so great that the school has had a difficult time keeping
up. Enrollment is projected to increase from 1,200 to nearly 5,000.
s The state’s primary and secondary schools are facing budget cuts for the second year in a
row as the state attempts to balance its budget.
» Most of our state’s school districts are rural, and have a very small tax base with which
they can augment already-low state funding.
¢ And not only are pre-kindergarten classes missing from Idaho’s regular education
curriculum, but state law specifically prohibits school districts from using state funds to
offer such programs.

In short, our state has a long way to go.

As a former CEO of one of Idaho’s top companies, I helped found a group called the Idaho
Business Coalition for Excellence in Education. We came together in part because we believe
that a strong business climate requires an educated workferce, We also believed — and continue
to believe — that as citizens of a state we love it is our obligation to give young people every
advantage so they can leverage their born sense of Idaho independence with a quality education
and become the leaders of the future.

One of the strengths of that group and one of the reasons for its success in affecting change is its
strong emphasis on collaboration. That’s why I am supportive of the way the Pay for

Performance portion of this application was constructed. Stakeholders throughout the state were
brought together in an attempt to address issues that have long been contentiously debated. For

MERIDIAN: COEURIDVALENE: LEWISTON:
33 BrROADWAY AVENUE, SUITE 257 1900 NW BouLewvarn, Suime 106 210 Main STREET
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the first time, different and — at times — competing interests have come to agreement. it’s an
example of the results that come from true collaboration.

I know that stakeholders are also hopeful about funding to expand teacher training and new
teacher mentoring programs. Idaho has attempted to expand these offerings in the past, only to
have the programs be cut when budgets were tight. Federal funding would allow the programs to
gain a foothold, prove their effectiveness and stand ready to receive permanent funding from
state sources.

And as a strong proponent of early education, I also support the grant’s proposal to create and
maintain such programs in each of the districts struggling to turn their lowest achieving schools.
Reaching children in their most formative years has had and will have a positive impact on their
educational experience. I am pleased that this grant will expand this concept in Idaho. However,
1 hope that you also consider ways to assure that the funding Idaho receives can be maintained
over the long term.

Although many in Idaho recognize the need for strong investment in education, some legislators
and state leaders have not shown over the years a willingness to make that investment. That is
yet another reason support from the federal level is so desperately needed.

This application is not perfect. The request for early-childhood programs is far too small, and -
would not give local districts what they need to truly get the programs off the ground. However,
I believe that the creativity of teachers and administrators will find ways around those funding
shortfalls, and will help give them an impetus to apply for other sources of funding to get these
critical programs off the ground ~ despite reluctance from some legislators and state leaders.

While the input and expertise of a wide variety of education groups lend strength to Idaho’s
application, it is troubling that some of the state’s largest districts did not sign onto this
application. Many of them have expressed concern about the sustainability of funding once the
grant runs out. I also believe that funding i the first or second round would make it easier for
those groups to come to the table and enhance the efforts already made.

In conclusion, there are few states more desperately in need of this funding than Idaho. Furge
you to give us every consideration, and ask that when you do commit funding from the Race to
the Top funding, you also commit expertise, data and intellectual resources to work with our
dedicated teachers and administrators to make these programs as successful as possible.

Very truly y?
Walt Minnick

Member of Congress
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January 15,2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
Secretary of Education

US Department of Education
400 Maryland Ave, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

As chairmen of the Idaho House and Senate Education Committees. we strongly support Idaho’s
efforts to secure Race to the Top grant funding. On the second day of our legislative session,
Superintendent Luna presented Idaho’s Race to the Top proposal to a joint House and Senate
Committee meeting. No vote was taken on behalf of the committees; however, we would
personally, as individual legislators, offer our endorsement of Idaho’s application.

Idaho’s plan not only reflects the innovative focus of the Race to the T op grant, but it also details
the much-needed reforms we have been working toward for years but have not had the resources
to accomplish. With Race to the Top funding, we will have the unprecedented opportunity to
affect real change for Idaho students in a short amount of time.

Idaho has already proven to be a pioneer in many of the grant areas:

Adopting international benchmarked standards and assessments to prepare students for success
in college and the workplace: Idaho is part of a state-led effort to define national standards
in reading and math. We look forward to reviewing these standards, which require
legislative approval for implementation.

Recruiting, developing. rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals: Idaho is
adopting statewide teacher evaluation standards, and under Superintendent Luna’s
leadership, developed an incentive pay plan for teachers.

Building data systems that measure student success and inform teachers and principals how they
can improve their practices at the building and classroom level: Idaho was recently awarded a
federal longitudinal grant to develop a data system. This project is critical to our efforts to
make data-driven decisions that are best for Idaho kids. Idaho’s Race to the Top
application will expand our longitudinal data system to classroom management.

Turning around lowest-performing schools: Idaho led the nation in the number of schools
making Adequate Yearly Progress, a 29 percent increase, in the 2007-2008 school years.
This is particularly meaningful given Idaho has one accountability plan where all schools,
Title I and non-Title I schools, are held to the same standard.

Idaho’s Race to the Top application builds upon our state’s successes and expands programs,
especially for school districts in the greatest need. We have a state ready, willing and with the
capacity to make the necessary reforms to public education and use Race to the Top dollars for
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n éxin{ m benefit. Please give Idaho your utmost consideration.

' /

Senator John Goedde Representative Bob Nonini
Chairman, Senate Education Committee Chairman. House Education Committee
2005-Current 2007-Current
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January 15, 2010

Secretary Arne Duncan

U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan,

It is with the upmost enthusiasm and confidence that | endorse the State of
Idaho’s application for the Race to the Top grant.

Idaho has made great progress on school reform in recent years and we are
anxious to continue. However, economic conditions currently limit our ability to
advance the gains we've realized. The funding available through the Race to the
Top grant may be the only way we will be able to improve our schools and
education here in Idaho.

State Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom Luna and the entire State Board
of Education realize the importance of the work at hand. We must increase the
effectiveness of our schools and educators who work within those schools to
prepare students to compete in today's global marketplace.

The plans set forth in this application represent the work of education
stakeholders, policy makers and administrators throughout the state. | firmly
believe that given the proper level of funding needed to implement these
programs, ldaho will excel and meet the challenge at hand!

As the president of the Idaho State Board of Education, the state education
agency for Idaho, | relay to you our unanimous support for this application.

Sincerely,

Paul C. Agidius
President
ldaho State Board of Education
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IDAHO EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
P.O. BOX 2638. BOISE, IDAHO 83701-2638, 620 N. SIXTH STREET, 83702

www.idahoea.org

SHERRI WOOD

President
swood@idahosaorg

ROBIN L. NETTINGA January 12, 2010

Executive Director
rneftinga@idahosa.ory

208/344-1341
FAX 208/336-6067

Superintendent Tom Luna

Idaho State Department of Education
650 W, State Street

PO Box 83720

Boise ID 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna:

Idaho students are successful in large part because our state’s educators are passionate
professionals. They care deeply about improving the lives of their students and they
believe public education is the vehicle that makes the American dream come alive. On
behalf of the more than 12,000 members of the Idaho Education Association, I am
writing today to share our position on the Idaho State Department of Education’s Race
to the Top grant application.

We recognize the value of the collaborative process used to develop the portion of the
grant addressing pay for performance. Additionally, we want to acknowledge your
willingness to meet with us to review other areas of the grant proposal and consider our
recommendations for changes to the document. The Association believes the
development of any alternative pay plan must be determined at the local level with
involvement of those who will be directly affected, be constructed in addition to the
single salary schedule, be based on multiple measures of student success, and be
available to all educators. The plan that was crafted addresses many concerns we have
heard from our members in the past. However, as we learned in all the community
meetings across the state, educators continue to be concerned about changes to the way
they are compensated. Though we may not agree on the importance of and need for our
state to use this educator compensation model, the IEA appreciates the Department’s
willingness to include us in the development of that portion of the grant proposal.

Our Association is committed to supporting and assisting our members who have
agreed to take part in the Race to the Top experience. We know that using a
collaborative process to implement education reforms will be more likely to result in
success for students. As a result, should Idaho’s proposal be selected for funding, we
hope to continue collaborating with you and other education stakeholders to assist local
school districts in the implementation of the grant.

AFFILIATED WITH THE NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
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We support the grant’s proposals to assist students who take college entrance exams and
garner college credits while still in high school. Both proposals are worthy efforts that
could increase the likelihood our high school graduates matriculate to college.

We support the grant’s proposals that would provide training and certification for
evaluators and recognize the need for new teacher mentoring programs. The work of the
Teacher Evaluation Task Force in 2008 could be strengthened should the grant supply
some much-needed funds. Moreover, research has repeatedly shown that teachers who
receive mentoring early in their careers are more successful and more likely to remain in
the education profession.

We support the grant’s proposals regarding early childhood education. The IEA has
always supported early childhood education. A study of Michigan students supports
what eduecators intuitively know: Early childhood education works. The study found that
a larger percentage of the students who attended the top-quality preschool performed
better in standardized tests, graduated from high school, and went on to lucrative
careers.

We support the grant’s proposal to create regional education support centers. Idaho is a
large state with varying needs among and between districts. There are also gifted
individuals located throughout our state who can and should be providing support and
assistance to teachers, schools, and districts. Utilizing regional support centers will
make it easier to access these talented resources. We are pleased that this grant
application attempts to expand this concept in Idaho, and we hope the state will commit
to continue funding this proactive solution after the grant concludes.

We support the grant’s proposals regarding professional development for educators. A
2001 study by the Consortium of Chicago School Research found that “high quality”
professional development programs—those characterized by “sustained, coherent study;
collaborative learning; time for classroom experimentation; and follow-up”—had a
significant effect on teachers’ instructional practices. The study also found a connection
between a school’s strong professional development program and an “orientation
toward innovation.”

Nevertheless, we are concerned that once the grant funding ends, the sustainability of
all these worthwhile programs and efforts will be in jeopardy. In 2000 the Idaho
Legislature enacted a law requiring school districts to provide new educators with a
comprehensive program for induction, mentoring, and professional development.
However, in 2003 the Legislature stopped funding the program and eventually changed
the law, potentially leaving hundreds of new teachers without an organized system of
support. In addition, Idaho lawmakers have traditionally refused tc expand early
childhood education programs. In fact, Idaho Code 33-201 clearly specifies that unless a
child qualifies for special education services, a student must be at least five (5) years old
to qualify for education services. Numerous attempts to address the issue of early
childhood education have failed.
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We support the grant’s proposal to adopt common core standards. These standards
would place Idaho students on the same playing field as students throughout the nation
and, indeed, the world. Because they are internationally benchmarked, these standards
would provide a better measurement of the achievement levels our students are
attaining. We believe such measurements will show that Idaho students are succeeding
at rates equal to or better than their peers elsewhere.

From staff meetings to extracurricular events, from building-level committees to state-
level task forces, from inservice programs to advanced degrees, Idaho’s educators
constantly strive to improve their skills and knowledge. All of this effort requires a great
deal of time, not just during the school year but often throughout the summer as well.

Moreover, budget cuts have already begun to affect the educational process in our
schools. In districts with fewer teachers, class sizes have grown or programs have been
eliminated altogether. Reduced budgets have forced some teachers, with parental
assistance, to spend time raising money for field trips. When educators are asked to
increase student achievement with fewer resources, the level of stress cannot help but
increase.

Should Idaho’s grant application be funded, the participating schools and districts will
add another layer of responsibility on their staff members. It would be no small
undertaking for them to address all of the issues and programs outlined in the grant. We
have no doubt that the educators who participate in the grant would make every attempt
to reach the proposed goals. Do our educators, school districts, and state have the
capacity to fulfill the grant proposal’s requirements?

The mission of the IEA is to “advocate for the personal and professional well-being of
our members and for public education, the foundation of our future.” We are committed
to supporting our local associations who have agreed to participate in the Idaho’s grant
application. We will encourage all involved in the grant to work collaboratively to
develop and implement their local plans. As always, we will wholeheartedly support our
members in their efforts to continue to improve Idaho’s public schools and the teaching
profession.

% w
Sherri Wood
President
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IDAHO SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION

“Trustee Leadership for Excellence in Idaho Public Education”

January 6, 2010

Tom Luna

Superintendent of Public instruction
idaho State Department of Education
PO Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna:

On behalf of Idaho’s 560 plus school board trustees, the Idaho School Boards Association {ISBA)
is pleased to provide you with our support of the Idaho State Department of Education’s grant
application for the Race to the Top.

Idaho’s application has been a group effort from the beginning. We would like to thank you
and your staff for including all the education stakeholders in the grant application process. Our
weekly meetings this past summer and continuing into the fall have been invaluable to the
entire application process. Your statewide tour soliciting input from all educators and members
of the public was well received and appreciated as well. Throughout all our meetings and the
statewide tour, you have graciously answered all our questions, been open to our suggestions,
and have included our comments and suggestions in the final draft of the grant application.

ISBA has been glad to be part of this process and appreciates the efforts of you and his staff.
Because of the group effort that led to the submission of this grant application, ISBA believes
that if Idaho is awarded one of the grants, we will be very effective in reaching all the goals
outlined in the grant.

ISBA is in full support of Idaho’s grant application. We are hopeful that the USDE will act
favorably when they consider Idaho’s application. We are hopeful that as one of the most rural
states in the nation, the USDE will give Idaho a chance to show how competitive our students
and programs can be.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Karen L. Echeverria Wayne Freedman
Executive Director President

222 ™. 13th Street
Boise, Idaho 83702

Mailing Addross:
PO Box 8797
Boise, idaha 83707-4797
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Dr. Wayne Davis, Executive Director
777 S. Latah St.

Boise, 1D 83705

208-345-1171
wayne.davis@idschadm.org
www.idschadm.org

LEADING LEADERS ===mmmeer

IDAHO ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

To: Tom Luna, idaho State Superintendent
From: fdaho Association of School Administrators
Date: January 8, 2010

Subject: Race to the Top Grant

Representatives from the Idaho Association of School Administrators worked collaboratively
with the Idaho State Department of Education, Idaho School Board Association, idaho
Education Association, and Idaho State Board of Education in an effort to develop a grant
proposal that would address programs intended to help improve education in the State of
ldaho. While total agreement on the final grant application was never reached, this
collaborative effort provided a better understanding of those barriers faced by agencies and
educational stakeholders as they strive to improve educational programs.

All stakeholders, including school district superintendents, trustees, and education association
members are determining their ability to access the grant, the staffing and resources needed to
carry out the expectations, and the benefits derived should the grant fit within individual
district’s current strategic and long range plans. The support from our organization will be
demonstrated by those school districts that complete a memorandum of understanding
supporting this grant application.

The collaborative efforts by all parties during the grant development have been valued for its
impact on improved communication and understanding of those needs by all stakeholders. It is
our sincere hope this collaboration will continue as we all face the changing needs of educators.

Sincerely,

e, ) S
My TS S RPN

7
br. Wa‘ﬁée R. Davis
Executive Director

Z
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ool idaho . . tdaho Division of Professional-Technical Fducation
| Professional-Technical 650 West State Street, PO. Box 83720, Boise, Idaho $3720-0095
Education Phone (208) 334-3216, Fax (208) 334-2365

Gup/fwww.pteddaho.gov

December 18, 2009

Superintendent Tom Luna
Department of Education
P. O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna:

The Division of Professional-Technical Education supports the State Department of
Education’s application for a Race to the Top grant. Under the direction of the State
Department of Education (SDE) Idaho has been a national leader in the increased
percentage of schools making AYP for two years in a row. ldaho has successfully
implemented the ldaho Reading Initiative, Idaho Math Initiative, choices in public
education including magnet and charter schools and the ldaho Educational Network.

The Division of Professional-Technical Education (PTE) is a separate state agency
responsible for all professional-technical education (career and technical education) in
the state. PTE works cooperatively with SDE on school reform efforts including:

Increased rigor in core academic subjects including science and language arts —
Technical Math standards were developed by PTE in conjunction with SDE to
meet increased math graduation requirements. The standards were approved by
the State Board of Education;

STEM Education — PTE programs in Engineering and Technology Education
provide students with the knowledge needed to function in a technological world
and include the connections within and among technology, science, mathematics
and other academic disciplines;

Dual credit opportunities for juniors and seniors — tech prep articulation
agreements provided students with an opportunity to earn more college credit
while enrolled in secondary PTE programs. ldaho’s unique administrative
structure has created an environment in which every technical college and school
district participate in an Advanced Learning Partnership;

“Committed to Excellence: Preparing Tomorrow’s Workforce Through Quality Leadership and Service”
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Superintendent Tom Luna
December 18, 2009
Page 2

Increased graduation and go-to-college rates — the go-to-college rate for PTE
completers is 63% which is higher than the 45.7% go-to-college rate of the
general ldaho population;

There are 28 PTE high school courses that meet academic standards for science
credit, economics credit or health credit which allow students to meet graduation
requirements through PTE courses. Rigorous PTE courses not only provide
solid academic content but also provide enhanced applied learning that keeps
students in school. Research shows that academic achievement improves with
applied learning; and

Integration of core academic and technical content — professional development
opportunities provide teams of academic and PTE teachers with skills to improve
student academic achievement through the integration of academic and technical
content. This also contributes to increased graduation rates.

Approval of the Department of Education’s request for Race to the Top funds will help
ldaho improve standards and assessments; enhance data systems; provide focused in-
depth professional development opportunities; provide incentives for teachers and
principals; enhance school improvement efforts; increase college and career readiness
opportunities starting in middle grades; and provide dual credit opportunities for juniors
and seniors.

Sincerely, P

o/ NI

Ann Stephens
State Administrator

ALS/ic
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Schood
Netwovk, Ivuic

lanvary 10,2010

Dear Superintendent Luna,

The Board of Directors of the Idaho Charter School Network is pleased to offer the support of our
organization and applauds the activities outlined in the idaho Department of Education’s application for
federal funding from the Race to the Top Program. The mission of the Idaho Charter School Network
{ICSN} is “to ensure the success of idaho public charter schools”. We believe that the initiatives currently
underway in ldaho and those described in the proposal are in accord with successful conditions for high-
performing charter schools. The ICSN has a long-standing relationship with the State Department’s Office
of School Choice and in concert provide technical support to new and operating charter schools. Qulaity
and accountability are at the forefront of successful charter schools and we believe that setting the highest
expectations for all schools is in the best interest of our students and future leaders.

A systematic evaluation of l[daho Charter Schools on student achievement, family engagement and
innovative strategies conducted by the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratories (2009} demonstrated
the significant impact of school choice on student achievement and parent satisfaction.

There are currently 36 charter schools enrolling more than 11,000 students or 4% of Idaho's K-12
population. We anticipate that six new charter schools will be opening in 2010 giving additional choices
and opportunities for academic success to the students of Idaho. ICSN implements a comprehensive
system of program quality self-assessment and programmatic audits for continuous quality improvement
among cperating schools. This process in addition to accepted state and national standards creates the
benchmark for excellent new schools. Our charter schools are characterized by data driven decision
making and outstanding teacher performance. The development of a statewide longitudinal data system,
enhancing professional learning communities, creating a human capital management system, and
establishing additional high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals are all strategies that will
benefit both charter and non-charter schools and are supported by our charter school community. Teacher
incentive pay linked to student success and providing performance based bonuses based on student
improvement is already integrated intc some of our schools and they are seeing the results of these ideas.
The development of regional school improvement and support centers will offer comprehensive assistance
to all schools, and will provide essential assistance to small rural schools and charters with limited
resources,

Each of the goals outlined in the RTT proposal will amplify the impact of the charter reform movement in
idaho both by supporting excellence in charter school operation and providing additional platforms to
increase dissemination of innovative best practices.

We heartily endorse this application to advance educational systems and outcomes for Idaho’s students.
Sincerely,

7 f .
‘“)é:gf i Y] VWW?“

e Demarest, Executive Director
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Idaho Indian Education Committee
PO BOX 83720
Boise, 11D 83720-0027

fanuary 12, 2010

Supenintendent Tom Luna

Idaho State Department of Educaton
650 W. Srate Street

P.O. Box 83720

Boise, 1D

83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna,

The Idaho Indian Education Committee stands ready to assist the State Department of
Education, local education agencies/independent school districts (LEAs/ISDs) and
community partners in implementing tasks and activides described in the State’s Race to the
Top application. Idaho’s Iadian Education Committee is comprised of a diverse group of
Indian Education Stakeholders from the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, Coeur & Alene Tribe,
Nez Perce Tribe, Shoshone-Patute and Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Idaho. Our committee
compositon also mcludes representadon from North Idaho College, University of Idaho,
Lewis-Clark State College and Idaho State University College of Education programs to
advocate for K-12 Indian Educaton issues and concerns and develop strategies to improve
the educavon for Indian children. 1daho’s applicauon for funding would assist in the current
and ongoing practices to ensure student success and lead ro brghter futures for all Idahoans.

Indian country does not share in the bounty of the United States. Poverty, unemployment,
poor health and health-care, and tragic educational results place the American Indian
population at a seemingly insurmountable disadvantage. Our Indian reservation
communities throughout the State of Idaho struggle with many of these issues and concerns
ranging from dilapidated and unsafe buildings ro low student artendance and high dropout
rates. A successful application m our state would allow these schools to enhance programs
and pronusing practices and create the systenuc change needed ro turnaround low
performing schools thar serve American Indan srudents.

A successful appheanon would allow the State of Idaho and Idaho Tribes to parmer
providing key educational and leadership opportunities for all teachers of American
Indian students and implement innovative school improvement strategies. This will be an
opportunity for Idaho to establish, demonstrate, and share culturally relevant education
pedagogy in innovative ways to facilitate new and lasting generations of leaders.

The possibilities for collaboration with Tribal communities, local school districts, and
university partners in the science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) field
is endless. Through the development of a comprehensive and supportive educational
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environment promoting STEM and health oriented career paths, there is no doubt this
will lead to an increase in the number of American Indian baccalaureate degree graduates
with a sense of service to Tribal communities.

The sustainability of tribal economies depends upon a well educated tribal populous. By
engaging future leaders in the beginning high school years with a rigorous curriculum
and relevant real-world experiences, we will be taking the necessary steps to assist
students in seeing a vision of their self, family, culture, community and place in the
global community.

In order for the greatest success of these programs in Indian communities, it is imperative
that the State of Idaho and it’s schools establish partnerships with Tribal communities
focused on supporting their students through mentoring, internship and research
experiences as well as cultural guidance.

We wish the Idaho State Department of Education the best of luck in this highly
competitive application to the United States Department of Education.

Sincerely,

e

‘V'\\ L//?“?&f”‘wﬁ -

éfj

Bryan Samuels, M.Ed, Chair
Idaho Indian Education Committee

Enclosures (1)
Idaho Indian Education Committee Roster
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Idaho State
Indian Education Committee

Flected Officers
Chairperson

Bryan Samuels, M.Ed Phone: (208) 843-7330 E-Mail: bsamuels @lapwaisd lewiston.id.us
Vice-Chairperson

Chris Meyer, PhD Phone: (208) 686-5013 E-Mail: cmever@cdatribe-nsn.gov
Tribal Chairpersons from Idaho’s Indian Reservations
Coeur d’Alene Mr. Chief Allan 850 A Street, PO Box 408, Plummer, ID 83851-0408 (208) 686-5803
Duck Valley (Shoshone-Paiute) Mr. Robert Bear P.O. Box 219, Owyhee, NV 89832 (208) 759-3100
Fort Hall (Shoshone-Bannock) Mr. Alonzo Coby P.O. Box 306, Fort Hall, 1D 83203 (208) 478-3805
Kootenat Ms. Jennifer Porter P.O. Box 1269, Bonners Ferry, D 83805 (208) 267-3519
Nez Perce Mr. Samuel Penney P.O. Box 365, Lapwai, ID 83540 (2083 843-2253
Tribal Chair Committee Representative/Designee (5)
Coeur d”Alene Tribe Dr. Chris Meyer 850 A Street, P.O. Box 408, Plummer ID 83851 (208) 686-5013
Kootenai Tribe Ms, Jennifer Porter P.O. Box 1269, Bonners Ferry ID 83805 (208) 267-3519
Shoshone/Bannock Tribes Mr. David Lee P.O. Box 306, Fort Hall, ID 83203 (208) 478-3737
Nez Perce Tribe Mr. Joel Moffett P.O. Box 305, Lapwai, ID 83540 {208) 843-2253
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes Ms. Sandra Jones P.O. Box 219, Owyhee, NV 89832 (208) 759-3100
K-12 Tribal representatives
Coeur d’Alene Tribe Dr. Christine Meyer 850 A Street, Box 408, Plummer ID 83851 (208) 686-5013
Kootenai Tribe Josephine Halthide, MSW 841 E. Pennsylvania Dr. Boise, Idaho 83706 (208) 267-3519
Nez Perce Tribe Bryan Samuels, M.Ed 404 South Main, Lapwai, ID 83340 (208) 843-2241
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Mr. Claudia Washakie, BS P.O. Box 306, Fort Hall, ID 83203
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes Claire Manning-Dick, BA P.O. Box 337, Owyhee, NV 89832 (775) 757-3400
Four-Year College/University Representatives
Boise State University Dr. Scott Willison 1910 University Drive, Boise, ID 83725 swillis @boisestate.edu
Idaho State University Dr. Beverly Klug 1550 E. Terry Street, Building 62, Room 380 kKlugbeve @isu.edu

Pocatello, Idaho 83209-8059

Lewis & Clark State College Bob Sobotta, Jr., M.Ed 500 8" Avenue, Lewiston, [ID 83501 bsobotta@lcsc.edu
University of Idaho Art Taylor, MA Moscow, ID 83844 atayvlor@uidaho.edu

georgiaj @uidaho.edu

Two-Year College Representatives
North Idaho College Ms. Evanlene Melting Tallow. BA 1000 West Garden Avenue, Coeur d’Alene, ID 83814

evanlene meltingtallow@nic.edu

Member at Large
State Board of Education Selena Grace, MFA . P.O. Box 83720, Boise, ID 83720-0027Selena.Grace @osbe.idaho.gov

Ex-Officio Members
Mr. Nick Smith, M.Ed Deputy Superintendent, School District Support, P.O. Box 83720, Boise, [D 83720-0027 (208)332-6969

Mary Jane Oatman-Wak Wak, MA Indian Ed. Coordinator, SDE (208)332-6968
Mr. Bob Sobotta, Sr., M.Ed Coeur d”Alene Tribal School  P.O. Box 338, DeSmet, ID 83824 (208) 686-0509
hsobotta@tribalschool.org

Updated /1310
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January 12, 201

Tom Luna, Superintendent of Public Instruction
idaho State Department of Education

530 W. State Street

Boise, Idaho 83720

Dear Superintendent Luna:

Idaho National Laboratory (INL) is pleased to support Idaho’s Race to the Top grant proposal.
Increasing student achievement in science, 1 ?i‘%g%@gg,a engineering and math (STEM) are essential
to U.S. competitiveness, and we are encouraged by the emphasis that Race to the Top places on
STEM education.

As one of the Department of Energy’s ten multi-program laboratories and one of Idaho’s largest
employers, INL actively supports programs that provide increased ST EM instruction and that
encourage young people to pursue careers in technical fields. Scientists and engineers are some of the
world’s most important problem solvers, and we will need more and better-prepared students to solve
the challenges of the future.

Your department has been a partner with INL on many projects, including the current  1-STEM
initiative to gmvide professional development opportunities and resources for K-12 teachers. INL
also shares your focus on encouraging students 1o pursue post-secondary education through a variety
of means including dual credit programs, which give students an important head-start as they
continue their education. The efforts of your agency o turn vision and policy into action to improve
student achievement can help ensure that our nation can compeie in the global market.

We look forward to continuing our partnership as you seek to establish regional School Improvement
and Support Centers to provide STEM professional development gi}p@ftm;izes for Idaho teachers.
We know that teachers influence large numbers of students and help them gain the knowledge and
skills needed to succeed in life. Your ability to collaborate with industry, the state’s universities,
research centers and other STEM-focused partners to enhance STEM education will help ensure that
students and teachers have the support, materials and opportunities they need.

Idaho National Laboratory is committed to working with you, your staff and schools throughout
Idaho to further the goal of preparing students to become the scientists, engineers and innovators of
the future.

Smwreijif /»

V/;Z i —

John }. Grossenbacher
Director, kdaho National Laboratory
and President, Battelle Energy Alliance, LLC

jig/miw

PO, Box 1825 = 2525 North Fremont o POB-EZE011T s wwwinlgov
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Intermountain
Center for
Education
Effectiveness

(ICEE)

College of Education
Idaho State University
Campus Box 8019
Pocatello, Idaho
83209 - 8019

Phone (208) 282-3202
Fax (208) 282-2244

January 14, 2010

Tom Luna

Superintendent of Public Instruction
Idaho Department of Education

650 West State Street

Boise, ID 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna,

The Intermountain Center for Education Effectiveness (ICEE) in the College of
Education at Idaho State University has been providing cogent, rigorous, and
meaningful professional development to intermountain (Idaho, Montana, Wyoming,
and Utah) PK -12 educators and administrators for the past 25 years. The ICEE has
seen numerous examples of “in vogue” teacher professional developments come and
go over those years. Three years ago the ICEE partnered with southeastern Idaho
school districts through the League of Schools to deliver Total Instructional Alignment
(TIA) professional development to their teachers and administrators. TIA is founded
on second generation scientifically based best practices research. Years two and three
of TIA is now providing the professional development to many of the 56 school
districts in southeastern Idaho. The simple reason for the expansion of TIA is that
superintendents are recognizing its success in increasing teacher effectiveness and
thereby increasing student achievement. I feel strongly about the possibilities of TIA
along with its sequence of components of professional learning communities (PLCs),
Response to Intervention (RTI), Sheltered Instruction, common formative assessments,
grading practices, etc. to fundamentally change the way PK-12 education is delivered.
We are already seeing this in southeast Idaho with results.

It was with great pleasure when I received the request from the Idaho State
Department of Education asking me and the ICEE to submit a proposal to take TIA
state wide as part of Idaho’s application to receive Race to the Top funding. The
ICEE welcomes the opportunity to provide TIA professional development to Idaho’s
school districts and charter schools and truly believes it will have a measurable
positive impact on teacher effectiveness and student achievement.

Sincerely,
(Jnt i

Charles R. Zimmerly, MPA, Ed.D.
Interim Director
Intermountain Center for Education Effectiveness
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BO l SE College of Education 1910 University Drive Boise, Idaho 83725-1745
Center for School Improvement phone 208-426-1837
and Policy Studies fax 208-426-3564
UNIVERSITY

January 14, 2010

Tom Luna

Superintendent of Public Instruction
Idaho Department of Education

650 West State Street

Boise, ID 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna,

The Center for School Improvement & Policy Studies (CSI&PS) of Boise State University’s College
of Education has sincerely appreciated the opportunity to engage a variety of partnership activities
with the Idaho State Department of Education (SDE) over the past six years. During this time, Idaho
has proceeded to develop a significant school improvement strategy which has resulted in increased
achievement for thousands of Idaho students. In particular, the SDE has thoughtfully and
aggressively targeted efforts toward helping the schools and students most in need. The CSI&PS is
honored to be invited to continue active participation with the SDE in the design and conduct of a
variety of specific initiatives and projects which have contributed in the overall improvement of
Idaho’s public schools.

The CSI&PS is most pleased to support and offer any assistance the SDE deems needed toward the
State’s effort to further improve public education through the Race to the Top Initiative. Many of
the successful innovations which characterize our partnership activity have become integral parts of
the design and implementation of the state’s strategy and have contributed to this proposal. We
applaud the SDE’s intent to bring a variety of best practice and innovation to scale thus benefiting
the widest possible number of Idaho’s children.

Specifically our technical assistance partnerships have contributed to the following state initiatives:

e Idaho Building Capacity — creating an effective system of support for Idaho schools and
districts that are in Needs Improvement status (2008 to present)

e School Improvement Technical Assistance — provides monitoring services and technical
assistance to schools and districts that are classified in one of the levels of Needs Improvement
status (2007 to present)

¢ Reading First — provides leadership, onsite technical assistance, and monthly professional
development to eligible schools (2005 to present)

¢ Reading First Evaluation — oversight of the formative and summative evaluation of the
Reading First project (2004 to 2007)

¢ Initiative for Developing Mathematical Thinking — focuses on the statewide improvement of
Idaho elementary and middle school teachers’ understanding of mathematics instruction (2008 to
present)
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¢ Developing Mathematical Thinking — is designed to improve elementary teachers’
understanding of mathematics and mathematics teaching in order to increase students’ academic
performance (2005 to present)

¢ Southwest Regional Special Education — provides technical assistance and monitoring services
to schools and districts in Southwest Idaho in order to assist them in providing free, appropriate
public education with high-quality programs for Idaho students with disabilities (2007 to present)

¢ Principal Academy of Leadership — improving student achievement by increasing the
leadership capacity of principals (2007 to present)

e Idaho Superintendent’s Network — supporting the work of district leaders in improving
outcomes for all students by focusing on the quality of instruction occurring in Idaho’s
classrooms (2009 to present)

Throughout the conduct of these initiatives, the SDE has continued to partner with the CSI&PS to
provide a wide range of technical assistance support to Idaho schools, educators, students, and
communities. These projects require the support of a considerable number of capable individuals
who through employment with BSU, serve in a technical support function directly with K-12
schools, educators, and students. Over the course of the past six years, these initiatives and the
personnel necessary to deliver them have contributed in a considerable level of capacity being
developed at the CSI&PS, College of Education, and BSU, as well as other Idaho institutions of
higher education. These mutually beneficial partnerships work...and have become widely
recognized throughout our state for their competence, service, and commitment to improving Idaho’s
schools and helping our students significantly increase achievement.

Yet another benefit of our partnership has been the academic connection through which a number of
Idaho educators, many recognized for their significant expertise in school improvement, have
completed or are in the process of completing advanced graduate and doctoral degrees. The work of
these individuals has focused on school improvement and leadership through the CSI&PS host
organization, the BSU College of Education. This academic partnership has proved highly beneficial
to each of our organizations as SDE employees have engaged in and completed graduate degrees
while simultaneously engaging in the department’s comprehensive efforts to improve schools. These
individuals, throughout their leadership roles within the SDE and in several cases, in the CSI&PS,
have crafted research driven strategies that are directly contributing to the SDE’s mission. Our
academic partnership, also greatly benefits the College of Education in its efforts to build and
enhance Idaho’s capacity to support public education throughout the state.

Through our partnership activities with the SDE we all have learned a great deal about what works to
improve schools in order for Idaho’s students to increase achievement. The SDE has developed the
capacity to grow, widen and deepen these efforts. Also important to note is Idaho’s growing
recognition as a model for small, rural states their efforts to improve this work. We wholeheartedly
support the efforts of the SDE to continue its mission of meeting the needs of every K-12 student in
our state. A successful partnership with the Race to the Top Initiative will dramatically enhance the
delivery of the comprehensive foundation for improvement our state has in place.

Respecti\ﬁ,
N -

William H. Parrett
Director
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E E P.O. Box 190163 Boise ID 83719

. vEe hone 208-489-3533
:"Wﬂ“’ Budinest Conlition ' fax 208-246-1770
fmf Education Excellence www.ibcee.org

January 14, 2010

Tom Luna

Superintendent

Idaho State Department of Education
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720

Dear Tom:

The Idaho Business Coalition for Education Excellence (IBCEE) is writing in support of
the ldaho State Department of Education's grant request for Race to the Top funds.
Idaho’s Race to the Top proposal is also the strategy that has recently been agreed to
by a broad-based Idaho education stakeholder group.

IBCEE is a not-for-profit organization consisting of about 70 ldaho CEOs, presidents
and managing partners. We facilitate and advocate on behalf of Idaho's education
system. We have long recognized the need for a long-range strategy, developed and
supported by all education stakeholders, for improving ldaho education.

In 2007, at the request of Governor Butch Otter, IBCEE convened and facilitated a
group of education stakeholders, called the Education Alliance of Idaho. The Alliance
includes representatives from education, business, government, and other entities. The
governor assigned the Alliance the task of developing a broad strategic framework for
improving ldaho's education system.

On August 20, 2009, after two years of work, the Education Alliance submitted to
Governor Otter its Recommendations for a Transformational Education Agenda for
Idaho. The report consists of vision and mission statements, goals, performance
indicators, and suggested next steps. It recommends implementing a statewide data
system, providing greater student access to dual enroliment classes, encouraging
greater student participation in upper level math and science courses, and improving
student performance in advanced placement and college entrance examinations. All of
these items are included in Idaho’s Race to the Top grant application.

The Education Alliance is in the very early stages of developing the broad framework for
improving ldaho education that Governor Otter requested. We foresee significant future
and ongoing strategy work to complete the assignment. Concurrently, the Alliance is
developing marketing and communications plans to accompany the rollout of the
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strategy in the months and years ahead. We're also adopting tools with which to ensure
accountability and measure strategy implementation progress.

The long-term strategy work embarked upon by the Education Alliance of Idaho
continues unabated today and will so tomorrow. It is essentially the same strategy
outlined in Idaho's Race to the Top proposal. The resources put at our disposal by a
Race to the Top grant would greatly enhance our ability to achieve the goals we have
set.

IBCEE fully supports this Race to the Top grant request.

Sincerely,

ARG} (b

Skip Oppenheimer
Chair
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January 5, 2010

Dear Superintendent Luna:

As an Idaho-based philanthropy whose mission is to measurably improve education
in Idaho, the .A. and Kathryn Albertson Foundation is proud to offer this letter of
support for the State of Idaho’s application for the Race to the Top State Incentive
Grant Program. Providing funding to the State of Idaho for this purpose would be
dollars well invested in Idaho and the nation for a number of reasons:

First, the stage is set. Idaho’s leaders are working together. The president of the
Education Alliance of Idaho, a bi-partisan advisory group of business and education
stakeholders, said the following:

.- . quite possibly for the first time ever in Idaho, a diverse group with
sometimes competing interests, [...] has come together to collectively
support agreed-upon recommendations for improvement of K-12
education in Idaho. - Guy Hurlbutt, November, 2009.

The Alliance’s recommendations align closely with those set forth in the State of
Idaho’s Race to the Top application ~college and career readiness, effective use of
data in educational delivery, access, and decision making, high standards, and
improved teacher effectiveness.

Furthermore, as a member of the Alliance, the ] A. and Kathryn Albertson
Foundation provided research and data which the Alliance used to frame the
group’s recommendations. And because the data was credible (Measuring Up
Report, 2000-2008), our foundation has also chosen to use it as the basis for our
current key focus areas: postsecondary success, data for stakeholders, and

educational choice.

Lastly, the odds are good that Idaho will meet or exceed its goals. Idaho was one of
only a handful of states that increased the rigor of its standards to come into closer
alignment to the NAEP; AP and Dual Credit enrollment and testing has soared 300%
in the last five years; STEM and Math initiatives are helping to produce improved
instruction statewide; and Idaho leads the nation in the percentage increase of its
schools meeting AYP two years in a row (from 25 percentin 2007 to 66 percent in
2009). The J.A. and Kathryn Foundation has provided a grant that will help the state



Appendix A1.17- Albertsons Foundation Letter of Support

complete the ldaho Education Network, which will connect all schools statewide
with high definition broadband networking and boost access to quality student
programs and professional develop, increase flexibility and choice, and improve cost
and efficiency of instruction delivery statewide. The Foundation has also provided
scholarships to 11 colleges and universities in Idaho to incentivize college and
career readiness for first generation, non-traditional, and other Idaho citizens
motivated to continue their education beyond high school.

Progress will happen, but an investment of Race to the Top funding would allow
improvement to happen at an accelerated pace - leaps instead of steps.

Since 1966, the ].A. and Kathryn Albertson Foundation has invested more than $330
million to improve education in [daho. We would be hard pressed to show
measurable positive results from the many programs, projects and initiatives we
have provided. However, we are learning to invest more effectively and are
cautiously optimistic about results we are seeing due in large part to the
groundbreaking alignment of Idaho’s key influencers in education, business, and
government. In this “perfect storm” situation, additional dollars would fuel progress
toward the nation’s top education goals.

Thank you, and we hope that our perspective and support, added to the high merit
of Idaho’s application, will be convincing evidence that the nation would be well
served to invest Race to the Top funding in Idaho.

Sincerely,
Jamie MacMillan, executive d:rector

J.A. and Kathryn Albertson Foundation



Con P. Paulos
C.L. “BUTCH” OTTER Chair
GOVERNOR

B. J. Swanson

Vice Chair

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL
317 West Main Street, Boise, Idaho 83735-0510

January 13, 2010

The Honorable Tom Luna
Superintendent of Public Instruction
Department of Education

Lynn B. Jordan Building

Boise, Idaho 83735

Dear Superintendent Luna:

On behalf of the Workforce Development Council, I wish to extend my thanks to you for sharing your
accomplishments as Superintendent and your plans for the Race to the Top grant during the November
meeting of the council. The application supports the council’s goals for ensuring that all students are
prepared for further learning and work in the global marketplace.

The council has been grateful for reforms designed to strengthen education outcomes for all Idaho
students. While our graduation rates are better than average, we fully support efforts to further improve
upon those rates and to ensure that all students are prepared for postsecondary education. Idaho must do
more to increase the number of students who attend and complete postsecondary education, and do so
fully ready to perform college level work. We are particularly interested in efforts to expand dual credit
opportunities for Idaho high schools students and share your belief that this will persuade students and
parents of the value and opportunity that awaits those who gain post high school credentials.

Idaho has been hard hit by the recession, but it has provided an opportunity for many individuals to
retool and prepare for the higher skills jobs that promise higher wages and improved opportunities for
our rural and remote communities as well as our population centers. As we emerge from the recession,
the strength of our workforce will be more important than our quality of life in attracting new businesses
and growing our existing companies. This effort holds that key.

We pledge our support to you as you embark upon this plan. Our students—and our business
community—deserve nothing less.

Sincerely,

-

Con P. Paulos
Chair

JDAHO

idahoworks.org
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BO I S E Colleges of Engineering and Educotion 1910 University Drive  Bolse, Idahe 83725-2180

S .I-AT E Distinguished Educator ip Residence phone 205-426-4857
NASA Astronaut {Ret.) fax 208-426-445¢
UHRIVERSITY hitp://coen.boisestate.edu
January 15, 2010

Mr. Tom Luna, Superintendent of Public Instruction
Idaho State Department of Education
Boise, Idaho 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna,

Thank you for your leadership on Idaho’s Race to the Top proposal to expand and deepen Idaho’s
strong reform agenda. Boise State University — and I, personally — are fully committed partners in
improving student achievement, statewide.

We particularly thank you for the focus on STEM education to address the needs for our state.
All of your plan’s components and partners are excellent. Idaho’s STEM education needs
include: increasing the quantity, quality, and diversity of teachers to fill our shortage in math and
science fields; promoting effective and relevant instruction; and expanding opportunities for more
of Idaho’s students to engage in inspiring STEM activities. To substantially help fill our STEM
shortages with effective teachers, Boise State is working to adopt the proven UTeach STEM
teacher-training program. Further, expanding Boise State’s successful, research-based e-Girls
program to statewide implementation involving our three state universities will significantly
increase the percentage of girls choosing engineering and other STEM majors in college. It will
also bring greater public awareness of the value of STEM education and STEM careers to more
of our communities in this rural state.

Given our history of strong collaborations with the Idaho State Department of Education, we are
confident of the outcomes of both the new and expanded endeavors in your Race to the Top
proposal. Examples of our collaborations with you are: conducting the statewide survey of
secondary school principals to determine the need for new or replacement math and science
teachers over the next five years; creating and establishing the research-based Idaho Math Initiative,
for professional development for all of Idaho’s teachers; serving on the Leadership Team for the
national Science & Mathematics Teacher Imperative (SMTTI) for the Association of Public and
Land Grant Universities; forming a broader, representative statewide collaborative team, via our
NSF Math Science Partnership Start grant, to develop a proposal for an NSF Institute Partnership or
Targeted Partnership grant; creating -- in collaboration with NASA, other federal and state STEM
government agencies, state education agencies, academia, business, and industry -- the statewide,
Idaho STEM Acrospace Scholars program that enables high school juniors to gain content
knowledge, career awareness, and hands-on experience from the leaders in our nation’s acrospace
industry along with the experts in STEM fields in Idaho.

Again, thank you. We are committed to our partnerships for improving student achievement, and
we look forward to all the work ahead.

Sincerely, on behalf of President Bob Kustra, Provost Sona Andrews, and our Deans of Education,
Engineering, and Arts & Sciences, and myself,

Ll ?m_

Barbara R. Morgan
Distinguished Educator in Residence
NASA Astronaut (Ret.)



Appendix A1.20- AYP and Improvement Status Under NCLB- Schools
SCHOOLS - ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS AND IMPROVEMENT STATUS UNDER NCLE
School Accountability
States have considerable latitude when it comes to developing the exams and criteria that determine whether they make adequate yearly progress under the No Child

Left Behind Act. Almost two-thirds (64.4) nationwide made AYP, a decrease of seven percentage points from the previous year. Approximately 18 percent of schools
were labeled "in need of improvement” for the 2008-08 school year, up from 16 percent in the 2007-08 school year.

NCLB ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS (AYP) FOR SCHOOLS NCLB IMPROVEMENT STATUS FOR SCHOOLS

Percent of rated schools| Percent of rated schools| lumber of rated schools Percent of rated schools
Number of schools rated Percent of rated schools  that did NOT make | Number of schools rated Percent of rated schools that did NOT make “in nee Number of rated schools "in
P that made AYP' for AYP that made AYP' AYP! im improvement"’ need of improvement”

7% 1B
41

District of Columbial;
Florida

Wisconsin
Wyoming
U.S. Total|

Note: States reported raw data to the EPE Research Center in fall 2008; some percentages are based on preliminary data. Improvement status is based on AYP data from the previous year. A () indicates that
data were unavailable to the Editorial Projects in Education Research Center prior to deadline or that calculations could not be made because of missing data. Percentage of rated schools "in need of

improvement" was calculated by dividing the number of schools identified for improvement by the total number of schools rated for AYP. U.S. total calculations of the percentage-point changes do not include data
from Indiana, Nebraska, New York, and South Carolina

1. Percentage was calculated by dividing the total number of schools that made AYP or did not make AYP by the total number of schools rated for AYP.

2. These columns report the increase or decrease in the percentage of schools making AYP or identified as *in need of improvement® from one school year to the next. A () indicates that percentage-point changes for South Carolina are not
calculated because of a lack of comparable data

3. All states must include Title | schools in their designation of schools "in need of improvement." Federal law allows states to choose whether non-Title | schools are assigned a school improvement status and whether federal sanctions e
apply to those schools. As a result, some schools rated for AYP may not receive a school improvement designation. Percentage was calculated by dividing the total number of schools identified as 'in need of improvement* by the total E
number of schoals rated for AYP. ®

E

4. Kentucky assigned 12 schools their districts’ AYP rating; these have been excluded from all school AYP and "in need of improvement” data reported here.

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2008



year, a decrease of six percentage points from the previous school year. Sixteen percent of districts were
percent in the 2007-08 school year.

labeled "

in need of impr 1t" for the 2008-09 school year, up from 14

NCLB ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS (AYP) FOR DISTRICTS NCLB INPROVEMENT STATUS FOR DISTRICTS

Number of rated districts
Number of districts rated Percent of rated districts Percent of rated districts | Number of districts rated Percent of rated districts Percent of rated district: Number of rated districts Percent of rated districts "in need of Percent of rated districts

that made AYP' that did NOT make AYP' AYP that made AYP' that did NOT make AYP "in need of improvement" "in need of improvemenf3 improvement" in need of \mpmvemervt3
L 8%

Note: States reported data to the EPE Research Center in fall 2008; some percentages are based on preliminary data. Improvement status is based on AYP data from the previous year. A (--) indicates that data
were unavailable to the Editorial Projects in Education Research Center prior to deadline or that calculations could not be made due to missing data. U.S. total calculations of percentage-point changes do not
include data from Indiana, Louisiana, Nebraska, New York, and South Carolina.

1. Percentage was calculated by dividing the total number of districts that made AYP or did not make AYP by the total number of districts rated for AYP.

2. These columns report the increase or decrease in the percentage of districts making AYP or identified as "in need of improvement" from one year to the next. A (*) indicates that percentage-point changes for South Carolina were not
calculated because of a lack of comparable data.

3. All states must include Title | districts in their designation of districts "in need of improvement." Federal law allows states to choose whether non-Title | districts are assigned a district improvement status and whether federal
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NAEP Exhibit 1. Mathematics in Idaho, Grade 4, 2003, 2005, 2007 & 2009

All Disability Gender Poverty Ethnicity LEP
1D us Yes No M F Yes No White Hispanic Yes No
2003 235 234 208 238 * 237 233 A 227 241 * 238 217 A 211 237 *
2005 242 237 * 215 245 * 242 241 234 248 * 245 226 A 221 243 7
2007 241 239 * 216 243 * 242 240 232 248 * 245 224 A 214 243 7
2009 241 239 * 219 243 7 242 240 234 246 * 244 225 A 210 243 *
A The difference between the average scale scores was significantly different (p<.05).
All Students |e=ee 1D —8—US | Disability |=¢==Yes —l—No |
245 - 250
242
241 241 240
220 gy % 245 243 243
230 | 238%
239 219
235% 220 - 215 216 N
235 1 ZV s
234% 210 -
230 200 30* 30 27 24
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009
Gender anfmmE e M Poverty \-O—Yes —#—No \
245 - 250
242 242 242
248 248
- : 246
240 - *—‘ 240 -
41
237% 240 240 241% 234 232 23| 4
235 - 230 | 227* 4
233%
230 4 1 2 2 220 14 14 16* 12
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009
Ethnicity ‘-‘—Hispanic —f— White ‘ LEP ‘*Yes —&#—No
250 250 -
240 - 245 245 244 243 243 243
238% 230 | 237%*
230 - 226 224 225 221%
N 220 - 214
217 ¢~ 211 210
220
210
210 21 19 21 19 200 26 22 29 33
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009

* This value was significantly different from the corresponding value in 2009 (p<.05).
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NAEP Exhibit 2. Mathematics in Idaho, Grade 8, 2003, 2005, 2007 & 2009

All Disability Gender Poverty Ethnicity LEP
1D us Yes No M F Yes No White Hispanic Yes No
2003 280 276 * 241 284 * 281 279 267 287 * 284 251 A 241 282
2005 281 278 * 242 285 * 280 282 272 286 7 284 261 A 254 283
2007 284 280 * 245 287 * 285 282 273 290 * 287 264 A 247 286
2009 287 282 * 248 291 7 288 286 276 294 * 292 264 7 241 289

> > > >

A The difference between the average scale scores was significantly different (p<.05).

All Students ==t=1D —l—US Disability |=¢==Yes —l—No |
290 -
287 200 | ._‘_'_'_./—./.
291
285 280 1 cax 285% 287%*
270 -
280 - 260 . ras
245
275 - N 250 1 241 242 __‘.———-—4
276 240 - .i —"'_
270 230 43 43 42 43
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009
Gender i g M Poverty \-O—Yes —#—No \
290 - 288 300
290 - ._\1-_/!/2:4
285 - 290*
280 | 287% 286*
270 - / ' 276
280 - 272% 273
i *
279% 260 267
275 2 2 3 2 250 | 20 14 17 18
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009
Ethnicity |===Hispanic —l—White | LEP |=¢==Yes —l—No |
300 - 290 - ._______./’./.
289
290 - 280 - 286%*
.—i/"/zzz 282%  283*
N * N
280 o 284% 287 270
270 261 264 264 260 254*
sl & 247
260 - 2V 250 1 241 241
250 - 240 -
240 . 33 23 23 28 230 41 29* 39 48
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009

* This value was significantly different from the corresponding value in 2009 (p<.05).
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NAEP Exhibit 3. Reading in Idaho, Grade 4, 2003, 2005, & 2007

All
ID Us
2003 218 216
2005 222 217 *
2007 223 220 *
2009

Disability Gender
Yes No M F
175 223 A 216 221 A~
184 225 A 218 225 A

185 227 * 221 226 *

Poverty Ethnicity LEP
Yes No White Hispanic Yes No
207 226 * 222 199 A 190 220 A
210 230 * 226 199 A 191 224 A~
212 232 A 227 204 A 191 226

A The difference between the average scale scores was significantly different (p<.05).

All Students s I —fl— US Disability ‘—o—ves —@—No
230 - 230 - e —
220 ¢ 227
* 225
225 - 222 223 210 228
* 200 -
220 - 21/_4 o ian ts
220 i
175%*
215 - N 217% 180 -
216 170 |
210 160 48 41 42
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009
Gender s F i M Poverty =¢=Yes —i—No
230 - 240 -
225 226 230 232
225 - 230 4 226%*
221%
220 - 2 220 -
1 i 210 212
215 - 218 210 297
216%*
210 5 7 5 200 19 20 20
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009
Ethnicity ‘-‘—Hispanic —@i— White LEP ‘-O—Yes —#—No
230 - 230 -
220 - 226 227 220 - ./2:;'—————';:6
222%* 220%
210 ¢
210 1 204
200 -
199 199 190 191 191
200 -
1900 | @emm—g 4
190 23 27 23 180 30 33 35
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009

* This value was significantly different from the corresponding value in 2007 (p<.05).
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NAEP Exhibit 4. Reading in Idaho, Grade 8, 2003, 2005, & 2007

All Disability Gender
ID us Yes No M F
2003 264 261 * 223 269 A 258 271 A~
2005 264 260 * 229 268 * 258 271 A~
2007 265 261 * 226 268 * 260 270 ~
2009

Poverty Ethnicity LEP

Yes No White Hispanic Yes No
254 270 * 267 242 A 236 266 *
256 269 * 267 246 7 241 265 *
256 270 * 268 243 A 229 267 A

A The difference between the average scale scores was significantly different (p<.05).

All Students wmfme JD —f— US Disability sfmnYag —H—NO
270 - 280 -
270 - -
264 264 265 oo "
265 - i) 260 | 269 268 268
¢ "o 250 -
240 -
- = 229
| 226
260 261 261 230 | 223
260 "M
220 -
255 210 46 39 42
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009
Gender el M Poverty =¢=Yes —i—No
280 - 280 -
271 271 270 269 270
270 270 - By @
270 ¢ g sy
260 -
260
2601 2._______|/58 - = = 26 2:6
250 1 254
250 13 13 10 a0 | 16 13 14
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009
Ethnicity ‘-‘—Hispanic —@i— White LEP wfunyos —f—No
270 - 280 -
g 0y | 266 265 267
268 i BE— -
s60 | 267 267 260 . T
250 -
| 246 |
250 2an 243 240 o
/0\‘ 230 1 o
240 - 220 - 229
210 - .
230 25 21 25 200 30 24 38
2003 2005 2007 2009 2003 2005 2007 2009

* This value was significantly different from the corresponding value in 2007 (p<.05).
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Idaho Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom Luna

Tom Luna was sworn in as Idaho Superintendent of Public Instruction on January 1,
2007. Since he took office, Tom has worked diligently to raise student achievement by
creating a customer-driven public education system that meets the needs of all students
and ensures that every student will graduate from high school prepared to live, work
and succeed in the 21st century.

Tom has already made a lot of progress in the short amount of time since he took office.
Over the past two years, the number of schools making Adequate Yearly Progress has
nearly tripled. Last year, 432 public schools made AYP, compared to 168 in 2007. For
two years in a row, Idaho has led the nation in the increase in the number of schools
making AYP.

During his first Legislative session as State Superintendent, which began just days after
he took office, Tom secured $20 million in ongoing funding for the Classroom
Enhancement Package, which provides additional funding for textbooks, remediation
programs, and a supplies and materials stipend for every classroom teacher. He also
created the Rural Education Initiative to find solutions to the unique problems facing
rural schools and conducted the Safe and Secure Schools Assessment to study the status
of safety and security of all Idaho school facilities. He put together the Idaho Math
Initiative Task Force with seed money from the Legislature to develop a comprehensive
plan to improve math education across all grades. In 2008, the state rolled out the Idaho
Math Initiative, providing targeted professional development for teachers, remediation
tools for students who are struggling and advanced opportunities for students who are
gifted in math.

Throughout his term, Tom has made an effort to travel across the state of Idaho and tour
schools in every region. He has already visited more than 70 school districts and public
charter schools in urban, suburban and rural parts of our great state. Before becoming
Idaho's Superintendent of Public Instruction, Tom had a successful career in business
spanning more than 25 years. Tom first got involved in the state's education system by
serving on the Nampa School Board for seven years, including three years as chairman.
Since then, Tom has served in education at the local, state and national levels.

Tom was appointed under former Governor Phil Batt to lead the Idaho Achievement
Standards Commission. Under former Governor Dirk Kempthorne, he was appointed to
chair the Idaho Assessment and Accountability Commission. The success of these two
commissions resulted in the popular Achievement Standards and the Idaho Standards
Achievement Test (ISAT), both useful tools for teachers and parents. Tom worked at the
U.S. Department of Education from 2003 to 2005. Tom returned to Idaho in March 2005
where he continued to advocate for quality public education until he was elected state
superintendent in November 2006.

Tom originally moved to Idaho with his wife Cindy 29 years ago to attend college at
BYU-Idaho (formerly Ricks College). Tom also attended Boise State University and later
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graduated from Thomas Edison State College. Tom Luna and his wife Cindy have raised
six children in Idaho. They are the proud grandparents of five grandchildren. Five of their
children have graduated from public schools in Nampa and his youngest son currently
attends public school.

Marybeth Flachbart, Ed.D. Deputy Superintendent, Student Achievement and
School Improvement, Idaho Department of Education

In her role as Deputy Superintendent Marybeth is responsible for the supervision of the
state’s implementation of the Elementary and Secondary Act as well as Individuals with
Disabilities Education for the Idaho State Department. Her current research interests
involve building local capacity in rural areas. Marybeth has served as Associate Director
for the Center for School Improvement and Policy Studies at Boise State University,
Director of Reading First and Reading Coordinator for the state of Idaho. She holds a
doctorate in curriculum and instruction from Boise State University, a master’s degree in
special education from Fairfield University, and bachelor’s degree from Marymount
Manhattan. Marybeth is certified as an Academic Language Therapist and a Dyslexia
Specialist. Prior to moving to Idaho in 2000, Marybeth was on the faculty of the
Neuhaus Education Center, a not-for-profit institution dedicated to teacher training and
curriculum development in Houston, Texas. Her classroom experience includes ten years
of both general and special education.

Dr. Carissa Miller, Deputy Superintendent, Assessment, Idaho Department of
Education

Dr. Carissa Moftat Miller received her doctoral degree from the University of Idaho in
Education and holds a master’s degree in sociology with a minor in statistics from the
University of Wyoming. Miller is well-versed in large scale data analysis and research
design. Previously, Miller worked as a Research Associate for Boise State University
under several different federal and state grants. In addition to analyzing statewide student
data, Miller has used national datasets. For her dissertation, she created logistic
regression models using the National Center for Education Statistics National Household
Education Survey (NHES) data set which entailed the use of complex survey design
statistics. Miller has also taught college courses in research methods and sociology at
Boise State University for four years. Miller has been published in 7The Journal of Rural
Health and The Social Science Journal.

Troy Wheeler, Chief Information Officer, Idaho Department of Education

Troy Wheeler is a speaker, international consultant, and business leader. He has over
twenty years of expertise in project management and information technology. A former
project leader for a Fortune 500 company, Troy is currently the CIO for the Idaho State
Department of Education. Troy has a proven track record of results when it comes to
helping global organizations overcome their challenges with information technology,
human factors and business process. Troy began his career with IBM serving K-12
education.
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Christina Linder, Director of Certification

Christina Linder served as the director of the Master of Arts in Teaching program at
George Fox University, where she enhanced teacher preparation programs before joining
the State Department three years ago. During her 19 years in education, Linder also has
served as an English teacher and a Title One director. She has a master’s degree in
education and is currently finishing her doctorate in adult and organizational leadership.

Steve Underwood, Coordinator Title 1

Steve Underwood specializes in school turnaround. His work in the neediest schools in
Idaho and his leadership as a Reading First Coordinator has given him the background
and credibility to turn around Idaho’s schools. Steve is a doctorial candidate at Boise
State University. He holds a master’s degree in curriculum and instruction from Biola
University.

Jodie Mills, Systems Improvement Coordinator

Jodie Mills was a principal, director of testing, director of testing and teacher before
joining the State Department of Education. She has a bachelor’s degree from Western
Montana College, a master’s degree in Education from University of Idaho and holds
multiple certifications and credentials. Jodie’s intense focus on limited English proficient
students, helped the high school was principal over make AYP in all subgroups.



Appendix A1.24- Math and Reading ESEA Results by Subgroup

Math 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009
0/0 0/0 0/0 OA] 0/“ 0/0
Proficient | Proficient | Proficient Proficient | Proficient | Proficient
and and and and and and
Advanced | Advanced | Advanced Advanced | Advanced | Advanced
All group
74.87% | 76.43% | 81.81% 75.89% | 79.70% | 80.11%
Female 74.22% | 75.36% | 81.22% 75.98% | 80.02% | 80.28%
Male 75.50% | 77.44% | 82.36% 75.81% | 79.39% | 79.94%
American
Indian/Native.
Alaskan 54.32% | 57.99% | 68.37% 58.68% | 62.75% | 62.46%
Asian 84.21% | 85.59% | 88.74% 85.29% | 85.78% | 84.59%
Black 64.68% | 62.79% 71.39% 61.68% | 64.09% | 62.12%
Native
Hawaiian/ P 81.93% | 75.70% | 83.23% 73.97% | 81.01% | 77.89%
White 78.07% | 79.75% | 84.68% 79.45% | 83.06% | 83.54%
Hispanic 54.53% | 57.14% | 65.65% 56.82% | 63.13% | 64.22%
Economically
Disadvantaged 64.54% | 67.39% | 74.55% 66.42% | 70.61% | 71.73%
Non-
Economically
Disadvantaged. 80.96% | 82.84% | 86.99% 82.76% | 85.94% | 86.60%
LEP 48.95% | 51.56% 60.29% 43.45% | 46.50% | 44.02%
Non LEP 76.93% | 78.44% | 83.61% 78.06% | 81.62% | 82.34%
SWD 37.711% | 42.13% | 50.43% 41.72% | 40.98% | 41.01%
Non SWD 79.18% | 80.52% | 85.35% 79.69% | 83.70% | 84.13%




Appendix A1.24- Math and Reading ESEA Results by Subgroup

Reading 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009
% % % A A % Proficient
Proficient | Proficient | Proficient Proficient | Proficient | and Advanced
and and and and and
Advanced | Advanced | Advanced Advanced | Advanced
All group
80.47% | 82.00% | 83.30% 79.92% | 83.74% 87.06%
Female 82.38% | 83.95% | 85.06% 82.30% | 86.09% $9.12%
Male 78.65% | 80.16% | 81.63% 77.66% | 81.53% $5.12%
American
Indian/Native.
Alaskan 59.50% | 65.63% | 69.70% 64.31% | 68.82% 74.39%
Asian 85.42% | 85.14% | 88.44% 84.94% | 87.30% 90.56%
Black 75.37% | 74.72% | 76.71% 70.90% | 75.28% 73.10%
Native Hawaiian/ PI 81.93% | 85.14% | 84.32% 80.11% | 82.29% $6.55%
White 83.81% | 85.49% | 86.59% 83.65% | 87.08% $9.98%
Hispanic 58.79% | 60.90% | 64.34% 59.35% | 66.55% 73.62%
Economically
Disadvantaged 70.59% | 72.87% | 74.71% 70.24% | 75.23% 80.20%
Non-Economically
Disadvantaged. 86.88% | 88.46% | 89.41% 86.91% | 89.58% 92.39%
LEP 49.75% 52.14% 56.66% 40.93% | 45.28% 53.34%
Non LEP 82.81% | 84.34% | 85.46% 82.44% | 85.98% $9.02%
SWD 38.19% | 43.37% | 45.47% 42.25% | 45.35% 50.59%
Non SWD 85.37% | 86.62% | 87.58% 84.11% | 87.73% 90.81%




Appendix A1.24- Math and Reading ESEA Results by Subgroup

| * Represents a revision of Idaho content standards and new testing vendor.
Please note: The ISAT was not available in all grades in 2002-2003. The limited 2002-2003 ISAT data, by subgroup, is available in
Appendices A1.25- 2002-2003 ESEA Results by Subgroup.



Idaho Standards Achievement T ests (ISAT)
September, 2003
Student Performance on State Proficiency Standards - Grades 4, 8 and 10 - Spring 2003
State-wide Results

dnoiBang Ag sjinsay Y3S3 £002-200C -5 LV Xipuaddy

Percent of Students in Each
Performance Category
Below
Grade Count Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Reading: 18132 56 18.8 36.0 396
4 Language: 18021 53 14.9 50.0 298
Mathematics: 18333 40 18.6 54.0 235
Reading: 1879 6.4 19.6 396 344
8 Language: 18794 6.7 220 54.3 17.0
Mathematics: 18717 16.1 309 401 12.9
Reading: 17243 57 19.2 476 215
10 Language: 17229 54 201 54.3 203
Mathematics: 17152 55 227 46.4 253

»

" All performance results for grades 4 and § are based exclusively on

the fixed portion of the ISAT; the common 42 items. Results for grade 10 are based exclusively on the ISAT 10.

Report dale: 15-Sep-03



Idaho Standards Achievement Tests (ISAT)
September, 2003

Student Performance on State Proficiency Standards - Grades 4, 8 and 10 - Spring 2003
State-wide Results by Gender

Percent of Students in Each
Performance Category
Below
_(-S_n_"awl_e_ _(_hﬂ Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
4
Reading: 8797 <5 179 36.9 407
Female Language: 8721 <5 124 489 34.3
Mathematics: 8889 <5 19.8 551 210
Reading: 9325 6.7 195 352 385
Male Language: 9258 6.1 172 51.1 256
Mathematics: 9424 <5 175 529 258
8
Reading: 9163 53 186 399 36.3
Female Language: 9156 <5 174 574 212
Mathematics: 9094 158 315 409 1.8
Reading: 9617 75 206 393 327
Male Language: 9628 93 263 514 13.0
Mathematics: 9567 163 303 39.3 140
10
Reading: 8482 <5 175 485 294
Female Language: 8458 <5 15.3 56.0 253
Mathematics: 8460 <5 231 482 238
Reading: 8761 87 209 468 256
Male Language: 87171 73 248 526 154
Mathematics: 8692

6.1 224

44.7 268

dnoiBang Ag sjinsay Y3S3 £002-200C -5 LV Xipuaddy

" All performance results for grades 4 and 8 are based exclusively on the fixed portion of the ISAT; the common 42 items. Results for grade 10 are based exclusively on the ISAT 10.

Reporf date: 15-Sep-03



Idaho Standards Achievement Tests (I SAT)
September, 2003
Student Performance on State Proficiency Standards - Grades 4, 8 and 10 - Spring 2003
State-wide Results by Free/Reduced Lunch Program Status

Percent of Students in Each

Performance Category
Below
Count Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced

Grade 4
Free/Reduced Lunch Reading: 7166 87 25 37 a1
ree/keduced Lunc| Language: 7120 83 207 519 191
Mathematics: 7262 63 258 526 15.3
Reading: 10056 <5 137 W9 478
non-Free/Reduced Lunch Language: 10859 <5 119 88 %8
Mathematics: 11051 <5 13.9 548 288

Grade 8
) Reading: 6197 19 279 90 212
Free/Reduced Lunch Language: 6208 121 298 494 87
Mathematics: 6158 25.8 35.6 319 6.7
Reading: 12584 <5 155 398 409
non-Free/Reduced Lunch Language: 12577 <5 184 568 210
Mathematics: 12503 13 286 441 16.0

Grade 10
Reading: 4247 121 217 435 166
Free/Reduced Lunch Language: 4235 108 286 491 15
Mathematics: 4233 108 321 29 142
Free/Reduced Lunch Reading: 12096 <5 164 89 310
non-Free/Reduced Lunc Language: 12004 <5 173 559 231
Mathematics: 12919 <5 19.7 476 289

dnoiBang Ag sjinsay Y3S3 £002-200C -5 LV Xipuaddy

" All performance results for grades 4 and 8 are based exclusively on the fixed portion of the ISAT; the common 42 ftems. Results for grade 10 are based exclusively on the ISAT 10.
Report date: 23-Sep-03



Idaho Standards Achievement Tests (ISAT)
September, 2003
Student Performance on State Proficiency Standards - Grades 4, 8 and 10 - Spring 2003
State-wide Results by Special Program

Percent of Students in Each

Performance Category
Below
Grade 4 Count Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Free/Reduced Lunch
Reading: 7166 87 265 ar7 271
Language: 7120 8.3 207 519 19.1
Mathematics: 7262 6.3 258 526 15.3
Limited English Proficient
Reading: 1179 182 430 31.0 78
Language: 1165 172 317 446 6.5
Mathematics: 1197 13.1 37.8 441 <5
Migrant
Reading: 542 218 389 308 85
Language: 532 19.2 327 429 53
Mathematics: 543 136 354 46.2 <5
Special Education
Reading: 1750 235 40.2 26.5 9.9
Language: 1748 205 347 38.0 6.8
Mathematics: 1800 17.9 38.0 3638 73
Title 1
Reading: 4441 9.0 nr 374 219
Language: 4462 93 252 50.1 155
Mathematics: 4552 6.2 28.0 523 134

dnoiBang Ag sjinsay Y3S3 £002-200C -5 LV Xipuaddy

* All performance results for grades 4 and 8 are based exclusively on the fixed portion of the ISAT; the common 42 items. Results for grade 10 are based exclusively on the ISAT 10.

Report date: 15-Sep-03



Idaho Standards AchievementmT ests ( ISAT)
September, 2003
Student Performance on State Proficiency Standards - Grades 4, 8 and 10 - Spring 2003
State-wide Results by Special Program

Percent of Students in Each

Performance Category
Below
Grade 8 Count Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Free/Reduced Lunch
Reading: 6196 119 219 39.0 212
Language: 6207 121 298 494 8.7
Mathematics: 6157 258 35.6 31.9 6.7
Limited English Proficient
Reading: 872 236 409 279 76
Language: 860 229 39.0 345 <5
Mathematics: 875 47 346 18.2 <5
Migrant
Reading: 384 289 383 266 6.3
Language: 375 280 384 30.1 <5
Mathematics: 382 458 372 154 <5
Special Education
Reading: 1639 323 410 226 <5
Language: 1628 340 455 19.2 <5
Mathematics: 1630 59.4 30.3 8.9 <5
Title 1
Reading: 987 12.7 38.8 367 11.9
Language: 987 14.8 396 413 <5
Mathematics: 985 33.0 397 239 <5

dnoiBang Ag sjinsay Y3S3 £002-200C -5 LV Xipuaddy

* Al performance results for grades 4 and 8 are based exclusively on the fixed portion of the ISAT; the common 42 items. Results for grade 10 are based exclusively on the [SAT 10.

Report date: 15-8ep-03 Page 2 0f 3



Idaho Standards Achievement Tests (ISAT)

September, 2003
Student Performance on State Proficiency Standards - Grades 4, 8 and 10 - Spring 2003
State-wide Results by Special Program

Percent of Students in Fach
Performance Category
Below
Grade 10 Count Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Free/Reduced Lunch
Reading: 4247 12.1 217 435 16.6
Language: 4235 10.8 286 491 115
Mathematics: 4233 10.8 321 429 14.2
Limited English Proficient
Reading: 670 28.7 427 258 <5
Language: 669 232 413 326 <5
Mathematics: 674 194 458 318 <5
Migrant
Reading: 301 346 336 266 53
Language: 304 30.6 326 322 <5
Mathematics: 302 212 1.7 331 <5
Special Education
Reading: 1200 305 451 216 <5
Language: 1217 30.4 50.0 18.2 <5
Mathematics: 1183 303 49.2 189 <5
Title 1
Reading: 553 143 374 40.1 8.1
Language: 560 12.3 420 40.2 55
Mathematics: 554 143 453 329 76

dnoiBang Ag sjinsay Y3S3 £002-200C -5 LV Xipuaddy

" Al perfurmance results for grades 4 and 8 are based exclusively on the fixed portion of the ISAT; the common 42 items. Results for grade 10 are based exclusively on the ISAT 10.

Report date: 15-Sep-03 Page 3of 3



Idaho Standards Achievement Tests (ISAT)

September, 2003
Student Performance on State Proficiency Standards - Grades 4, 8 and 10 - Spring 2003
State-wide Results by Special Education Status

Percent of Students in Each
Performance Category
Below
Count Basic  Basic Proficient Advanced
Grade 4
) ) Reading; 1750 235 402 265 99
Special Education Language: 1748 05 347 380 68
Mathematics: 1800 179 38.0 36.8 73
) Reading: 16372 <5 165 371 027
Regular Education Language: 16231 <5 127 513 23
Mathematics: 16513 <5 165 558 252
Grade 8
) ) Reading: 1639 23 410 226 <5
Special Education Language: 1628 30 455 192 <5
Mathematics: 1629 594 303 89 <5
) Reading: 17142 <5 176 4“2 w73
Regular Education Language: 17187 <5 197 576 185
Mathematics: 1703 19 310 431 140
Grade 10
. X Reading: 1200 305 451 216 <5
Special Education Language: 1217 04 500 182 <5
Mathematics: 1183 303 49.2 18.9 <5
) Reading: 16043 <5 173 496 293
Regular Education Language: 16012 <5 178 570 17
Mathematics: 15969 <5 208 85 211

dnoiBang Ag sjinsay Y3S3 £002-200C -5 LV Xipuaddy

* Al performance results for grades 4 and 8 are based exclusively on the fixed portion of the ISAT: the common 42 items. Results for grade 10 are based exclusively on the ISAT 10.
Repart date: 23-Sep-03



Appendix B1.1 — CD containing Draft of Common Core Standards

Draft of
Common Core Standards



Appendix B1.2 — Memorandum of Agreement: Common Core Standards

The Council of Chief State School Officers and
The National Governors Association Center for Best Practices

Common Core Standards
Memorandum of Agreement

Purpose. This document commits states to a state-led process that will draw on evidence and lead to
development and adoption of a common core of state standards (common core) in English language arts
and mathematics for grades K-12. These standards will be aligned with college and work expectations,
include rigorous content and skills, and be internationally benchmarked. The intent is that these standards
will be aligned to state assessment and classroom practice. The second phase of this initiative will be the
development of common assessments aligned to the core standards developed through this process.

Background. Our state education leaders are committed to ensuring all students graduate from high
school ready for college, work, and success in the global economy and society. State standards provide a
key foundation to drive this reform. Today, however, state standards differ significantly in terms of the
incremental content and skills expected of students.

Over the last several years, many individual states have made great strides in developing high-quality
standards and assessments. These efforts provide a strong foundation for further action. For example, a
majority of states (35) have joined the American Diploma Project (ADP) and have worked individually to
align their state standards with college and work expectations. Of the 15 states that have completed this
work, studies show significant similarities in core standards across the states. States also have made
progress through initiatives to upgrade standards and assessments, for example, the New England
Common Assessment Program.

Benefits to States. The time is right for a state-led, nation-wide effort to establish a common core of
standards that raises the bar for all students. This initiative presents a significant opportunity to accelerate
and drive education reform toward the goal of ensuring that all children graduate from high school ready
for college, work, and competing in the global economy and society. With the adoption of this common
core, participating states will be able to:

Articulate to parents, teachers, and the general public expectations for students;

Align textbooks, digital media, and curricula to the internationally benchmarked standards;
Ensure professional development to educators is based on identified need and best practices;
Develop and implement an assessment system to measure student performance against the
common core; and

e Evaluate policy changes needed to help students and educators meet the common core standards
and “end-of-high-school” expectations.

* & o o

An important tenet of this work will be to increase the rigor and relevance of state standards across all
participating states; therefore, no state will see a decrease in the level of student expectations that exist in
their current state standards.

Process and Structure

o Common Core State-Based Leadership. The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
and the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center) shall assume
responsibility for coordinating the process that will lead to state adoption of a common core set
of standards. These organizations represent governors and state commissioners of education who
are charged with defining K-12 expectations at the state level. As such, these organizations will



Appendix B1.2 — Memorandum of Agreement: Common Core Standards

facilitate a state-led process to develop a set of common core standards in English language arts
and math that are: ‘

- Fewer, clearer, and higher, to best drive effective policy and practice;

- Aligned with college and work expectations, so that all students are prepared for success
upon graduating from high school;

- Inclusive of rigorous content and application of knowledge through high-order skills, so
that all students are prepared for the 21 century;

- Internationally benchmarked, so that all students are prepared for succeeding in our
global economy and society; and

- Research and evidence-based.

National Validation Committee. CCSSO and the NGA Center will create an expert validation
group that will serve a several purposes, including validating end-of-course expectations,
providing leadership for the development of K-12 standards, and certifying state adoption of the
common core. The group will be comprised of national and international experts on standards.
Participating states will have the opportunity to nominate individuals to the group. The national
validation committee shall provide an independent review of the common core. The national
validation committee will review the common core as it is developed and offer comments,
suggestions, and validation of the process and products developed by the standards development
group. The group will use evidence as the driving factor in validating the common core.

Develop End-of-High-School Expectations. CCSSO and the NGA Center will convene
Achieve, ACT and the College Board in an open, inclusive, and efficient process to develop a set
of end-of-high-school expectations in English language arts and mathematics based on evidence.
We will ask all participating states to review and provide input on these expectations. This work
will be completed by July 2009.

Develop K-12 Standards in English Language Arts and Math. CCSSO and the NGA Center
will convene Achieve, ACT, and the College Board in an open, inclusive, and efficient process
to develop K-12 standards that are grounded in empirical research and draw on best practices in
standards development. We will ask participating states to provide input into the drafting of the
common core and work as partners in the common core standards development process. This
work will be completed by December 2009.

Adoption. The goal of this effort is to develop a true common core of state standards that are
internationally benchmarked. Each state adopting the common core either directly or by fully
aligning its state standards may do so in accordance with current state timelines for standards
adoption not to exceed three (3) years.

This effort is voluntary for states, and it is fully intended that states adopting the common core
may choose to include additional state standards beyond the common core. States that choose to
align their standards to the common core standards agree to ensure that the common core
represents at least 85 percent of the state’s standards in English language arts and mathematics.

Further, the goal is to establish an ongoing development process that can support continuous
improvement of this first version of the common core based on research and evidence-based
learning and can support the development of assessments that are aligned to the common core
across the states, for accountability and other appropriate purposes.

Tk
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National Policy Forum. CCSSO and the NGA Center will convene a National Policy Forum
(Forum) comprised of signatory national organizations (e.g., the Alliance for Excellent
Education, Business Roundtable, National School Boards Association, Council of Great City
Schools, Hunt Institute, National Association of State Boards of Education, National Education
Association, and others) to share ideas, gather input, and inform the common core initiative. The
forum is intended as a place for refining our shared understanding of the scope and elements of a
common core; sharing and coordinating the various forms of implementation of a common core;
providing a means to develop common messaging between and among participating
organizations; and building public will and support.

Federal Role. The parties support a state-led effort and not a federal effort to develop a common
core of state standards; there is, however, an appropriate federal role in supporting this state-led
effort. In particular, the federal government can provide key financial support for this effort in
developing a common core of state standards and in moving toward common assessments, such
as through the Race to the Top Fund authorized in the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009. Further, the federal government can incentivize this effort through a range of tiered
incentives, such as providing states with greater flexibility in the use of existing federal funds,
supporting a revised state accountability structure, and offering financial support for states to
effectively implement the standards. Additionally, the federal government can provide additional
long-term financial support for the development of common assessments, teacher and principal
professional development, other related common core standards supports, and a research agenda
that can help continually improve the common core over time. Finally, the federal government
can revise and align existing federal education laws with the lessons learned from states’
international benchmarking efforts and from federal research.

Agreement. The undersigned state leaders agree to the process and structure as described above and attest
accordingly by our signature(s) below.

:

Lovernor:
Chief State S¢
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Appendix B1.3 — Benchmarking for Success
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Foreword

We are living in a world without borders. To meet the realities of the 21 st century global economy
and maintain America’s competitive edge into the future, we need students who are prepared to
compete not only with their American peers, but with students from all across the globe for the jobs of
tomorrow.

States have voluntarily taken the lead in developing standards-based education, but policymakers lack a criti-
cal tool for moving forward—international benchmarking This report is intended to help states take the
next steps toward ensuring that American students receive a world-class education that positions them to
compete and innovate in the 21st century.

International benchmarking will help state policymakers identify the qualities and characteristics of education
systems that best prepare students for success in the global marketplace. The stakes are high, and improving
our educational system will require commitment and insight not just from state leaders but many other
stakeholders as well. With this in mind, the National Governors Assodiation, the Council of Chief State
School Officers, and Achieve, Inc. have joined to provide to states a roadmap for benchmarking their K-12
education systems to those of top-performing nations.

The partners’ recommendations were informed by an International Benchmarking Advisory Group consist-
ing of education experts representing education institutions, the business community, researchers, former
federal officials, and current state and local officials. The Advisory Group's expertise and experience helped
the partners identify the need for international comparisons and provide guidance for benchmarking state
education system practices in areas such as standards, accountability, educator workforce, and assessments.
The partner organizations will work with states to develop and implement these recommendations.

Governors recognize that new economic realities mean it no longer matters how one US. state compares
to another on a national test; what matters is how a state’s students compare to those in countries around
the globe. America must seize this moment to ensure that we have workers whose knowledge, skills, and tal-
ents are competitive with the best in the world.

Governor Janet Napolitano Governor Sonny Perdue Craig R Barrett
Arizona Georgia Chairman of the Board
Intel Corporation

Co-Chairs, International Benchmarking Advisory Group
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I. Executive Summary

Around the globe, governments are eagerly com-
paring their educational outcomes to the best in
the world. The goal is not just 1o see how they rank,
but rather to identify and learn from top performers
and rapid improvers—from nations and states that
offer ideas for boosting their own performance. This
process, known as “international benchmarking,” has
become a aritical tool for governments striving to cre-
ate world-class education systems.

In American education,"benchmarking " often simply
means comparing performance outcomes or setting
performance targets (or"benchmarks™). But in busi-
ness and among education leaders in other countri
it means much maore. The American Productivity and
Quality Center puts it this way: "Benchmarking is the
practice of being humble enough to admit that

Ise has a be enough

someaor

process and wis

to learn how to match or even surpass them!

Countries and stafes have good reason to make the
effort. Technological, economic, and political trends
have combined to increase demand for higher skills
while heightening competition for quality jobs. Rule-
bound jobs on factory floors and in offices are being
autornated and outsourced. The world's knowledge-
and-innovation economy favors workers who have

=

pastsecondary education or training, strong funda

mental skills in math and reading and the ability to

solve unfamiliar problems and communicate e
Tively.

At the same time, new technologies and corporate
strategies have opened the global labor market to
billions of people from places like Eastern Europe,
India, China, and Brazil who had been left out, An
i sing variety of work tasks can be digitized and

inc
performed nearly anywhere in the world. More jobs
are going to the best educated no matter where they
live, which means that Americans will face more

competition than ever for work.

International trade agreernents, such as China's mem-
bership in the World Trade Organization in 2001,
have hastened this transformation. Since 1980, global
trade has grown 2.5 times faster than the global gross
domestic product (GDP), nt estimates put
today's world exports at $12.5 trillion, nearly 20 per-
cent of world GDPR

The global economy is here to stay, with recent
research suggesting that it is evolving and its impact
intensifying at a stunning pace. "Globalization is hap-
pening faster than people think'" says Vivek Wadhwa,
Wertheim Fellow at Harvard Law School's Labor and
Worlklife program and Duke University Executive in
Residence. His recent r

arch shows that compa-
nies are no longer just outsourcing production but
are farming out innovation as well."Having India and
China conduct such sophisticated research and par-
ticipate in drug discovery was unimaginable even five
years ago,’ he says.

Education is a tremendously important lever for
ensuring competitiveness and prosperity in the age of
globalization, albeit not the only one. Recent eco-
normic studies show that high skills lead to better
wages, mo quitab

substantial gains in economic productivity. Higher
math performance at the end of high school trans-
lates into a |2 percent increase in future
the United States raised students’ math and science
skills to globally competitive levels over the next two
decades, its GDP would be an additional 36 percent
higher 75 years from now.

distributions of income, and

earnings. If

The race is on among nations to areate knowledge-
fueled innovation economies, In Singapore, Germany,
China, Brazil, Korea, and other countries around the
world, educational improvement is viewed as a criti-
cal part of that mission. Nations and states are there-
fore working hard to benchrmark their education
systems to establish a solid foundation for econornic
development in the 2 1st century. Some are finding
innovative ways to measure their students' progress

internationally. Others are examining high-performing
and fast-improving nations to learn about best prac-
tices that they then adapt or adopt to improve their

OWnN sYs tems.

American education has not adequately responded
to these new challenges. The United States is falling

behind other countries in the resource that matters

most in the new global economy: human capital.
American |5-year-olds ranked 25th in math and 21st
in science achieverment on the most recent interna-
tional assessment conducted in 2006, At the same
ne, the U.S. ranked high in inequity, with the third
largest gap in science scores between students from

different socioeconomic groups.
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The U.S.is rapidly losing its historic edge in educa- State leaders also should tackle “the equity impera-
tional attainment as well, As recently as 1995, tive” by creating strategies for closing the achieve-
America still tied for first in college and university ment gap between students from different racial and
graduation rates, but by 2006 had dropped to 14th. sociceconomic backgrounds in each of the action
That same vear it had the second-highest college steps above. Reducing inequality in education is not
dropout rate of 27 countries. only sodially just, it's essential for ensuring that the

United States retain a competitive edge.
State leaders already are deeply engaged in efforts to
raise standards, advance teaching quality, and improve  Research shows that education systems in the United
low-performing schools. International benchmarking States tend to give disadvantaged and low-achieving

provides an additional tool for making that process students a watered down curriculum and place them
more effective, offering insights and ideas that cannot  in larger classes taught by less qualified teachers—
be garnered solely from looking within and across exactly opposite of the educational practices of high-

state lines. To that end, the partner organizations and  performing countries.
International Benchmarking Advisory Group call on
state leaders to take the following actions:

Action |: Uporade state ards by adooting & common core of internationally benchmarked
tandards ih math and lansuage for grades KL 1o ensupe that students are equipped with the
ecessary knowledge and skills e clobally competitive

Action 2: Leverage states coilective influence to ensure that textbooks, digital media, curricula, and
assessments dre aligned to internatiorally benchmarked standards and draw on lessons from his

erforming nati 1d state
Action 3 ise state policies for recruiting, preparing, developing, and supporting teachers and
school leaders to reflect the human capital practices of top-performing nations and states around the
wor
Action 4: Hold schools and systerns accountable through monitoring, interventions, and support t

ensure consistently hich performance, drawing Upon international best practices,

Action 5: Measure state-leve] education performance globally by examining student achievement
and attainment in ap international context to ensure that over time, students o eivin
ation they nee ripete i the entury economy

lose
T
L
I




The federal government can play an enabling role as
states engage in the critical but challenging work of
international benchmarking. First, federal policymak-
ers should offer funds to help underwrite the cost
for states to take the five action steps described
above. At the same time, policymakers should boost
federal research and development (R&D) invest-
ments to provide state leaders with more and better
information about international best practices, and
should help states develop streamlined assessment
strategies that facilitate cost-effective international
comparisons of student performance.

As states reach important milestones on the way
toward building internationally competitive education
systerns, the federal government should offer a range
of tiered incentives to make the next stage of the
journey easier, including increased flexibility in the use
of federal funds and in meeting federal educational
requirements and providing more resources to
implerment world-class educational best practices.
Over the long term, the federal government will
need to update laws to align national education poli-
cies with lessons learned from state benchmarking
efforts and from federally funded research.

Nations around the world are facing a new educa-
tion imperative, and many are seizing the historical
moment to provide their citizens with better oppor
tunities and stronger economies.

Armerica must seize this moment too, with states
leading the way. Many states already are working
hard to improve standards, teaching quality, and
accountability, but policymakers lack a critical tool—
international benchmarking.
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The U.S. can take pride in many aspects of its
education system, from the high performance of its
teenagers on international civics tests to the strength
of its higher education institutions.

But if state leaders want to ensure that their citizens
and their econormies remain competitive, they must
look beyond America’s borders and benchmark their
education systems with the best in the world. The
state mandate to educate all students remains, but
the world that students will enter after school has
changed.

For Andreas Schleicher; head of the Indicators and
Analysis Division at the Organisation for Economic
Co-Operation and Development’s Directorate for
Education, the case for adopting a global view to
improving education is undeniable:

[t s oniy thro Lich benchmarking that courtirie
can understand refative strengths and weaknesses of
their education system and identify best practices ang
ways forward. The world is indifferent to fradition an
past reputations, unforgiving of frailty and ignorant of
custorn or practice, Success will go 1o those individuals
and countries which are switl 1o adapt, slo
lain, and open ange

1o com
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[I. The Need for Action

Around the globe, governments are eagerly com-
paring their educational outcomes to the best in
the world. The goal is not just to s rank,
but rather to identify and learn from top performers
and rapid improvers—from nations and states that
offer ideas for boosting their own performance. This
process, known as “international benchmarking, ' has
become a critical tool for governments striving to

create world-dlass education systems,

In American education,"benchmarking’ often simply
means comparing performance outcomes or setting
performance targets (or"benchmarks™). But in busi-
ness and among education leaders in other countri

it means much more: Comparing outcomes 1o iden-
tify top performers or fast improvers, learning how
they achieve great results, and applying those lessons
to improve one's own performance. The American
Productivity and Quality Center puts it this way:
“Benchmarking is the practice of being humble
enough to admit that someone else has a better

pre and wise enough to learn how to match or

even surpass them."!
A Skills-Driven Global Economy

Governments have good reason to benchmark and
improve their education systems. Technological, eco-
nomic, and political trends hay

> increased demand
for higher skills while heightening competition for
quality jobs. In the LS, outsourcing and automation
have dramatically altered the mix of jobs in the labor
force. The proportion of American workers in blue-
collar and administrative support jobs plummeted
from 56 percent to 39 percent between 1969 and
1999, and the share of jobs requiring more education
and specialized skills—work that is managerial, pro-
fessional, and technical in nature—increased from 23

percent to 33 percent over the same period?

Skill demands within jobs are rising as well. A study
that analyzed typical tasks in the American workplace
found that routine manual and cognitive tasks that
follow a set of prescribed rules are rapidly being
taken over by computers or workers in other coun-
tries. But more sophisticated tasks are on the rise,
specifically those that require workers to "bring facts
and relationships to bear in problem solving, the abil-
ity to judge when one problem-solving strategy is not
working and anather should be tried, and the ability
to engage in complex communication with others,
along with “foundational skills” in math and reading®

Technology is changing not just how work gets done,
munications allow companies to digitize work tasks
and products so that jobs can be performed virtually
anywhere in the world. And new management soft-
ware has enabled firms to shift from “vertical” pro-
duction—where all fasks are done in sequence in the
same place—to “horizontal” production in which
tasks are carved up and shipped out to wherever
they can be done best and cheapest. The result,
according to a blue-ribbon commission report
released last year, “is a world in which it is just as
easy to create work tearmns on four continents as it is
to create wark feams compased of people from four
divisions of the same {irm located in the same city™

While all these changes took place, political and eco-
nomic developments opened the doors of this new
global economy to more than a billion new workers
from Russia, Eastern Europe, China, India, and other
developing countries who now compete for jobs
with those in developed nations. Harvard economist
Richard Freerman calls this"The Great Doubling” of
the global worlforce. At first, low-skilled, low-paying
jobs were outsourced to these workers, but now
some higher skilled jobs—from analyzing X-rays to
tutoring high school students to preparing tax
refurns—are migrating abroad, too.” The twin forces
of globalization and computerization mean that any
job reducible to a set of scripted rules is vulnerable

to outsourcing or autornation®
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International trade agreements, such as China's mem-
bership in the World Trade Organization in 2001,
have sped this transformation along, Although some
firms have long had global links, globalization is now
pervasive: More nations are joining the marketplace,
more goods and services are traded globally, and
more of the production process is interconnected in
a worldwide supply web. Since 1980, global trade has
grown 2.5 times faster than the global gross domestic
product (GDP). Recent estimates put today's world
exports at $12.5 trillion, nearly 20 percent of world
GDF/

Recent research suggests that globalization is not
only here to stay, it is evolving and intensifying at a
rapid pace. In June, Harvard and Duke University
researchers published the first in a series of studies
documenting how corporations are no longer just
outsourcing production; they are beginning to out-
source innovation as well. For example, big pharma-
ceutical companies such as Merck, Eli Lilly, and
Johnson & Johnson are relying on India and China not
only for manufacturing and clinical trials, but also for
advanced research and development. As a result, sci-
entists in those countries are rapidly increasing their
ability to innovate and create their own intellectual
property; the global share of pharmaceutical patent
applications originating in India and China increased
fourfold from 1995 to 2006.°

“Globalization is happening faster than people think”
says Vivek Wadhwa, the researcher and former entre-
preneur who led the study. “Having India and China
conduct such sophisticated research and participate
in drug discovery was unimaginable even five years
ago!” Wadhwa's team is finding the same kind of
rapid change in a wide range of industries—from
telecommunications and computer networking to
aerospace and computers. Indeed, the National
Academy of Engineering recently noted that nearly
all of the top 20 US.-based sermiconductor compa-
nies have opened design centers in India, nine of
them since 2004.'% “Our take is that the global tech-
nology landscape has changed dramatically over the
last decade,” says Wadhwa, “and that we're at the
beginning of a new wave of globalization.”"!
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Education for Economic Growth

As a result of these trends, American workers are
competing not only with skilled workers here, but
with those living in faraway places. Labor economists
Frank Levy and Richard Murnane argue that “over
the long run, better education is the best tool we
have to prepare the population for a rapidly changing
job market”"”? Studies show that higher math per
formance at the end of high school translates into
substantially higher future earnings; an increase of one
standard deviation in math scores translates into a

12 percent boost in wages."* Family income for
households headed by someone with a college
degree grew by nearly 40 percent from 1973 to
2006, compared with less than 6 percent for families
headed by someone with only a high school
diploma.'

Fortune may favor the prepared mind, but it also
favors the prepared place—whether that place is a
nation, a region, or an individual state. To lay a solid
foundation for widespread economic growth, govern-
ments around the world are adopting policies aligned
with a Zlst century economy that is increasingly
knowledge-fueled, innovation-driven, and global in
scope. The Organisation for Economic Co-Operation
and Development (OECD) estimates that each addi-
tional year of schooling among the adult population
raises a nation's economic output by between 3 per-
cent and 6 percent.”” New studies by Stanford econ-
omist Eric Hanushek and others have found strong
evidence that high skills lead to elevated individual
wages, a more equitable distribution of incorme, and
substantial gains in economic productivity.'®

Indeed, Hanushek estimates that if the US. improved
enough to become a top-performing nation on inter-
national assessments between 2005 and 2025, by
2037 its GDP would be an additional 5 percent
higher than if skills stayed the same. Improving human
capital pays off even more handsomely over a longer
time horizon: By 2080, America’s GDP would be 36
percent higher than would be the case if the US.
remained mediocre in math and science.”
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The implications are clear: In today's world, high
wages follow high skills, and long-term economic
growth increasingly depends on educational excel-
lence. Unfortunately, American education has not
adequately responded to these challenges. As other
countries seize the opportunity to improve their
education systems so their citizens can benefit from
new economic opportunities, the United States is
rapidly losing its leading edge in the resource that
matters most for economic success: human capital.

Four decades ago America had the best high school
graduation rate in the world, but by 2006 it had
slipped to 18th out of 24 industrialized countries,
For most of the 20th century, the US. set the stan-
dard for quality in higher education—and, in many
respects, it still does. But other countries learned
from our success and are now catching up or pulling
ahead. As recently as 1995 America was still tied for
first in the proportion of young adults with a college
degree, but by 2000 it had slipped to 9th and by
2006 to |4th—below the OECD average for the
first time.”? According to the latest OECD figures, the
US. has one of the highest college dropout rates in
the industrialized world ®

Appendix B1.3 — Benchmarking for Success: Ensuring U.S. Students Receive a World-Class Education

Even if the U.S improves its high school and postsec-
ondary graduation rates, it will be difficult if not
impossible to maintain its historic dominance in the
supply of educated workers. Already, America’s share
of the world's college studerits has dropped from

30 percent in 1970 to less than half that today?' And
because of their sheer size, China and India will sur-
pass both Europe and the United States in the num-
ber of secondary and postsecondary graduates
produced over the next decade.”> Many experts have
concluded that since the US. can no longer compete
in quantity of human capital, it will have to compete in
quality by providing its young pecople with the highest
level of math, science, reading, and problem-solving
skills in the world.
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But so far American education has not adequately
responded to the skills challenge either Out of 30
industrialized countries participating in the OECD's
Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA) in 2006, the US, ranked 25th in math and 2 [st
in science achievement (Figure ). The performance
gap between the United States and top-performing
nations is huge: American students lag about a full
vear behind their peers in the countries that perform
best in mathematics.” Even our'best and brightest”
cannot compete with excellent students elsewhere,
According to the OECD,"the United States does not
just have more students performing badly—it also
has many fewer students performing well' ™ Amer-
ica’s best math students performed worse than the
best math students in 22 other OECD nations.
Moreover; only 1.3 percent of US. | 5-year-olds per-
formed at the highest PISA level in mathernatics,
while arong the top 10 countries the share of high
performers was three to seven times as large.®

erican students seemed to perform better on the
most recent Trends in International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS), conducted in 2003, For
example, f
mathematics among participating countries while
eighth-graders scored either above average or about
average depending on the calculation. However;
when compared only with more developed nations

ourth-graders scored “above average’ in

that are America's economic competitors, US. pe
formance on TIMSS looks more like its performance
on PISA. In 2005, the American Institutes for
Research (AIR) analyzed a group of industrialized
nations participating in both TIMSS and PISA; among
that group, U5, students consistently performed
below average across international assessments. "U.S,

performance is below the |2-country average at
both low- and high-skill levels and low and high-levels
te) &

197

of item difficulty.

American students tend to perform better on inter-
national assessments of reading than they do in math
and science, But US. [ b-year-clds perform only about

average among industrialized countries, and fourth
graders’ reading scores have stagnated while other
countries have made sizeable gains."Reforms aimed
at improving reading achievement seem 1o have pro-
pelled Russia, Hong Kong, and Singapore from middle
to top rankings [on the Progress in International
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Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS)]" Education Week
reported last vear, "even as US. performance stood
still'®

Moreaover; a 2003 PISA assessment of students’ ability
to solve real-world problems found that fewer than
half of US. I5-year-olds are analytical problem-
solvers who can cormmunicate well about solutions.
Among 29 industrialized nations, the LS. had the fifth
highest percentage of very weak problem-solvers
and the sixth lowest percentage of strong problem-
solvers.” Such results suggest that US. schools not
only are failing to provide many students with strong
foundational skills in subjects like math and science,
but they also are not providing encugh students with
the broader skills that the modern workplace

increasingly demands.

Schools also must find ways to provide students with
the “global awareness' that the globalization of work
aborate on international work

requires.® To

teams, manage employees from other cultures and
countries, and communicate with colleagues and
dlients abroad, Americans will need fo know and
understand much more about the rest of the world
than they do now?' A pervasive lack of knowledge
about foreign cultures and foreign languages threat-
ens the security of the United States as well as its
ability to compete in the global marketplace and [to]
produce an informed citizenry," the National Acad-
emy of Sciences warned last year™

The Equity Imperative

Some might argue that it is enough to produce the
next generation of elite “rocket scientists” who can

invent new technologies and spur innovation. There
is a widespread belief that providing America's top
students with a world-class education is the single
maost important way to boost economic growth. This
notion is often paired with a conviction that focusing
on educational equity for all sacrifices excellence for
the few who are already advanced. But th
riyths. Our national commitment to dosing achieve-
ment gaps is not only compatible with a global com-
petitiveness agenda, it is essential for realizing that
agenda.

= are
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Recent studies offer compelling evidence that educa-
tional equity is just as important for economic com-
petitiveness as it is for social justice. Hanushek and
colleagues specifically analyzed economic data to
answer this question: “Which is more important for
growth—having a substantial cadre of high perform-
ers or bringing everyone up to a basic level of per
formance?” They found that to truly maximize
growth, it is not enough to produce a high-achieving
elite; a nation’s economic success also depends on
closing achievement gaps to ensure that all students
attain a solid foundation of knowledge and skills.”
Another recent study of 14 developed countries
concluded that “increasing the average level of liter
acy will have a greater effect on growth than increas-
ing the percentage of individuals who achieve high
levels of literacy skills”™

But the US has a long way to go before it achieves
that goal. While American | 5-year-olds rank in the
bottorm-third of developed nations in overall performe
ance in math and science, they rank in the top-third
when it comes to gaps between students from differ
ent family backgrounds.™ In fact, the difference in sci-
ence scores between students from different
socioeconomic backgrounds is bigger in the United
States than in almost any other country® Fortunately,
international assessments also show that it is possible
to realize high average performance alongside more
equitable performance. Across several continents,
countries like Japan, Korea, Finland, and Canada
dernonstrate that students from disadvantaged back-
grounds need not automatically perform poorly in
school?’
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Learning how some countries achieve performance
that is both higher and more equitable has tremen-
dous implications in this country given America’s long-
term demographic outlock. Demographers now
predict that “minorities” will constitute the majority of
schoolchildren by 2023 and of working-age Americans
by 2039 In 2006, US. Hispanic | 5-year-olds per
formed below the average of every OECD country
except Turkey and Mexico in science literacy, and black
students performed even worse (Figure 2) Amer
ica cannot remain competitive if half of its population
graduates from high school so poorly prepared that it
is unable to thrive in the global knowledge economy.
States that plan to grow their economies must find
ways to close their achievernent gaps.

Of course, some critics of international assessments
claim that America’s disappointing performance is
inevitable precisely because of its demographic chal-
lenges. But the data do not support such beliefs:
Overall, US. | 5-year-olds are slightly above the inter
national average when it comes to families’ social,
economic, and cuftural status® The problem is that
Armerica’s education system does a poor job sup-
porting students and offering equal learning opportu-
nities. According to OECD, in 2006, the U.S. ranked
fourth out of 30 countries in the relative impact that
socioeconomic background had on students” PISA
science achievement* Another recent study measur-
ing the impact of family background on TIMSS results
found a similar pattern: “The U.S. falls in the top quar
ter of the most unequal countries#
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Other Countries Pulling Ahead

America’s global position is slipping not because US.
schools are getting worse. Rather, America is losing
ground because its educational outcomes have
mostly stagnated while those in other countries have
surged. Nations that formerly lagged far behind the
US. have caught up with and in some cases even sur-
passed it.

Korea, for instance, has gone from well behind to sig-
nificantly ahead of the United States in high school
attainment in just a few generations—an education
triumph that has helped fuel the country's tremen-
dous progress (Figure 3). In 1960, Mexico's eco-
nomic productivity was twice as large as Korea's, but
by 2003 Korea's GDP was twice as large as Mexico’s,
According to the World Bank, “the contribution of
knowledge ... was a key factor in Korea's miracle of
rapid economic growth.'+

Other countries have made rapid strides in building
competitive knowledge-and-innovation economies.
“At the end of World War |}, a single nation stood
atop Mount Innovation, and it was the United States/
notes former Harvard Business School professor
John Kao in his 2007 book Innovation Nation. “Now,
powerful new climbers have emerged to challenge
US. supremacy. ... Seme may be surprising—Brazil,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, New Zealand, Singapore,
and Taiwan."** Not surprisingly, sorme of those same
nations also top the list of countries achieving high
performance or seeing big gains on international
assessments.

’

“Young Chinese, Indians, and Poles are not racing us
to the bottom,” New York Times colurmnist Thomas
Friedman observed in 2005, “They do not want to
work for us; they don't even want to be us. They
want to dominate us—in the sense that they want to
be creating the companies of the future ...
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These governments are giving their people an edge
by making major efforts to improve K-12 education.
Between 2000 and 2006, Poland increased its PISA
reading achieverment by 29 points—almaost a year's
worth of learning—while decreasing the proportion
of achievement variation across schools from 51 per-
cent to 12 percent. Improving average skills while
decreasing the achievement gap is no accident:
Poland's major education reforms are now bearing
fru.®

Some countries are working hard to compare their
performance internationally and to use those com-
parisons to drive improvement. Mexico plans to link
its national assessment to PISA and has set presiden-
tial targets for 2012 and for 2030. Brazil has bench-
marked every secondary school against PISA so that
each one receives two scores—one benchmarked to
the national metric and one benchmarked to PISA.
The goal is to have all Brazilian secondary schools
achieving at the international average by 2021,
“Instead of spending years complaining that they
don't do well, they turned it around to talk about
what to do about it and to measure progress,” says
Andreas Schleicher; head of the Indicators and Analy-
sis Division at OECD's Directorate for Education.”

Many nations are going beyond performance to
benchmark their policies and practices with the
world's top performers—and making major strategic
changes as a result. When Germany received disap-
pointing results on the PISA 2000 assessment, leaders
commissioned a team of experts from high-perform-
ing and innovative countries to investigate best prac-
tices and provide advice. In 2003, the German
government launched a $4.6 billion package of edu-
cation reforms, including a program to expand learn-
ing time by introducing 10,000 all-day schools across
the country® And by 2004, Germany's | 6 Ldnder
(states) began to adopt common, jointly developed
“national education standards”—something that pre-
viously had been considered politically daunting if not
impossible.”
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Germany is not alone in its response to international
assessment results. A recent evaluation of the policy

impact of PISA found that the assessment has had a

major influence on educational policy and practice in
many OECD countries, most notably on educational
standards and curricula as well as on systems of eval-
uation and accountability.™®

Countries have responded to TIMSS and PIRLS
results as well. A 2005 study found that |0 out of 18
developing nations had changed their science curric-
ula in response to the TIMSS 1999 results, and eight
had changed their math curricula—including “relocat-
ing into grade 8 topics that had been taught later™
Hong Kong's reading reforms, which boosted its
fourth-grade PIRLS achievement from significantly
below the U.5 o significantly above it, were enacted
in response to disappointing results on the 2001
assessment.” Singapore’s impressive math and sci-
ence performance onTIMSS assessment is hardly a
mistake; rather; the outcomes resulted from major
education reforms the country launched in response
to poor performance on the Second International
Science Study (a precursor of TIMSS) in the mid-
[980s.>

Vivien Stewart, vice president of the Asia Society, says
she is often impressed by the openness and eager-
ness of education leaders in other countries to learn
from and apply international best practice. “Singa-
pore is currently at the top and China is rapidly
improving and India is just beginning to improve, but
they are all very interested in using international best
practices,” she says, “China, before it engages in any
reforms, will send teams to examine best practices
around the world. Although this is mostly done at
the national level, it's increasingly done at the
province level too. China is doing this with a
vengeance because they traditionally have been cut
off from the rest of the world, and they want to
catch up quickly. A lot of the Chinese curriculum
reforms are based on locking at systems in other
parts of the world"™
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China's educational efforts are well matched with its
economic aspirations. In 2006, the country's Eleventh
Five-Year-Plan put technological innovation squarely
at the center, emphasizing the need to develop a
“rich talent base” and calling for the government to
“cultivate talents with creativity and completely
improve our capacity of self-innovation so top univer
sities in China will become an important force for
the establishment of an innovation nation.™ A July
2008 study found that the University of California,
Berkeley had been displaced by not one but two
Chinese universities as the top undergraduate feeder
institutions for U.S. Ph.D. programs® In addition,
while America could once expect talented foreigners
studying here to stay and contribute to the US,
economy after graduation, foreign-born specialists
educated in this country are increasingly returning
home to take advantage of new economic opportu-
nities in their own countries.

Many other regions and nations are working to
benchmark and improve education to attract high-
skilled, high-paying jobs. In 2000, the European Union
(EU) heads of state adopted the goal of becoming
“the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-
based economy in the world)” encouraging member
nations to introduce a host of education and other
reforms. Since then, the EU has adopted educational
goals that are internationally benchmarked, and pub-
lishes an annual report that allows national leaders to
compare results within Europe as well as with the
US. and other countries around the world. The 2008
edition emphasizes the critical role of international
benchmarking: “All Member States can learn from the
best performers in the Union. ... This is why the
Council asked for the three best performing coun-
tries (leaders) in specific policy areas to be
identified™”
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Such attitudes stand in stark contrast to the United
States, which so far has largely ignored the interna-
tional benchmarking moverment in education. “The
U.S. education system in general is very introverted,”
observes Sir Michael Barber a former top education
official in Great Britain who now focuses on interna-
tional benchmarking at McKinsey and Company, a
global management consulting firm>® The US. partici-
pates in far fewer international benchmarking studies
than do many other countries, especially compared
with those working hardest to improve. In June, a
group of governors attending an NGA- and Hunt
Institute-sponsored seminar on educational competi-
tiveness learned that the US.is the only OECD coun-
try with a federal-style education system where most
state leaders have no regular and reliable inforrmation
to compare student performance internationally.

Barber argues that will need to change if the US.
wants to remain competitive. “All around the world”
he says, ‘governments are seeking insights into how
to improve education systems, and many understand
that the only way for a country or a state to keep up
globally is to look at what's happening with best prac-
tice around the world™

Of course, the US. education system has strengths as
well as weaknesses, and plenty to teach other coun-
tries. For example, US. ninth-graders scored well
above average on the 1999 Civic Education Study,
ranking sixth out of 28 countries overall and first in
students’ ability to critically interpret political informa-
tion. Moreover, the US. was one of only two coun-
tries whose students scored above average not only
in civics content, but also on measures of positive
civic engagernent and attitudes.® Clearly, educators in
emerging democracies can look to the US. for les-
sons in how to prepare students for active civic
engagement.
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Many countries also find much to admire about
Armerica’s higher education system and reforms
around the globe have been informed by the US.
“You have created a public-private partnership in ter-
tiary education that is amazingly successful,” Singa-
pore’s Education Minister Tharman Shanmugaratnam
told Newsweek in 2006. “The government provides
massive funding, and private and public colleges com-
pete, raising everyone's standards” Moreover, some
Asian countries have locked to U.S. schools for ideas
on how to encourage innovation and risk taking,
“Arnerica has a culture of learning that challenges
conventional wisdom, even if it means challenging
authority” says Shanmugaratnam. “These are the
areas where Singapore must learn from America™

But the US. cannot afford to rest on its past accom-
plishments. The global knowledge economy is here,
and if state leaders want to ensure that their citizens
can compete in it, they must seize the initiative, look-
ing beyond America’s borders and benchmarking
their education systems with the best in the world,
The state mandate to educate all students remains,
but the world that schools are preparing students
for has changed—and will continue to change—
dramatically.

OECD’s Schleicher says the case for adopting a
global perspective on improving education is
undeniable:
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Ill. Five Steps Toward Building Globally
Competitive Education Systems

Stafr‘s have both the authority and the responsibil-
ity to provide students with a high-quality educa-
tion, and state leaders already are deeply engaged in
efforts to raise standards, improve teaching quality,
and help low-performing schools and students
improve. For example, 34 states now belong to the
American Diploma Project Network, an initiative
dedicated to making sure that every high school
graduate is prepared for college or work. In those
states, governors, state superintendents of education,
business executives, and college leaders are working
to improve high school standards, assessments, and
curricula by aligning expectations with the demands
of postsecondary education and work.

International benchmarking provides an additional
tool for making every state's existing education policy
and improvement process more effective, offering
insights and ideas that cannot be garmered by exam-
ining educational practices only within LS. borders,
State leaders can use bew hmdrkirw to augment their
dafabase‘ of policy options' by add:ng strategies sug-
gested by international best practice to the range of
ideas already under consideration. Ind interna-
t!or1a| benchmarking should not be a stand-alone
project, but rather should function as a critical and
well-integrated component of the regular policy plan-
ning process

The following action steps were carefully ch
help states focus their efforts on the policy are
have both a high impact on student performanc
also a high potential for bost practice learning-
other words, where ¢

nificant diffe
states organiz compared with traditional
approact maost US. states. However, this should

not be viewed as a static checklist. Benchmarking is a
process of discovery as well as adaptation, and state
leaders should keep an open mind as they collect
information on practices abroad to expand their pol-
icy toolkits.

For example, action steps two through four address
the majo 1ents of what can be thought of as the
“instructional delivery systern™—the people, tools,
and processes that translate educational expectations
into teaching and, ultimately, into learmning for stu-
dents. Other countries have shown that all of these
elements can be tightly aligned and focused through
systematic reform, so they should not be considered
in isolation. And because benchmarking is meant to
broaden the policy lens, revealing lessons that might
naot be apparent in a limited state or national context,
state leaders should be attuned to all the ways that
other nations are delivering instruction more effi-
ciently and effectivel sducational technology
to school finance to governance.

Finally, higher education leaders should be asked 1o
join international benchmarking efforts as full partici
pants so existing initiatives are better coordinated
with pre—K-12 and higher education policies through
P-16 councils and other mechanisms. For example,
higher education plays a key role in the i
and training of teachers and an incr
tant role in ensuring that high school graduation stan-
dards reflect college- and care [
requirernents. Partnering with higher education also
will facilitate a robust discussion about college gradu-
ation rates, which are very low in Tho Uni
and hav, contr |bL ted to th n of/\rr

bility pro )ably lies bofh \mth K IZ prepar atiuw and
with higher education pre eaders from both
sectors should work together to ensure that attain-
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The Action Steps

Action I: Upgrade state standards by adopting a

comtrion core ofdnternationally benchmarked stan-
nmath and lansuage artsfor grades K12 o

Ath the neces-

crstre that students are equipbed
sary knowledge and skills to be globally competitive.

Research has revealed striking similarities among the
math and science standards in top-performing nations,
along with stark differences between those world-
class expectations and the standards adopted by most
U.S. states. According to Bill Schmidt, a Michigan State
University researcher and expert on international
benchmarking, standards in the best-performing
nations share the following three characteristics that
are not commonly found in U.S. standards:
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fopics, resultng in to Birepetition across

orades. In the United States the printiple that

seems to guide our curriculum developrment s

that you teacn everything everywhere,” sa

Michigan researcher Schimidt, because the

somehow somebody will le mething some
here

Focus. World-class content standards cover a

smaller number of topics in greater depth at

every grade [evel enabling teachers to spend

more time on each topic so that all students

learn it well before they advance to more difficult

content. In contrast, state content standards in

the US typically cover a large number of tonics
in each grade level —even first and second grade
U5 schools therefore end up tsing curricula that

are “a mile wide and an inch deep

Rigor. By the eighth grade, students in top

performing nations are studying algebra a

geometry, while in the US., most eighth grade

math courses focus on arithmetic. In science

American eighth-graders are memoerizing th

parts of the eye while students in top-perforn

ing nati learning about how the e

actually works by capturing photons that are
trapslated irmages by the brain © [n fact the
cUrriculd studied by the typical Ar a
eiohth-orad o fullvears behin cUrticte
lm beine stUdied by eighttigraders in highe
performing countries,

Coherence. Math and science standards in top-
performing countries lay out an orderly progres

Sion ics that follow the looie of the

discipline, allowing thorough and deep coverage

of content, In contrast, standards In many LS,

states resernple an arbitrary laundry list of

To upgrade state standards, leaders will be able to
leverage the Common State Standards Inttiative, an
upcoming joint project of NGA, CCSSO, Achieve, the
Alliance for Excellent Education, and the James B.
Hunt, Jr. Institute for Educational Leadership and Pol-
icy. The initiative will enable all states to adopt coher
ent and rigorous standards in K-12 math, reading, and
language arts that are fully aligned with college and
career expectations and also internationally bench-
marked against leading nations. Achieve is developing
an important tool for the intiative: a set of voluntary,
globally competitive reference standards based on
the existing American Diploma Project (ADP) frame-
work. Because of how it was originally developed, the
ADP framework afready reflects the skills necessary
to succeed in college and in well-paying jobs in
today’s labor market. Achieve is now working to fur-
ther calibrate the framework to reflect international
expectations as well as recent research on college
and career readiness.

A key goal of the initiative will be to ensure that stan-
dards reflect all three of the critical dimensions
exemplified by high-performing nations—not only
rigor but also focus and coherence. In a study pub-
lished last year, Schmidt and a colleague found that
trying to cover too many topics per grade clearly has
a negative influence on student learning, even when
the order of topics is otherwise coherent. At the
eighth-grade level, the researchers found “a decrease
of fifty in the number of intended topics and grade
combinations would predict an increase in achieve-
ment of almost three-fourths of a standard deviation.
... The amount of ‘clutter created by covering too
many topics ... must be kept small’” Therefore, the
internationally benchmarked common core of stan-
dards should not be seen as an addition to existing
standards, but rather the foundation for states to
establish rigorous standards that also are fewer and
clearer (Figure 4).
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Action 2: | everage states collective influence to
ensure thal lextbooks, digital media, curricula, and
assessments are dligned to internationally bench-

marked standards and draw on lessons from high-
performing nations and states.

Research shows that top-performing countries sup-
port rigorous, coherent standards with a wide range
of tightly aligned instructional tools—from assess-
ments 1o classroom curriculum materals. In the U.S,
while each state retains its own authority to make
decisions in those areas, states can more efficiently
reflect international best practice by working cooper
atively on ways to upgrade those elements of their
standards-based education systems.

Assessment offers a good example. Top-performing
countries administer assessments that are more rigor
ous and better aligned with standards than the tests
US. students typically take. For example, AlR found
that Singapore’s math assessments expect greater
rigor and depth in mathematical knowledge; to test
that knowledge, they employ fewer multiple choice
questions and more problems that require multistep
solutions and finding unknowns. In fact, Singapore’s
sixth-grade assessment proved more challenging than
the eighth-grade math tests given in seven states as
well as the eighth-grade National Assessment of
Educational Progress.”

Such assessments typically are more expensive to
develop and administer than the multiple-choice
exams commonly used in the US. However, states
can save time and money by sharing resources and
expertise to develop high-quality voluntary assess-
ments or a common pool of assessment items. That
kind of collective effort alse can ensure the availabil-
ity of voluntary assessments or assessment items that
are aligned with the internationally benchmarked
standards to be developed through the Common
State Standards Initiative.
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The same is true when it comes to the components of
the curriculum. Schmidt and colleagues found that the
coherence typical of math standards in high-performing
countries “is translated into textbooks, workbooks,
diagnostic tests for teacher use, and other classroom
materials that enable teachers to bring the curriculum
into the classroom in a relatively consistent, effective
way. In tum, the curriculum serves as an important
basis for the nation’s preservice teacher education and
for ongoing professional development.™

While textbooks are only one of many kinds of
instructional tools, they usefully illustrate the power
of state collaboration to address international best
practice. Researchers have found that US. textbooks,
compared with those used in high-performing coun-
tries, are less aligned with standards and rmuch less
focused and coherent in the topics they cover “If you
look at US. textbooks,” Schmidt and colleagues
observe, “you'll find there is no textbook in the world
that has as many topics as our mathematics text-
books, bar none!”*® For example, common elemen-
tary math textbooks in the US. cover almost twice as
many topics per grade as do Singapore’s. As a result,
math textbooks in Singapore expect students to
complete about one thorough lesson on a single
topic per week, while US. students are expected to
complete about one lesson on a narrowly focused
topic each day”

The problem is not simply a lack of focus and coher
ence in individual state standards, but also a lack of
agreement aaross state standards. Publishers of math
textbooks market them nationally by cramming them
with enough topics to cover states' widely divergent
standards. The Common State Standards Initiative
partly solves this problem by providing a more
focused and coherent set of expectations around
which to develop textbooks and digital media. By
weorking in concert to address concerns about length,
focus, and coherence with commercial publishers,
states can ensure that new expectations for text-
books, digital media, and other instructional materials
are being addressed by the industry.
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Finally, states can pool resources to develop entirely
new tools, such as replacement units or diagnostic
assessments that align with internationally bench-
marked standards. In doing so, leaders should collab-
orate to ensure that curriculum supports take
advantage of the newest technologies, including mul-
timedia strategies, to support instruction. Harvard
Business School professor Clayton Christensen pre-
dicts that by 2019 half of all high school courses will
be delivered online.”™ Some research indicates that
countries are pursuing a wide range of strategies and
goals to encourage the use of computers and infor-
mation technology for instruction, suggesting that
there might be much to learn in this area from inter
national benchmarking.”

Action 3: Revise state policies for recruiting, prepar:
ingdeveloping and supborting teachers-and school

leaders to reflect the human capital practices of top-
performing nations and states arotnd th fd:

Beyond establishing world-class educational stan-
dards, high-performing nations also adopt policies to
ensure that students receive the best instruction pos-
sible. Recent studies have identified major differences
in how top-performers and fast-improvers recrut,
train, and support their teachers and school leaders
compared with the policies in place in most US.
states. Tackling these challenges can yield big divi-
dends. Studies by US. researchers have found that
assigning students to strong teachers for three years
in a row can boost their test scores by as much as 50
percentile points above what they would gain with
three ineffective teachers in a row.'®

According to a study by Sir Michael Barber and
Mona Mourshed of McKinsey and Company, the
best-performing nations begin by recruiting top talent
to the teaching profession: Korea recruits from the
top 5 percent of graduates, Finland the top 10 per-
cent, and Singapore the top 30 percent. The McKin-
sey researchers found that some countries
accomplish this by setting a high initial bar and limit-
ing access to teacher training to prevent an oversup-
ply of candidates—especially weak ones—which,
along with other strategies, raises the status of the
profession and aids in recruitment.””! “Finns have
come to cherish good educators as Texans do ace
quarterbacks,” Kao writes in Innovation Nation.'*
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In contrast, the U.S. teacher pipeline seems to dis-
courage individuals with competitive academic skills
from entering and remaining in the profession. Col-
lege students with high SAT and ACT scores are less
likely to train to become teachers, less likely to take a
teaching job, and less likely to stay in the classroom
after a few years.® The likelihood that a highly tal-
ented female in the top 10 percent of her graduating
class would become a teacher shrank by half, from
about 20 percent to about |0 percent, between
1964 and 2000."

Top-performing nations and provinces also use a
range of strategies to provide teachers with excellent
training and ongoing professional development—
both of which are mostly mediocre in the United
States. An international study released last year by
the International Association for the Evaluation of
Educational Achieverment (IEA) and Michigan State
University found that college students preparing to
be teachers have weaker knowledge of mathematics
and take less rigorous math courses than those in
other countries. “What's most disturbing is that one
of the areas in which US. future teachers tend to do
the worst is algebra, and algebra is the heart of mid-
dle school math,” say Bill Schmidt, who directed the
study.'®

Top-performing nations are going well beyond
recruitment and initial training to build a 21 st century
teaching force, however According to Schleicher and
Stewart,“These countries are abandoning the tradi-
tional factory model, with teachers at the bottom of
the production line receiving orders from on high, to
move toward a professionalized model of teachers as
knowledge workers. In this model, teachers are on a
par with other professionals in terms of diagnosing
problems and applying evidence-based practices and
strategies to address the diversity in students’ inter-
ests and abilities"'% Such countries recognize that
quality of classroom instruction is the most critical
element of any education system, and they work to
build cultures that combine high expectations with
strong support and empowerment of teachers,
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However, bolstering teacher professionalism does not
mean asking teachers to create everything from
scratch. Korea's Institute for Curriculum and Evalua-
tion operates a Teaching and Learning Center that
offers information about the national curriculum; pro-
motes aligned instructional practices; and provides
educators with a wide range of teaching materials,
guidelines, and assessment tools.'” The New Zealand
Ministry of Education has supported development of
tools for formative assessment, including Assessment
Tools for Teaching and Learning, which can be used
to assess literacy and numeracy of upper elementary
and lower secondary students, as well as national cur
riculum exemplars in all subject areas. Teachers use
the tools to evaluate the impact of instruction on
student learning and adjust teaching to better meet
students’ needs.!®

Based on conversations with many local educators
across the United States, Education Trust President
Kati Haycock underscores that benchmarking efforts
should consider the immediate concerns of class-
room teachers: “What do the leading countries do
with children who arrive behind? What is interna-
tional best practice for improving the performance of
language minorities! How do teachers differentiate
instruction without losing sight of rigorous stan-
dards?”'® Since educators ultimately will be responsi-
ble for ensuring that students meet the new globally
competitive standards, policymakers should take care
to incorporate such questions into their benchmark-
ing research,

Top nations and states also focus on developing
excellent school leaders and charge principals with
ensuring that teachers provide consistently high-
quality instruction. The state of Victoria in southeast-
ern Australia recently implemented an intensive strat-
egy to improve educational leadership that has been
dubbed “cutting edge” by international experts. The
strategy is closely aligned with the state’s comprehen-
sive effort to improve schools and includes a rigorous
principal selection process; mentoring programs for
new principals and a coaching program for experi-
enced ones; a “balanced scorecard” approach to prin-
cipal performance management; an accelerated
program for high-potential leaders; and a program to
develop high-performing principals. The government
has established |9 separate leadership-development
opportunities, each firmly rooted in research and
best practice (Figure 5)./'°
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Singapore’s approach to developing leaders is widely
admired too. Singapore screens prospective school
leaders using a rigorous process and then provides a
six-rnonth training program run by the National Insti-
tute of Education. The program includes manage-
ment and leadership courses from leading executive
training programs; one day per week spent in schools
to come up with innovative solutions to practical
problems; group projects; two-week overseas place-
ments with major corporations; and rigorous evalua-
tion.!"" Great Britain recently revamped its national
approach to developing principals based on a careful
study of that model.'?

Sir Michael Barber emphasizes that there are impor-
tant lessons for improving teaching and leadership
that can be adapted and applied across nations—and
vigorous policy efforts can result in rapid improve-
ments. YWhen the British government surveyed adults
aged 24 to 35 in the year 2000 about switching jobs,
teaching ranked 92nd out of 150 career choices, But
in a follow-up survey conducted in 2005, after
improvements to teacher training coupled with a vig-
orous marketing campaign, teaching came out on
top!"? “Our benchrmarking suggests that the same
broad policies are effective in different systems irre-
spective of the cultural context in which they are
applied,” Barber and Mourshed conclude in their
report.’'* US. state leaders could learn much from
such examples; particularly during the current eco-
nomic downturn, there might be many adults with
strong content backgrounds who could be induced
to switch to a career in teaching.

In the US, costs related to human capital account for
the vast majority of education spending. The goal for
international benchmarking should be to ensure the
most effective and efficient use of funds for prepara-
tion, recruitment, training, ongoing development, and
support. This will require a careful examination of
how higher education institutions and systems in top-
performing countries are structured to encourage
young people to enter the teaching field and prepare
them to become quality instructors at the elemen-
tary and secondary level,
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Action 4: Hold schools and systems accountable
thraugh monitoring, interventions, and support to

ensure consistently high performance, drawing
upon international best practices.

Top-performing nations exhibit a wide range of differ
ent approaches to the functions commonly defined

in the U.S. under the rubric of “accountability.” But
recent research suggests that such nations share sev-
eral key strategic priorities and employ a broader
range of tools for managing those priorities than is
evident in this country.

First, most high-performing nations use multiple
mechanisms to monitor school performance, includ-
ing annual student assessments in key grades and
whole-school reviews or“inspections.” Such inspec-
tions evaluate the performance of a school against a
broad set of criteria, including, but not limited to, stu-
dent achievement and also examine the school prac-
tices that contribute to student results. Inspections
take many different forms in different countries,
including annual reviews conducted by an external
agency; annual self evaluations complemented by an
external review every few years; and self reviews cou-
pled with external reviews on a much more occa-
sional basis, often initiated by schools themselves. !
New York City recently adopted a system of scheol
inspections based on the British model.'”®

One advantage of such an approach is that leaders
can more precisely diagnose the root causes of
underperformance and, consequently, better match
interventions with specific needs. According to a
benchmarking report commissioned by Achieve for
the state of Ohio, the British system "“takes account
of each school's day-to-day working and its capacity
for change. ... When [the Office for Standards in
Education] finds poor student outcomes and poor
quality leadership, for instance, it calls for stronger
measures than it would for a school with bad test
scores but competent leadership'"’

Second, some top-performing countries have
adopted policies to ensure that every student suc-
ceeds by monitoring students’ progress and interven-
ing to prevent them from falling too far behind. In
Finland, every school employs “special education
teachers” who receive additional training to provide
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individual or small-group support to students who
need it, mainly in Finnish language arts and mathe-
matics. On average, about 30 percent of students
receive such additional help every year, sometimes
even the best students. The goal is to identify any
student who is having difficulty at a particular point in
time and get that student caught up and able to han-
dle a rigorous classroom curriculum.'®

In Singapore, scheols use a national examination to
identify upper elementary grade students who are
having difficulty in math. Those students then receive
special instruction based on an adapted curriculum
framework taught by trained Mathematics Support
Teachers. Importantly, they also receive about 30 per
cent more math instruction than their peers so that
they can cover the same rigorous content, only at a
slower pace.'”

According to Schleicher and Stewart, many of the
countries that perform well on PISA have established
strong norms and mechanisms to support students,
Teachers in such countries “don't have the option of
making students repeat the school year—vetention is
not permitted—or transferring students to schools
with lower performance requirements,” they say.
“Even where retention or transfers are technically
possible, incentive structures for teachers and schools
encourage teachers to address and solve challenges
rather than hand them to others”™*

Moreover, a thoughtful approach to accountability
can help ensure that students experience a curricu-
lum consistent with state standards and also that aca-
demic expectations do not vary too much across
schools and classrooms. Even though Finland has an
educational culture that greatly values the autonomy
granted to local educators, its government recently
tightened the national core curriculum after evalua-
tions revealed too many gaps between students'
classroom grades and their assessment results.
“Ancther reason for the new approach is the fact
that students use their final school reports in basic
education when applying to upper secondary educa-
tion institutions,” says Reijo Laukkanen of the Finnish
National Board of Education. “Thus, the new rules
also safeguard the equality of students"*
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Finally, top-performing nations balance accountability
with greater school autonomy. A number of studies
based on PISA, TIMSS, and PIRLS have found that stu-
dents perform better in systems that give schools
greater freedom 1o hire and reward teachers, pur-
chase supplies and make other school-specific budget
allocations, and choose curriculum materials and
teaching methods.! Those studies also show that
decentralization works best when it is combined with
various forms of accountability. According to one
team of researchers, the positive impact of school
autonomy coupled with choice and accountability
amounts to more than one-and-a-half grade-level
equivalents on the PISA assessment.'”

In general, however, there is still much to learn about
forms of accountability in other nations. One area
that states might examine closely as part of their
benchmarking work is how other nations use assess-
ment for accountability. What kinds of assessments
do they administer in which grades and subjects?
What content and skills do those tests measure?
What kinds of questions do they use—multiple
choice or more open-ended problems? How are
assessments scored? And how are the results pub-
lished and used for accountability purposes?

Action 5: Measure state Jevel education perform.
ance globally by examining student achievement and
gtiainment in ah interne

onal context 1o ensure that,
over titme, students are recelving the education they
need to compele In the 7 st century econormy.

As states establish world-class standards and adopt
other policies based on international best practice,
leaders will want information on whether students
are benefiting from the changes and are meeting
higher expectations. “States are no longer competing
with just the states next door but with countries
around the world,” argues Vivien Stewart. "Their stu-
dents are competing with students in Singapore,
Shanghai, and Salzburg; it's important to have a sense
of whether they are being prepared to thrive in a
global, knowledge-based economy.”'** Over time such
data also can help prevent newly upgraded, interna-
tionally benchmarked state standards from slipping
back below globally competitive levels.

In most industrialized countries with a federal-style
education system, state leaders already have access to
that kind of information because most take part in
PISA at state levels and some also participate in TIMSS.
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In the US, govemors and chief state school officers
would welcome the opportunity to compare student
performance intemationally. However; state leaders
are concerned about the number of tests students
already are required to take for various purposes as
well as the costs of administering additional assess-
ments. Currently the U.S.is characterized by an overly
cumbersome and fragmented testing system in which
the federal government, states, districts, and schools
together administer many different assessments to
meet a wide variety of purposes.

Therefore, states can best address this action step
through cooperative action 1o find a streamlined and
cost-effective solution for generating international
student achievement comparisons. Since all states
already are required to participate in the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), leaders
can use their collective leverage to work with the
National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to
explore the feasibility of upgrading NAEP to yield
results that are comparable with existing international
assessments such as TIMSS, PIRLS, and PISA. The
strategy should permit states to secure representa-
tive school-level samples to analyze the relationship
between school-level practices and student achieve-
ment, which in turn would enable leaders to craft
policies promoting more widespread use of effective
practices.

Adapting NAEP to yield internationally comparable
results will be easier to accomplish in the case of
TIMSS and PIRLS. TIMSS is more closely aligned with
NAEF and they both assess students in math and sci-
ence in grades four and eight. Similarly, PIRLS tests
students in reading in grade four; though a recent US.
Department of Education study found that PIRLS
incorporates easier reading passages than NAEP
while also assessing some kinds of reading tasks that
NAEP does not.'®

Since PISA assesses | 5-year-clds in participating
naticns, NAGB would need to explore how to adjust
NAEP samples 1o include a comparable group of
young people, as well as how to incorporate the
more open-ended assessment items that characterize
PISA. (PISA relies on “constructed response” items
over multiple choice questions by a margin of two to
one, while the reverse is true for TIMSS and NAER')
However, many consider PISA to be an important
complement to TIMSS and PIRLS because, while the
majority of countries participating in TIMSS are low-
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and middle-income countries, PISA focuses on the
lead industrialized countries that are the main eco-
nomic competitors of the United States (Appendix
A, pg. 41).In addition, PISA assesses students near
the end of compulsory education on whether they
can apply what they have learned in math, science,
and reading to solve real-world problems.

Governors, chief state school officers, and other lead-
ers alse should work to develop assessments that
indicate whether students are on track for college
readiness. The best example of such an initiative is
California’s Early Assessment Program (EAP), a col-
laborative effort among the California State Board of
Education, the California Department of Education,
and California State University (CSU). EAP allows
students to take an additional component of the
Grade |1 California Standards Test in reading and
mathematics. The results provide an “early warning”
that signals the student’s college-readiness status; stu-
dents who meet the benchmark are exempt from
having to take the CSU placement test, which is nor
mally given to students after they enroll.'” Fourteen
states in the American Diploma Project Network are
developing a common end-of-course exam for Alge-
bra Il that is intended to serve the same purpose.

Of course, each state has the authority to make its
own decisions regarding assessment and leaders
always can choose to administer one or more of the
existing international tests. For many policymakers,
the most significant difference between TIMSS and
PISA is in the type of content and skills each assesses.
According to an analysis by the U.S. Department of
Education,"TIMSS and NAEP appear to have the
most in common, with a focus on material that is
more likely to be taught through the school curricu
fum than PISA, which is more situation and phenom-
ena-based. ... TIMSS and PISA differ in a number of
respects, including a greater focus on factual knowl-
edge in mathematics and science in TIMSS than in
PISA, and a greater focus on problem solving and the
critical evaluation of information in PISA than in
TIMSS. Moreover, PISA has a greater focus on data
analysis, statistics and probability in mathematics than
either TIMSS or NAEP [Table 1]"7%

Some U.S. states already have participated in the
TIMSS assessment, including Massachusetts and Min-
nesota in 2007. The IEA and the US. Department of
Education are working to develop cost models for
varicus levels of state participation in the next admin-
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istrations of TIMSS and PIRLS in 201 1. While no US.
state has yet participated in PISA, most federal educa-
tion systems around the world—including Australia,
Belgium, Canada, Germany, ltaly, Mexico, Spain,
Switzerland, and the United Kingdom—have worked
with OECD to report PISA results for states or
provinces. Across OECD nations, state-level results
are generated using a variety of strategies, offering U.S.
states several proven models to considern

A few nations and states have experimented with
approaches that do not require students to take the
full international assessment every few years. One
option is to embed a selection of PISA or TIMSS items
into existing state assessments. Another is to generate
a statistical "link”" using NAEP tests that can then be
used to estimate state PISA or TIMSS performance.
Such options are less expensive, and in practice are
less burdensome on schools that must administer the
tests, but what they save in dollars, time, and effort,
they sacrifice in depth of data, since pelicymakers will
not be able to dig beneath overall averages.

In addition to achievement, state leaders should
gather information to compare educational attain-
ment with top-performing and fast-improving nations,
starting with indicators published by the OECD in its
annual Fducation at a Glance report. Many of the raw
data necessary are already collected by federal statis-
tical agencies. For the OECD's 2008 report, the
United States provided comparable data on the fol-
lowing key indicators:

* Percentage of 25- to 34-yearolds who have
attained at least a high school degree;

* Percentage of 25- to 34-yearolds who have
attained a postsecondary degree;

« Upper secondary graduation rate;
* Postsecondary entry rate;

« Postsecondary graduation and completion rates;
and

* Number of postsecondary science degree holders
per 00,000 employed among 25- to 34-year-olds.

Finally, state leaders should create an explicit plan to
ensure that their investment yields more than a new
set of numbers—including a strategy for communi-
cating the results; a strategy for analyzing the results
to dig beneath averages and identify significant pat-
terns, strengths, and weaknesses; and the designation
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Maj nat

Assessments

PISA

TIMSS

PIRLS

Organisation for Economic
Co-Operation and Development

International Association for
the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement

International Association for
the Evaluation of Educational
Achieverment

tested

15-year-olds

Fourth:and eighth graders

Fourth:graders

Math, science, and reading every
three years; special problem solving
assessment in 2003

Math and science

Reading

ntent tasted

Ability to apply math, science, and
reading to solve real-world problems

Attainment of knowledge
and skills in math and science
curriculum

Reading comprehension skills

Testing cyele

Every 3 years

Every 4 years

Every 5 years

Last administration

2006

2007

2006

Next administration

2009

20H

2011

Cost for state participation

2009: $250,000 to $550,000
depending on level of participation

2007: $600,000 for full participa-
tion including both 4th and 8th
grades, or $350,000 for a full
sample:in just one grade

201 1: To be determined

2011: To be determined

Type of test questions

About two-thirds constructed
response and one-third multiple
choice

About one-third constructed
response and two-thirds
multiple choice

About one-half constructed
response and one-half multiple
choice

opics for which

are reported

Math (2003); Quantity; space and
shape; change and relationships;
uncertainty

Science (2006): Overall knowledge;
knowledge about earth and space;
knowledge about living systems;
knowledge about physical systems;
identifying scientific issues; explaining
phenomena scientifically; using
scientific evidence

Reading (2000): Retrieving informa-
tion; interpreting texts; reflection and
evaluation

Math: Grade 4~Number; pat-
terns and relationships; measure-
ment; geometry; data. Grade
8-Number; algebra; measure-
ment; geometry; data

Science: Grade 4-Life science;
physical science; earth science.
Grade 8-Life science; chemistry;
physics; earth science; environ-
mental science

Reading for literary purposes;
reading for informational
purposes; retrieving and
straightforward inferencing;
interpreting, integrating, and
evaluating

Little alignment; not enough to cross-
walk scales and scores

Significant alignment; enough for
some researchers to crosswalk
scales and scores*

Unknown

Please refer to Appendix A for a complete fist of countries participating in each.
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of an agency or agencies responsible for collecting
additional information and making recommendations
for improvement.

Addressing the Equity Imperative

Rather than addressing equity as an isolated action
step, state leaders should approach it as an overarch-
ing or“interdisciplinary” imperative as they tackle
each of the action areas described above. Recent
research shows that other nations arrange their edu-
cation systems more equitably. For example, the US.
falls short across the following dimensions:

* An opportunity gap in access to qualified teachers
that is among the largest in the world,™®

« The only country where lower performing stu-
dents and children with less-educated parents are
likely to be taught in larger classes;"™ and

» Math teachers less likely than those In high-
performing countries to include conceptual
strategies along with basic computation for low-
achieving students.”!

In other words, education systems in the United
States tend to give disadvantaged and low-achieving
students a watered down curriculum in larger classes
taught by less qualified teachers—exactly the opposite
of what high-performing countries do.

States could greatly improve their repertoire of pol-
icy strategies for promoting academic equity by
examining specific strategies in other countries. Korea,
for example, has two major policies for encouraging
more equal access to qualified teachers. First, teach-
ers are rotated within districts on a regular basis
every five years, Second, the government offers edu-
cators a wide range of attractive incentives to teach
in remote areas and regions with disadvantaged pop-
ulations, including smaller class size, less in-class
teaching time, salary stipends, the chance to choose
the next school placement, and a competitive advan-
tage when seeking administrative positions.'

Many high-performing countries also provide inten-
sive, targeted academic supports to students, such as
the Finnish and Singaporean intervention strategies
described above. The Finnish example is particularly
interesting in that it is one of four overlapping “layers”
of intensifying interventions for students who fall
behind. The first line of attack is formed by regular
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classroom teachers who receive intensive training to
deal with diverse learning challenges through teacher
preparation internships, which might deal with “stu-
dents performing at different levels to the special
needs of immigrant children to more difficult cases of
fetal alcohol syndrome or attention deficit hyperactiv-
ity disorder’" 3

The second line of attack is made up of classroom
teaching aides who often work with individuals or
small groups of students, followed by the highly
trained “special education” teachers described above,
Finally, students whose lack of progress is due to fam-
ily or social difficutties outside of school can be
referred to “multi-disciplinary teams."'** According to
a recent case study by the OECD,"Overall, these
approaches to minimizing the number of students
falling behind display two features: intensification
{(providing more time by more instructors) and alter-
native approaches (rather than ‘more of the same’) ..
But they do so in consistent ways, working with the
classroom teacher on the specific subjects students
are having trouble with, rather than relying on a grab
bag of afterschool programs and tutoring efforts
randomly distributed by grade levels and subjects.”'®

Such supports continue through lower secondary
education, including a “class teacher” who follows a
particular group of students for three years to moni-
tor individual progress.'* Indeed, when Finland ended
early tracking of students and moved toward a more
equitable system in the 1980s, leaders realized that
lower secondary education would be a problem spot
in the pipeline where vulnerable students might fall
off track so they specifically targeted greater funding
toward the lower secondary grades—and continue
to do so today (Figure 6).7

Some would argue that the U.S. cannot learn from
Finland because 1t is a more equitable country
socially and economically. However, it is telling that
Finland's commitment to equity does not stop at the
schoolhouse door; rather; the education system itself
has been carefully constructed to maximize equity
and ensure consistently high levels of performance
for all students. According to an OECD report on
educational equity best practices published last year,
“Many countries could usefully follow the successful
Finnish approach to learning difficulties, offering a
sequence of intensifying interventions which draw
back into the mainstream those who fall behind."'*
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IV. The Federal Role

f benchmarking were only about measuring and

comparing outcomes, the federal government
might be able to play a leading role. However,
because benchmarking is also—and most critically—
about improving policy, states must take the lead.
States have primary authority over the policy areas
that other nations are most eager to benchmark and
improve: standards, assessments, curriculum, and the
education workforce, States already have led in rais-
ing standards, with 16 having adopted a commaon
core of college- and careerready expectations in
math and reading for high school graduation.

The United States is not alone in this regard. Coun-
tries such as Canada, Australia, Germany, and Spain
have federal-style education systems where states
retain a great deal of authority over education. And in
rnany of those countries, states are taking a leading
role in benchmarking educational performance and
policies. For exarnple, the public outcry over mediocre
results on the 2000 PISA assessment led to a historic
new partnership between Germany's federal govern-
ment and its 16 Ldnder (states), with the Ldnder taking
responsibility for the establishment of shared educa-
tion standards and assessments for schools across the
nation while the federal government provided sup-
port for those and other state reforms.

America can learn from that example, too: While
states must take the lead, the federal government can
help. And the federal government can do that best
by playing an enabfing role grounded in a new vision
for the historic state—federal partnership in educa-
tion—one that is less restrictive and mandate-driven
and more encouraging of innovation. As states take
on the important work of benchmarking their educa-
tion systems to the best in the world, the federal
government can assist states in specific ways at each
stage of the journey:

» As soon as possible, the federal government should
offer new funding or allow existing funds to be
used to help underwrite the cost for states to take
the five action steps described above related to
standards and assessment, curriculum, human capi-
tal, and accountability.

+ At the same time, the f
increase its own investrent or focus existing
resources toward better r rch and develop-
ment in this area to provide state leaders with
more and better information about tools for

deral government should

benchmarking and international best practice in
education. For example, the US. Department of
Education should:

1) Support efforts to collect and share interna-
tional achi nent and attainment data rel
vant to states; help state leaders identify good
comparison nations or provinces for bench-
marking, and collect and disseminate informa-
tion abaut best practices of high-performing
and fast-improving nations and provinces
around the world, and

=

2) Convene a technical advisory committee on
assessment 1o make recommendations for gen-
erating internationally benchmarked results by
state without adding significantly to costs and
testing time. The committee should disseminate
useful technical information about existing
assessments, share policy options for improving
and streamlining state assessment systems, and
review the feasibility of adapting NAEP to gen-
erate international comparisons as described
above,

» As states reach important milestones on the way
toward building internationally competitive educa-
tion systems, the federal government should offer a
range of tiered incentives to make the next stage of
the journey easier. With accountability at the core
for greater results, such incentives could include:

1) Increased flexibility in the use of federal funds;

2y Increased flexibility in meeting requirements of
existing federal education laws so that states
are not thwarted in their efforts to adapt and
adopt international best practices; and

3) Additional funds to help states implement
world-class practices.

> fong term, the federal government should
sting federal laws to align national educa-

sies with the lessons learned from state
chmarking efforts and from federally funded
research,

Owver time, the combination of better information,
additional support, and maore flexibility for innovation
would greatly accelerate state progress in developing
and implementing world-class education systems. And
that, in turn, will benefit all Americans, safeguarding
LS. economic security and ensuring continued pros-
perity in the new global economy,
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V. Conclusion

Other nations have benefited from America’s historic example by expanding educational opportunities for
their own citizens. Now it is time for US. leaders to ensure that Americans develop the skills they need
to compete—and help the U.S. remain competitive—in a rapidly changing world,

The federal government can help, but states must lead. They must look beyond their borders and America’s
shores to fully understand how to benchmark expectations for student learning. They must significantly
broaden the policy lens by drawing lessons from the highest performing, most equitable, and fastest advancing
nations and states around the globe and adapting the very best educational practices to incorporate here at
home.

If states in other countries can shape the response to the global education imperative, states in America must
do so as well. And state leaders have both the authority and an obligation to ensure that students attend
globally competitive schools and school districts. America cannot maintain its place in the world-—economi-
cally, socially, or culturally—unless all of its students gain the skills that allow them to compete on a global
scale. The United States will only achieve true international competitiveness when state education policies and
institutions are restructured to meet 21 st century realities,



(b)i6)




B1 uccess: Ensuring U.S. Students Receive a World-Class Education

- hmé&r‘kiﬂg 1o1 Slccess Ensirine LS Seudents Receive s World Ulass Eoueation
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Korea, Republic of ltaly

Kuwait Latvia

Kyrgyzstan Liechtenstein
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Malaysia Macedonia, Republic of
Mongolia Malta

Oman Moldova, Republic-of
Palestinian Authority Montenegro, Republic of
Qatar Netherlands, The
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Singapore Portugal

Syria Romania
Thailand Russian Federation
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Uzbekistan Serbia, Republic of
Yemen Slovale Republic
Slovenia
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