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A-1-1 MOU

0, % ARKANSAS
1 { a.r;f:"r;g:%j;!" DE PARTMENT
: 7 OF EDUCATION

Race to the Top Participating Local Education Agency

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

"This Memotandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is entered into by and between Arkansas Department of
Education (“ADE”) and {(“Pariicipating LEA™). The purpose of this
agreement is to establish a framework of state collaboration. By entering into this agreement, the Participating
LEA will indicate its commitment to implementing the principles and elements provided in the attached
Preliminary Scope of Work. This MOU also articulates the roles and responsibilities of the ADE and the
Participating LEA in the implementation of an approved Race to the Top grant program.,

In order to participate, the LEA must agree to implement all applicable elements (listed in the
Preliminary Scope of Work attached) of the state plan and return the executed MOU on or before
May 19. Only those LEAs with high priority schools {see Appendix B) will be required to implement the
clements under the Low Performing Schoo! section (E) of the MOU,

1. SCOPE OF WORK

Exhibit I, the Preliminary Scope of Work, indicates which portions of the ADE’s proposed state plan the
Participating LEA is agreeing to implement. (In order to participate, the LEA must agree to implement all
elements of the state plan that require LEA action. Again, only those LEAs listed as high priority (attached)
will be required to implement the elements undet the Low Performing School section of the Scope of Work.)

2. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

A, PARTICIPATING LLEA RESPONSIBILITIES
To assist the ADE in implementing the tasks and activities described in the state’s Race to the Top

application, the Participating LEA subgrantee will:

L Implement the elements if the LEA Scope of Work as identified in Exhibit T of this agreement;

II.  Participate in the development of a final detailed MOU that will be required (within 90 days) if the
Race to the Top grant is received;

III.  Actively patticipate in all relevant convenings, communities of practice, or other practice-sharing events -
organized or sponsored by the ADE or by the U.S. Department of Education (“ED”);

IV. Post to any website specified by the ADE or ED, in a timely manner, all non-proprietary products and
lessons learned and developed using funds associated with the Race to the Top grant;

V.  Participate, as requested, in any evaluations of this grant conducted by the ADE or EDD;

V1.  Be responsive to ADE or ED requests for information including the status of the project, project
irnplementation, outcomes, and any problems anticipated or encountered; and

VII. Participate in meetings and telephone conferences with the ADE to discuss (a) progress of the project,
(b) potential dissemination of resulting non-proprietary products and lessons learned, (c) plans for
subsequent years of the Race to the Top grant period, and (d) other matters related to the Race to the
Top grant and associated plans,
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B.

ADE RESPONSIBILITIES

To assist Participating LEAs in implementing tasks and activities described in the ADE’s Race to the Top
application, the ADE will:

I.

1L

1II.

v,

—

1L

I1I.

v,

D

Work collaboratively with, and support the Participating LEA in carrying out the LEA plan as identified
in Exhibits I of this agreement;

Timely distribute the LEA’s portion of Race to the Top grant funds during the course of the project
petiod and in accordance with the LEA Plan;

Provide feedback on the LEA’s status updates, annual reports, any intetim reports, and project plans and
products; and

Identify soutces of technical assistance for the project.

JOINT RESPONSIBILITIES

The ADE and the Participating LEA will each appoint a key contact person for the Race to the Top
grant,

These key contacts from the ADE and the Participating LEA will maintain frequent communication to
facilitate cooperation under this MOU,

ADE and the Participating LEA grant personnel will work together to determine appropriate timelines
for project updates and status reports throughout the grant period,

ADE and the Participating LEA grant personnel will negotiate in good faith to continue to achieve the
overall goals of the ADE’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,

ADE RECOURSE FOR LEA NON-PERFORMANCE

If the ADE determines the LEA is not meeting its goals, timelines, budget, or annual targets or is not
fulfilling other applicable requirements, the ADE will take appropriate action, which could include a
collaborative process between the ADE and the Participating LEA, or any of the measures that are detailed in
34 CFR sectdon 80.43 including temporarily withholding funds or disallowing costs.

3

ASSURANCES

The Patticipating LEA hereby certifies and represents that it:

1.
IL.

III.

1v.

VL
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Has all requisite power and authority to execute this MOU.

Is familiar with, and is committed to, the elements of ADE’s Race to the Top grant application and is
supportive of the goals and plans for implementation,

Agrees to be a Participating LEA and will implement those elements of the ADE Plan indicated in
Exhibit I, if the State application is funded. Only those LEAs listed as high priority (attached) will be
requited to implement the elements under the Low Performing section of the MOU.)

Will provide a detailed Scope of Work in a format provided by the ADE. The final Scope of Work will
describe the LEA’s specific goals, activities, timelines, budgets, key personnel, and annual targets for key
performance measures in a manner that is consistent with the Preliminary Scope of Work (Exhibit I} and
with the State Plan. The Final Scope of Work is due no later than 90 days after the Race to the Top grant
is awarded to Arkansas,

Will continue to fulfill all obligations set forth in Arkansas law, including, but not limited to, those
obligations related to the creation and operation of personnel policy committees (A.C.A §6-17-203 and
§6-17-205).

Understands the signature of the local teachers’ association president does not, nor should it be
construed to, represent waivet by the union of its right to bargain (if applicable) regarding any element of
the school district’s LEA Plan in Exhibit I, if that element is a mandatory subject of collective bargaining
ot is contrary to any provision of the collective bargaining agreement between the local teacher
associaton and the school district. This assurance is only applicable if the LEA and the local teachers’
associadon have entered into collective bargaining agreement.



VILWill comply with all of the terms of the Grant, the ADE’s subgrant, and all applicable Federal and ADE
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).

4. MODIFICATIONS

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

5. DURATION/TERMINATION
This Memorandum of Understanding shall be effective, beginning with the date the grant is received and

ending upon the expiration of the grant project petiod, or upon mutual agreement of the parties, whichever
occuts first,

6. SIGNATURES

LEA Superintendent or Director - required:

Signature/Date

Print Name/Tiile

President of Local School Boatd (or equivalent):

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title

Local Teachers’ Association Leader (if applicable):

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title

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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A. EXHIBIT I - PRELIMINARY SCOPE OF WORK
LEA hereby agrees to pardcipate in implementing the state plan in each of the clements identified below. The
letters and numbers below cortespond to the sections in the Race to the Top application.

Elements of State Reform Plans ]

B. Standards and Assessments

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to ephanced standards and high-quality assessments

* The Local Education Agency (LEA) will implement the National Common Core Standards and
assessments, as adopted by the Arkansas State Board of Education.

The LEA will ensute that professional development programs at all schools focus on effective
cutriculum and ins¢ruction consistent with the new National Commeon Core Standards.

The LEA will institute interim and formative assessment models to build a systemic assessment system
within the LEA. The LEA will ensure teachets and principals receive professional development on the
use of these assessment models.

The LEA agrees to participate in on-going evaluation studies of the National Common Core Standards,
assessments, and curticulum,

* The LEA agrees to develop a plan to adopt at least one (1) STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering,
Mathematics) program. The LEA will partner with industry experts, museums, higher education
institutions, research centers and/or other STEM-capable community partners in this effort.

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

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

(i) Use of local instructional improvement systemg

* The LEA will use computer-based applications and graphical interfaces that are easy for students,
parents, teachers, principals and the general public to use and that shows the progress toward improved
student learning, as defined by ADE.

* The LEA will ensure that it implements a technology-based instructional improvement system, as
defined by ADE,

¢+ The LEA will assist the ADE with testing and implementing any new or improved data and
instructional improvement systems provided through the Race to the Top (RTTT) grant.

* The LEA will use data to drive instruction and improvement, This data may originate from assessments
+ or evaluations.

* The LEA will provide all necessary employee information as required for the Single Sign On system.

(ii) Professional development gn use of data

* The LEA will ensure that teachers and principals participate in effective professional development on
the use of its instructional improvement system.

* The LEA will ensure that teachers and principals participate in effective professional development on
the use of state and local-level data systems developed during the term of the grant.
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* The LEA will ensure that teachers and principals participate in professional development provided or
approved by the ADE in the area of drop out prevention (as related to the implementation of an ADE
developed early warning system).

(iii) Awvailability and accessibility of data to researchers

* The LEA will provide requested data from its instructional improvement system to support ADE’s
efforts to make data available to researchers for the purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of
instructional materials, strategies, and approaches for educating all students and to help drive
educational decisions and policies.

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

2) 1 ing teacher and princi fectiveness based on performance:

1) Measure student growth

* The LEA will use student growth data, s defined by the ADE, to inform and drive instructional
practices.

(if) Design and implement teacher and principal evaluation system

* The LEA will adopt and implement (ot continue to use an approved comparable modcl) a teacher
evaluation system developed by the Atkansas Teacher Evaluation Task Force and the Arkansas
Principal Evaluation Task Force. If the LEA wants to continue to use a comparable model then the
LEA will ensure that its evaluation system conforms to ADE requirements.

* The LEA will utilize the student growth measure (as defined by the ADE) in the teacher and principal
evaluation systems. The LEA will ensure that a teacher or principal will not be rated effective (as
defined by the ADE) or highly effective (as defined by the ADE) unless the teacher or principal has
achieved acceptable rates of student growth,

* If the LEA does not currently have 2 teacher and/or principal evaluation system, then the LEA must
adopt the state-developed model(s) or comparable model(s).

¢+ The LEA will submit its teacher and principal evaluation system to the ADE for review and approval
(unless it is using the state-approved system) and will report its results as required by the ADE.

{iii) Conduct annual evaluations

* The LEA will implement teacher and principal evaluation systems to assess the performance of teachers
and principals on an annual basis (or as prescribed by the ADE).

{iv)(a) Use evaluations to inform professional development:

* The LEA will use the results from teacher and principal evaluations and its professional development
system to establish an Individual Professional Development Plans for each teacher and principal that is,
in part, based on an analysis of student performance data and results of prior evaluations,

(ivi{c) LEAs will use the evaluations to inform hiring decisions.

* The LEA will base decisions to award employment contracts to teacher and principals on effectiveness
as demonstrated on annual evaluations.
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i LEAs will use evaluations to inform I 1of hers and principals (after ample tdme for

improvement),

* The LEA will base decisions surrounding the removal of teachers and principals on their level of
effectiveness demonstrated on their annual evaluation.

D)(5) Providing effective sypport to teachers and principals:

{i) Quality professional develppment

LEAs will ensure every teacher and principal has access to ADE’s comprehensive instructional
improvement system (see below). LEAs will ensure every teacher and principal has a professional
development plan that provides opportunities to address weakness areas as identified by the instructional
improvement system and annual evaluations,

ADE will provide the LEA with this comprehensive instructional improvement system that may include
the following online professional leatning resoutces (please think of professional learning resources as
tools, and not just online professional development):

o access to a wide range of strategies and resources;
¢ best experts in literacy, mathematics, ELL instruction, science, SPEL instruction and catly
childhood education direct to the desktop and at the fingertips of teachers and principals;
o awide range of examples of classtoom practice that help teachets see research in action;
© acustom publishing tool that allows:
® instructional coaches and leadets to add content to existing resources or make new ones;
® reorganization of content modules or mixing of resources from a variety of sources;
» access to the LEA’s own cases of professional practice.
o virtual coaching to compliment face-to-face work;
professional learning groups; and
o online message board to facilitate conversaton and reflection on practice, sharing of lesson plans
and student work, and more.

<

(iiy Measure effectiveness of professional development

* The LEA will evaluate, using a state-ptovided cvaluation process, the effectiveness of professional
development provided to its teachers and principals and provide that information to the ADE for
program development purposes.

Authorized LEA Signature/Date Authorized State Signature/Date

Print Name/ Title Print Name /Title
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If an LEA has a school appearing on the attached “high priority” list (see Appendix B), the ADE
requests iis participation in the elements listed below. These elements, along with the LEA’s
application for School Improvement Grants (1003g) will provide for a systemic approach in helping
the state’s highest priority schools.

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

2 ming around the lowest-achieving (high-prior hools

* Ifthe LEA is identified by the ADE as having schools in the lowest 5% (Tier | or II) of the state
(pertaining to student achievement and growth), the LEA will select and implement one of the four
school intervention models desctibed in the RTTT grant application (see Appendix A) and the School
Improvement Grant (1003g) application.

*  The LEA will ensure that an intervention plan, using one of the four models listed in Appendix A, is
submitted to the ADE within 90 days of grant approval.

* The LEA will work collaboratively with a state-assigned school improvement director and a state
specialty team to successfully implement the school intervention model selected.

* The LEA (with high priority middle and high schools) will collaborate with the Arkansas Department
of Career Education to ensute a Career Coach is available to its students in the high priotity school.

* The LEA (with high priority elementary schools) will hire a licensed math teacher to provide math
instruction for all 37 graders in the high priotity school,

ONLY SUPERINTENDENTS WHO HAVE SCHOOLS ON THE ATTACHED HIGH PRIORITY
LIST SHOULD SIGN IN THIS SECTION.

Authorized LEA Signature/Date Authorized State Signature/Date

Print Name/Title Print Name/Title
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Arkansas's Race to the Top Application

A-1-2 Summary Table

LEA PARTICIPATION
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Arkansas's Race to the Top Application

LEA PARTICIPATION
May 28, 2010
Clarksville School District 5 2543 1232 i 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cleveland County School District 3 898 396 1. 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1| I 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]
Clinton School District 4| 1321 608 1 1| i 1 1 L 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Concord School District 2, 448 200 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 L
Conway School District 15| 9083 2948 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| i 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1
Corning School District 3 1064 569] 1 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Covenant Keepers Charter 2 194 i89) 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 L
Corter Schooi District 2| 569] 338 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 i 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cross County School District F 596 353 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1
Cressett School District 3 1509 921 1 1 1 1 1 1 |1 1 1 1! 1 1 1 1 1 3
Curter Morning Star School District 2| 687 316 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Danville School District 3 500 580 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1
Drardanelle School District 4 1952 981 L 1 1! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 L 1 1
Decatur School District 3| 490| 312 L 1 1 1 1 1. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 i
Deer/Mount Judea School District 4 374 212 E 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1
DeQueen School District 7 2516 1583 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Drermott School District 2 441 428 1 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1
Des Are School District 2 607) 273 1 i 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
DeWitt Schaol District 4 1360 6§73 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 I 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1
Dierks School District 2 515 210| 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 L 1
Dollarway School District 5 1607 1458 1 1 L 1 1 L 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1
Dover School District 3 1353] 514 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 i 1 )] 1 1 1 1 L 1)
Drew Central School District 3 984 613 1 1 1 1 1 1| 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1
[Dumas School Districe 4 1508 1097} 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 L 1
Earle Schoel District 3 763 722 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 I 1
East End School District 2| 629 261 1 1 1 I 1| 1 1 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1
East Poinseit County School District 3 742 419 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 I 1
eSTEM Elementary 1 359 129 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1
¢STEM Middle 1 390| 113 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1
eSTEM High 1 182 57) 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 I 1
El Darado School District 8| 4625 2507 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| 3 1
Elkins School District 4 179 301 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 3 1 1 1 i 1 i 1
EmersonTaylor School District 4 628 234 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
England School District 2 774 4671 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Eureka Springs School District 3| 660] 282) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1
Farmington Scheol District El 2150 543 1 1 1 1 L 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1
Fayetteville School District 14 8566 2512 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1
Eﬂ?iﬂ School District El 849 407 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Fordyce School District El 987 517] 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L I 1 1 1 1
Foreman School District 2! 558 242 1 1 1 | 1 1 1 1 1 1| L 1) L 1 I
Formrest City Schoel District 5 3270) 240] 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Fort Smith School District 26| 13792 7683 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 [
Fouke School District 3 1031 417 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i
Fountain Lake School District 2| 1231 428 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| I 1 L 1 1 1 i 1 1
Genoa Central School District 3 924 298] 1 1 1 1 1 L i 1 i L 1 1 1 1 1
Gentry School District 4 1440 668| 1 1 L 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1]
Glen Rose School District 3 990) 332 1; 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1
Gosnell School District 2 1416 708] 1! 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1! 1 1 1 1 1
| Gravette School District 4 1762 596 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1|
(Green Forest School Distriet 3 1231 703 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 ] 1
Greenbrier School District [ 3064 783 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1
Greene County Tech School District 5 3345’ 1170; 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 E 1 1 1 1 1 i 1
Greenland Schoo! District 3 315 299 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 B 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Greenwood School District 5 3550, 641 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Chordon School District 3| 768 440 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 i 1




Arkansas's Race to the Top Application

LEA PARTICIPATION
May 28, 2010
Guy-Perkins School Diswict 2 466 185 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hackett School District 2 635} 222| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hambusg School District 6 1954 1316] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hnmﬂn School District 2 606! 283 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i
Harmony Grove School District-Benton 4 1027 317 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Harmony Grove School District-Camden 3 1059: 389 1 1! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Harrisburg School District/Weiner School District 7| 2646; 1628 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i
Harrison Schoeol District 7| 2775 1023] 1! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i
Hartford School District 2| 365 191 1 -1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[Hazen School District 2| 647] 339) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[Heber Springs School District 3 1707} 686 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i
[Hecror School District 2| 628 396] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[Helena-West Helena School District 6] 2308 2218 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| 1
[Hermitage School District 2| 463 327 L 1 1 1 |3 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1
Highland School District 3 1567] 780 1 1 1 [ 1 L 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 i
Hillcrest School District 2| 435 210 L 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1| 1 L 1 1 1| 1
Hope School District 5| 2541 1786 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 [ 1 1
Horatio School District 2 325 420 § 3 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1, 1
Hot Springs School District 8| 3611 2471 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 i 1 1
Hoxie School District 3 1005 561 1 1 1 1 L i 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hughes School District 2| 419 365 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Huntsville School District 6| 2339] 1164 1 1 i i 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Imboden Area Charnter 1 69| 52| 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Izard County Consolidated School District 3| 513 291 1 1 1 1| L 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 | 1
Jackson County School District 3| 804 416] 1 1 1 1 [ 1 L 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1
Jacksonville Lighthouse Academy 1 348 173 1 1 1 i 1 1 1] 1 1 i 1 1] 1 1 1 1
| Jasper School District & 897 441 1 1 i 1 1 1 L 1 I 1 1 1 1 L 1
Jessieville School District 3 930] 350] 1 1 1 1 1 1| 1 1) [ 1 1 1 1 L 1
Jonesboro School District 9| 5222 3090 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| L 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1
Junction City School District 2| 550, 236] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| I 1 i 1 1| I 1 L 1
KIPP Blytheville 1 750 56| 1 1 1 1 i 1 I 1 1 3 1 1 1 I 1)
KIPP Delta 3 533 461 1 1 1 1 1 1; i 1 1 I 1 1 1| I 1
Kirby Schoal District 2| 435 212 1 1 1| 1 1 1) 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1|
Lafayette County School District 2 301 5491 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1| E 1
Lake Hamilton School District [ 397;] 1412 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1| i 1
Lakeside School District Hot Springs 5 1192 7638] 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1}~ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lakeside School District Lake Village 5 303§| 952 1 1 1 1 1 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
I.amar School District 3 1089 512 1 B 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1
Lavaca School District 3 83E| 249 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| 1 L 1 1 1 I
Lawrence County School District 4 1049' 502 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 1 t
Lead Hill School District 2 370 201 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 |3 1 1! i 1 L 1 i
1.e2 County School District El 1116} 581 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 i 1 1
Lincoin C lidated School District 4 1326 23| 1 1 i L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1
LISA Academy LR 2| 465 113 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1
LISA Academy NLR 3| 380 100] 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Little Rock Preparstory 1 65 55| 1 1 1! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Little Rock School District 44; 24380] 14029 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Little Rock Urban Collegiate Charter 1 696 559) 1 1 1 1! I 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Lonoke Schoel District 4 1872 787) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1
Magazine School District 2 544 304 1 1 1 1 1 1 [ 1 i 1 1 [ 1 3 L
(Magnet Cove School District 2| 696/ 251 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1| 1 1 1 |1 1| 1 1
Magnolia School District 4 2876 16491 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i i 1 1 1 1 1
(Malvern School District 4| 2135 1125 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mammoth Spring School District 2| 396 208 [ 1 1| 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1! 1 1
Manila School District 3 1023 524 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Marion School DistricyTurrell School District* 10 4582 2532 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1
Marked Tree School District 2! 600 358 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Marmaduke School District 2 731 315 1 L 1 -1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Marvell School District 2 545 596: L 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1
Mayflower Schoot District 3 1021 353 £ 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1
Maynard School District 2 465 289 1 I 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1
MecCrory Schooi District 2 656 309 i 1! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
McGehee School District 2| 1173 726/ i 1 1 1 1 1 E 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mena School District 5 1942 795 1 i 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1
Midiand Scheol District 2| 512 246 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1
Mineral Springs School District 4 5044 353 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 3 1
Montcello Scheol District 4 2076, 9738 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1
Mount Ida School District 2 534 262 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1| E 1
Mount Vermon-Enola School District 2| 506, 2744 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1| 1 1
Mouztain Home Schoal District 6| 4010} 1541 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 [ 1 1 I 1 1 1

in Pine School District 2 612 363 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ) 1 1 3 1! 1 1
Mountainburg School District 3 676] 367| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [ 1 1 i 1 1 1
(Mulberry/Pleasant View BiCounty School District 4 399 249 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ! I 1 1| 1 1 i 1
Murfreesboro School Districy/Delight School District* 4 827 343 1 1 1 1 L 1 L 1 )3 1 1 i 1 i i
Nashville School District 4 1893 579] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 ! 1 1 i 1 i 1
Nemo Vista School District 3 493 212 1 1 I 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1
Nettleton School District 7| 3142] 1444 1 1! i 1 L 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1
Nevada School District 2| 399 274 1 1 1 1 1| 1 1| i 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1
Newrport Special School District 4 14221 1043 1 1 1 1 1! L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Notfork School District 2| 465 245 1 1 1 1 1| L 1! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Norphlet School District 2| 427| 180} 1 1 1 1 3 1. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
(North Little Rock School District 20, 2119 5192 L 1 1 1 1 1 {! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
(Qmaha School District 2| 429 235 L L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Osceola Communication, Arts, and Business School i 115 54 L 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Osceola School District 6| 1492] 1095 L L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Ouachita River School District 4 680) 4044 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
‘Quachita School District 2| 471 159 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
{Ozark Mountain School District 6| 638| 389 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 )3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Ozark School District 5 1863 729 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| 1 L 1 1 1 1
Palestine-Wheatley School District 3| 648| 445 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1! 1 I 1 1 1 1
Pangburn School District 2) 739) 310 1 i 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 i 1 1
Paragould School District 4 2853 1372 1] 1 1 i 1 i 1 1 1§ 1 1 1 1 1 1
Pars School District 3| 1114 487 “ 1 1 1 i 1| |1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Parkers Chapel School District 2. 721 132 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Pea Ridge School District 4 1598 460 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Perryville School District 2 1061 376 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1]
Piggott School District 2 993 387 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Pine Bluff Schooi District 10/ 4821 3358 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 L 1
Pocahontas School District 4 1836 793 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 £ L { ! i ] 1
Pottsville School District 44 1618 483 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1
Poyen School District 2] 543 240 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1
Prairie Grove School District 4] 1713 499) 1 1 1 1! 1 1 1 [ 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1
Prescott School District 3 991 621 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1|
Pulaski County Special School District 36 17126 7948 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Quitian School District 2 612 234 1 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Rector School District 2 601 2358 1 1 1 1 )3 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Riverview School District 4 1303 666 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Rogers School District 20 13774 6127 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Rose Bud School District 2 B2 308| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 L 1 1 1] 1
R ille School District 10| 5144, 2225' 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 i 1 1| ] 1| I 1 1
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|Sa.lem School District 2| 749 369 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 ] 1| 1 | 1 1 1 1
Iéianlml School District 2| 4038; 130 1] 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 L 1 1 1 1
Searcy County School District 3 9251 506 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 | 1 1 1 I
Scarcy School Dismict 6| 3973 1230] I 1 1 -1 1 L 1 1 1 1| L 1 1 1 1
Sheridan School District 6) 4116] 1157 1 1 1 i L 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Shirley School District 2| 476 291 1 1 1 1 1 ! £ i 1 1 1| 1 1 1 1 L
Siloam Springs School District 5 3861 1402 1 1 1 L 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [
Sloan-Hendrix School District 3 502| 269 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 i
K School District 2 398| 316 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 )3
South Conway County School District 5 2300] 1113 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
South Mississippi County School District 5 1272] 787| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
South Side Bee Branch School District 2 533 201 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Southside School District 3 1518] 606 L 1 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Spring Hill School District 2| 472 151 1 1 1| 1 1 1 1 1 L L 1 1 1 1 1
Springdale School District 25 18188 3282 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 [ 1 1 1 1 | 1
Star City School District 3 1686 362 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1
Stephens School District 2| 349 2382 1 b 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Strong-Huttig Schoot District 472 364 1 | 1 1 3 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
School District 4 1855 971 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 i 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1
Texarkana School District 8. 4377] 2481 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 i I 1 1 1 1 1
Trumann School District 4 327) 231 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 L 1 1 1 1 1
Two Rivers School District 4] 909 613 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
[Valley Springs School District 3 964 292] 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 i 1 1 1 1 [l [
'Van Buren School District 13 5843 2288 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Van Cove School District/Wickes School District™ 5 1147 593 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Vilonia School District 7| 2976 695 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1
Viola School District 2 410 158 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1
'Waldron School District 3 1651 870) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 i 1 1 1
‘Warren School District 2| 323 133| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1! ¥ 1 1 1
West Fork School District 3 1255 423 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 i 1 1 1
mest Memphis School District 12 5923 4180; 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
| West Side School Distoct/Cleburne County 2 519] 158] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 i 1
[ Western Yell County School District 2 4938| 287 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
(Westside Consolidated School District 3 §613] 664 I 1 1 1 1 1| | 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Westside School District/Johnson County 2 618 383 I 1 1 1 1 i 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 I 1
White County Central School District 2 705 258 ¥ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 3 1
White Hali School District 7 2975 820 1 1 1 1 [ 1 i 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1
‘Wonderview School District 2 416 140] 1 i 1| 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L 1 1 1 1
‘Waoodlawn School District 2| 553 137| 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] L 1 1
‘Wyane School District 4] 2855 1382 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1§ 1 i 1 1 1 1
Yellville-Summit School District 3 837) 413 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I 1] 1 1 1
Totals 1,047 453,960 207,336| 247| 247 104 247, 247, 247 247 247 247 247| 2471 247 247| 247 247 247 13
* These districts are going through a lidation or annexation process. Staffing and enrollemnt of these schools are not finalized, For the purpose of]|
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A-2-1 Budget & Budget

Narratives
*ARKANSAS’S RACE TO THE TOP APPLICATION BUDGET
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))
Budget Part I: Budget Summary Table
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))
Project Project
Budget Categories Year 1 Project Year 2 Year 3 Project Year 4 Total
$ 3 $ $ $
1. Personnel 3,354,744.00 6,712,738.00 6,737,966.00 5,399,992.00 22,205,440.00
$ $ $ $ $
2. Fringe Benefits 897,736.00 905,359.00 013,158.00 5,206,395.00 7,922,648.00
$ $ $ $ $
3. Travel 996,080.00 1,153,627.00 455,627.00 367,626.00 2,972,960.00
$ h) $ $ $
4, Equipment 1,004,600.00 480,000.00 220,000.00 5,000.00 1,709,600.00
$ $ $ $ $
5. Supplies 214,687.00 214,487.00 98,463.00 83,363.00 611,000.00
$ $ $ $ $
6. Contractual 12,364,937.00 [ 9,235,437.00 9,576,270.00 6,151,936.00 37,328,580.00
7. Training $ $ $ $ 3
Stipends 3,189,736.00 3,189,736.00 3,189,736.00 3,189,737.00 12,758,945.00
$ $ 3 $ $
8. Other 3,601,000.00 3,601,000.00 3,601,000.00 3,501,000.00 14,304,000.00
9. Total Direct $ $ $ $ $
Costs 25,623,520.00 | 25,492,384.00 24,792,220.00 | 23,905,049.00 99,813,173.00
$ $ $ $ $
10. Indirect Costs* | 532,793.00 494.,935.00 402,486.00 108,846.00 1,539,060.00
11.Funding for
Involved LEAs $ $ - | % - 18 - | $
12. Supplemental
Funding for $ $ ' $ $ $
Participating LEAs | 18,392,292.00 | 18,392,291.00 18,392,291.00 | 18,392,291.00 73,569,165.00
13. Total Costs $ $ $ $ $
(lines 9-12) 44,548,605.00 | 44,379,610.00 43,586,997.00 | 42,406,186.00 174,921,398.00
14. Funding
Subgranted to
Participating LEAs
(50% of Total
Grant) LEA's will receive $88,077,193 in RTTT funds (50.3%)

15. Total Budget

$

44 548,605.00

$
44.379,610.00

$

43,586,997.00

Budget- |
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42,406,186.00

3
174,921,398.00




Budget Part I: Budget Summary Narrative

In order to bring about comprehensive reform, Arkansas proboses 22 distinct projects in our Race to the Top
(RTTT) proposal. Each of these projects represents a significant investment in capacity development and
education service delivery that will benefit both current and future students. The table on the previous page
provides an overview of funding requirements for each of the 22 projects. Detailed budgets for each project and
explanations of their component costs are provided in the project level budgets found in the remainder of this

appendix.

Arkansas is a rural state with 259 local education agencies (LEAs). The average size LEA student population is
1770 and more than one third of our school districts have fewer than 630 students. Capacity has long been a
challenge in Arkansas and synergies from economies of scale non-existent. Consequently, in addition to the 22
distinct projects in this application to be funded, there are additional key financial considerations in our budget
that mitigate this rural capacity challenge and capture it into a strength for disseminating our transformation plan

throughout our state, including the smallest and poorest regions where the need is arguably the greatest.

A minimum funding floor of $21,875 per LEA was_created as the Title | atlocation for 33% of our LEAs would
fall below this threshold. We believe this minimum funding floor will ensure that no mandate is unfunded and that
every LEA can participate to the full extent of RTTT that the MOU envisions. The breakdown of the subgrant can
be found on the table in Budger Part I: LEA Subgrant Allocations.

Our budget also reflects the support we need to reach the goals that embody our aim to meet the four education

goals set out in the Race to the Top:

College and Career Readiness — Standards and Assessments

e Effect a smooth transition to the new national Commeon Core Standards and common assessments,
including a well correlated system of formative, interim, and summative assessments.

¢ Develop quality curriculum tools to assist teachers in effective instruction in the classroom.

¢ Furnish incentives to encourage schools to help students complete our rigorous Smart Core course of
study that prepares them for college and careers.

Leveraging funds to further support Race to the Top education reform plans:

Arkansas, in collaboration with its partners, the Council of Chief State School Officers, the National Center for
Research on Evaluation, Standards and Testing, and WestEd, has agreed to serve as the lead state on a consortium
applying for an Enhancing Assessment Grant through the USDOE. This grant will focus on developing a
formative assessment system for all students that will help teachers, principals, and parents build the best

education plan for their students. The proposal will specifically focus on developing formative assessments in

Budget- 2
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English language arts and math and will go above and beyond what we are currently requesting in RTTT. The
assessments will be culturally, linguistically, and developmentally appropriate for students with disabilities and

for English language learners in all content areas. The goals of the grant include:

« Increasing teachers’ capacity to use formative assessments to improve student achievement.

+ Increasing teachers’ understanding of academic language development and to use formative assessment to
meet the academic language learning needs of English language learners and students with disabilities,
primarily in the context of general education classrooms.

+ Researching the effects of the proposed intervention on teachers’ content knowledge and use of

assessment.,
Data Quality

¢ Strengthen our instructional improvement system so its continuum of students' performance data are
readily available for educators to use in planning daily instruction and also in identifying their own
professional development needs.

¢ Continue to enhance our statewide longitudinal data system to communicate smoothly across time and
agencies for a cohesive approach to tracking students' records and performance data through Pre-20 and
on into the workforce.

¢ Ensure our education system is characterized by a meaningful growth model defined by students’
achievements based on multiple measures.

Leveraging funds to further support Race to the Top education reform plans:

ADE has been awarded a $9.8 million Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems grant to support the ongoing
“development and implementation of our data systems. This grant will allow us to examine student progress from
early childhood into career, including matching teachers to students, while protecting student privacy and

confidentiality consistent with applicable privacy protection laws.

Plans include creating a robust growth model designed to provide educators to have a more distinct picture of the
educational improvement students are making as well as “dashboards” and other easy-to-understand

representations of student and school performance to inform educators and the public.

Arkansas has already created a quality longitudinal data system that has been recognized as one of the best in the
nation by the Data Quality Campaign. This funding, along with an approved RTTT grant, will allow us to take our
infrastructure and professional development to the next level so data is able to be easily used by teachers,
administrators and policy-makers to reach informed decisions that will improve the quality of education for

students in Arkansas.

Budget - 3



Teacher and Leaders Effectiveness

e  Prioritize science, technology, engineering, and mathematics in teacher preparation and in the curriculum
and instruction teachers deliver to students.

e Promote educators' effectiveness with a fair evaluation process clearly connected to evidence-based
performance objectives and adequately supported with ongoing professional development and specialized
assistance when needed.

e Study various options for comprehensive differentiated compensation plans that can be tested in our
schools.

¢ Concentrate on ways to ensure highly competent teachers comprise the faculties of all schools, including
those in hard-to-staff locations as well as high-need subject areas.

* Use new tools to measure how well our colleges of education prepare teachers so we can cooperatively
improve teacher training and expand alternative routes to licensure,

e Recruit and retain effective teachers using creative strategies, incentives, and rewards that can be
extended into the next generation of educators.

Leveraging funds to further support Race to the Top education reform plans:

Arkansas has been a leader in the country for state policies concerning equitable distribution of teachers and
leaders. Our state dollars have flowed in support of this focus. Along with the various projects listed in our RTTT
application to ensure we have an effective teacher in every classroom and a quality principal in every school, we
are also considering other grant opportunities with this focus, such as the Teacher Incentive Fund released

recently.

Intensive Supports and Effective Interventions

e Restructure ADE's organization and support network for troubled school districts so we can more readily
detect carly signs of distress and assist quickly and decisively.

» Equip persistently low-achieving elementary schools with math specialists to prepare students for higher-
level math, and place college and carcer coaches in all chronically low-achieving secondary schools to
advise and encourage students toward their progression into higher education and the workforce.

e Intensify our focus on persistently low-performing schools by mobilizing a turnaround network that
stretches from ADE to local expertise and other resources for enduring systemic revitalization.

Leveraging funds to further support Race to the Top education reform plans:

Race to the Top funds, coupled with over $40 million in School Improvement Grants, will allow the state to
accelerate our Smart Accountability timeline (see Section E) with a cohesive push for improvement in concert
with the entire staff of persistently low performing schools and powerful resources described in Section E of the
application. SIG funds will be targeted toward building instructional capacity within the school building itself,
focusing on research-based strategies, need-specific professional development, and alignment across subject

matter, grades, school service sectors, and accountability measures. At the same time, Race to the Top resources
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will be aimed at strengthening the complementary infrastructure, leadership, and support capacity of school

districts, regional cooperatives, and state agencies.

Overall Support for Effective Implementation

¢ Continuously improve our education system with the impetus and support of best practices identified and
disseminated by our new Office of Innovation.

e Remain fully accountable for all Race to the Top grant funds and their appropriate expenditure for each
plan component by contracting with a project management office.

» Institutionalize our Race to the Top reforms as our everyday procedural norms and values, so sustaining
them will be an organizational priority we share well into the future.

Budget - 5



Budget Categories

I. Personnél

Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: OFFICE OF INNOVATION
Associated with Criteria: A2
Evidence for selection criterion (A)}2)(1)(d

Project
Year 1
a

$120,000

Project
Year 2
b

$120,000

Project
Year 3
c

$120,000

Project
Year 4
d

$120,000

$480,000

. Fringe Benefits

$30,000

$30,000

$30,000

$30,000

$120,000

. Travel

$3,720

$3,720

$3,720

$3,720

$14,880

$10,000

$10,,000

. Supplies

$2,000

$2,000

$2,000

$2,000

$8,000

. Contractual

2
3
4. Equipment
5
6
7

. Training Stipends

8. Other

9, Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8)

$165,720

$155,720 -

$155,720

$155,720

$632,880

10. Indirect Costs*

$16,500

$15,570

$15,570

$15,570

$63,210

11.Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

$182,220

| $171,290.

$171,290

$171,290

$696,090

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-15.
Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount
requested for each applicable budget category.

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the

‘end of this Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-12.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative

OFFICE OF INNOVATION (A2)

Personnel

Personnel: The following requested personnel will all be hired as employees of the (% Base  {4-Year
project. FTE (Salary [Total
{Office of Innovation Director (1): To work with LEAs in developing prbjects to 1100% :$80,000 320,000

pioneer innovative, non-traditional education models. Responsibilities of this role
include providing research support, technical assistance and communication to LEAs
on best practices and implementation strategies of those strategies, partnering with
Institutions of Higher Education, Education Service Cooperatives, and expert
organizations for ongoing human capacity and technical support. This role will be
sustained after Race to the Top through restructuring of ADE’s budget and staff
assignments.

i
%

!Assistant to the Office of Innovation Director (1)

[100% [$40,000 $160,000

Fringe Benefits

iFringe benefits will be calculated at 25%: 1% |Base Salary [rTotal l4-year Total

Fridge benefits for the Office of Innovation staff 25% [$120,0000 [$30,000 $120,000

Indirect Costs
“““ o
Indirect Costs: % gersonnel !Total *4 Year Total ’
7 | osts . | P ;

Indirect costs associated with the Office of EIO% $600,000 [$60,000 31$24‘{),000 g
Innovation i § |
Travel
Travel: Travel expenses include [# trips $ per trip Total
the average mile reimbursements
of $.042
Project meetings and regional Approx 12 1$310.00 per trip $3,720 per year
meetings. per year
250 miles round trip for 114,880
regional/project meetings @ Funds may §
$.042, hotel costs $150.00 per also be
night, and $55.00 meals = $310.00 combined

for out-of-

state

conferences
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Equipment

[Equipment: [Cost of item {Item Description Total
;Laptop computer, printer, l$10,000 ELaptop computer, printer, §$10,000
Blackberry (2 staff) ! Blackberry .
Supplies
iSupphes fCostofltem {Item Description N ITotal
Office supplies and meeting Estimating |Professional texts, flip charts, §$2,000
materials $2000 per  markers, notebooks, handouts and |

year other office materials §$8,000
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Budget Part II; Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: RTTT PROJECT MANAGEMENT OFFICE
Associated with Criteria: A2
Evidence for selection criterion (A)2){i){(d

Project Project Project Project Total
Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Budget Categories a b c d )

. Personnel

oy

. Fringe Benefits

, Travel

. Equipment

. Supplies
. Contractual $437,500 $437,500 $437,500 $437,500 1,750,000

. Training Stipends
. Other
. Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8) = ; $437,500 $437,500 $437,500 $437,500 1,750,000

o || || ] w | N

10. Indirect Costs*

11 Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $437,500 $437,500 $437,500 $437,500 $1,750,000

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-15.
Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount
requested for each applicable budget category.

Column (¢e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the
end of this Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-12.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative

RTTT PROJECT MANAGEMENT OFFICE (A2)

Contractual
et o
Contractual: Total Taotal
Budget
Office of the Project Management Office (PMO) & Fiscal Management Team: An RFP 1% $1,750,000

will be released to secure professional services to manage all aspects of the Race to the
Top grant. These responsibilities include, but are not limited to:

1.

assisting in the vetting and validation of LEA Scopes of Work detailed in their
MOUs;

monitoring and managing the implementation of Race to the Top funds consistent
with the LEA Scopes of Work and other objectives in the state’s plan;

monitoring and managing implementation of Race to the Top funds at the SEA
level and providing independent, objective feedback on how the SEA can increase
capacity for investments based on LEA feedback;

developing, cross-training, and eventually transferring the PMO capacity from the
provider to an internal team of ADE staff, including the tools, processes, data
tracking systems and protocols necessary to continue monitoring and managing
the reform processes with interna! funds after the Race to the Top grant period
concludes.

Arkansas will prepare a PMO Vendor RFP ready to be issued within 48 hours of a Race to
the Top grand award. This will allow the State to aggressively commence ensuring strong,
rigorous and comprehensive scopes of work are finalized at the LEA level, the data
systems are ready to collect and report Race to the Top related data, and the learning curve
to fund deployment is steep and fast, changing this lack of expertise challenge to a world-
class strength over the course of four years.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: LEA MINIMUM FUNDING FLOOR
Associated with Criteria: A2
Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d

Budget Categories

‘1. Personnel

Project
Year 1
a

Project Year
2
b

Project
Year3
c

Project Year
4
d

. Fringe Benefits

. Travel

. Equipment

. Contractual

2
3
4
5. Supplies
6
7

. Training Stipends

8. Other
9. Total Direct Costs (lines 1-
8

10. Indirect Costs*

-11.Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $914,792 $914,791 $914,791 $914,791

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-15.

Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount requested
for each applicable budget category. ‘

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the end
of this Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-12.

$914,792 $914,791 $914,791 $914,791 $3,659,165

$3,659,165
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Budget Part IT: Project-Level Budget Narrative

LEA MINIMUM FUNDING FLOOR (A2)

Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

[ Activity - I Approx. # of LEAs é Total

| Minimum Funding Floor: All participating | 82 LEAs i $3,659,165
LEAs will receive a minimum “floor of funds”
to ensure that all RTTT obligations are met.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ALIGNMENT
Associated with Criteria: B3
Evidence for selection criterion (A){(2)(i)(d

Project
Year 1

Project
Year3

Project
Year 2

Project
Year 4

(e}

Bud ories

—_—

. Personnel $214,000 $214,000 $214,000 $214,000 $856,000

2. Fringe Benefits $53,500 $53,500 $53,500 $53,500 $214,000
3. Travel $45,000 $45,000 $45,000 $45,000 $180,000
4. Equipment $15,000 $10,000 $10,000 $5,000 $40,000

5. Supplies $100,000 $100,000 $25,000 $25,000 $250,000
6. Contractual $1,456,667 | $1,456,667 | $1,000,000 | $696,666 $4,610,000
7. Training Stipends

8. Other $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $1,000,000
9. Totaf Direct Costs (lines 1-8) $2,134,167 | $2,129,167 | $1,597,500 | $1,289,166 | $7,150,000

10. Indirect Costs*

11.Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $2,002,500 | $1,760,525 | $1,693,791 | $1,702,304 | $7,159,120

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-15.
Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount
requested for each applicable budget category.

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project yeats.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the
end of this Budget section, Note that indirect costs are not allocated fo lines 11-12.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative

TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL ALIGNMENT (B3)

Personnel

Personnel: The following requested personnel will be hired as employees of the Yo Base :
. Total

project. FTE |Salary

implementation of all activities in supporting the transition to the Common Core
Standards and assessments

Staff (2) 100% [$62,000 [$496,000
Fringe Benefits
EFringe Benefits wil! be calculated at 25%. ;% ‘Personnel Cost 3T0ta]

EFringe benefits for the ADE Program Coordinator and transition staff, 125% 1$856,000 11$214,000

! % early
%Travel. Budget
{
|

Travel, lodging, and meals for théwAD.E Program Coordinator and transition staff §$45,000 $180,000

ADE Program Coordinator (1): This person be responsible for the development and 1100% $90,000 $360,000

Equipment
Technology cost | ey ip
echnology costs Budget |
\Computers and Blackberries 1$10,000  |$40,000
Supplies | - ) e
e e e e Yeaiy .
Supplies: Budget |
Supplies for Summer Institutes Year 1 & 2 1$250,000
$100,000
Year3 &4
$25,000
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Contractual

EContractual:

Total

Contract with Margaret Heritage: Lead the statewide professional development and capacity building
efforts in formative assessment through institutes and virtual communication. Costs include Margaret
Heritage’s travel and expenses as well as the development for online professional development
programs.

$370,000

Release RFP(s) for the development of professional training modules and all associated materials
including technology based tools. Training modules will include, but no be limited to, Common Core
Standards, frameworks, curriculum materials and assessment concepts and skill, etc. Modules shall be
developed as a trainer of training package for supervisors of professional learning including
superintendents, central office staff, and cooperatives; supervisors at the school site who will support
collaborative professional learning teams including principals and assistant principals; teacher leaders
and school administrators who will facilitate team learning at their schools or in there districts; and,
teachers who will participate in collaborative professional learning teams.

1

Other

$4,000,000

Yearly

Activity Budget

teams, along with representatives from higher education to focus on formative assessment
as an integration of a process of assessment use, including the provision of feedback to
learners and of a purposefully designed methodology to gather evidence. LEAs will use
their RTTT funds to send school teams to the summer institutes.

Summer Institutes: Professional de{felopment for education cooperative, ADE, and school $W250,000w 1,000,006
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Budget Part IT: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: SMART CORE INCENTIVES
Associated with Criteria: B3
Evidence for selection criterion (A)2)(i)(d

Project Project Project Project
Year 1 Year2 Year3 Year 4 ©
Budget Categories (a) (b) (c) (d)

1. Personnel

. Fringe Benefits

. Travel

. Equipment

. Supplies

. Training Stipends

. Other $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $12,000,000
. Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8) $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $12,000,000

2
3
4
5
6. Contractuat
.
8
9

10. Indirect Costs*

11.Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $3,000,000 | $12,000,000

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-15.

Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount requested
for each applicable budget category.

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the end
of this Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-12.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative

SMART CORE INCENTIVES (B3)

rigorous Smart Core curriculum are the same as those required for high school
graduates to succeed in their first year of college or in jobs that promise a well-paying
career track.

Our high school graduates are expected to number between 25,000 and 30,000 over the
next few years, We have budgeted an annual appropriation of $3 million to underpin an
incentive program encouraging districts to encourage their students to enroll in and
graduate with completion of the Smart Core curriculum.

School districts must devote the incentive to fit individual circumstances and needs.
For example, the money can underwrite tutoring or after-school and summer programs,
support hiring elementary math and science specialists, or fund professional
development for math, science, foreign language, and AP instruction.

Other

L Yearly

Activity | Budget Total
Research shows that the skills and knowledge gained through Arkansas’s more $3,000,000 1$12,000,000
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: UNIFIED RESOURCE PORTAL

Associated with Criteria: C3

(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Project Project Project Project

Year 1 Year2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Budget Categories (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
1. Personnel $790,000 $809,750 $829,994 $2,429,744
2. Fringe Benefits $252,800 $259,120 $£265,598 $777,518
3. Travel $120,000 $100,000 $88,000 $308,000
4. Equipment $789,000 $320,000 $210,000 $1,319,000
5. Supplies $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 $45,000
6. Contractual $1,350,000 | $1,350,000 | $1,350,000 $4,050,000
7. Training Stipends
8. Other
9. Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8) $3,316,800 | $2,853,870 | $2,758,592 $8,929,262
10. Indirect Costs* $331,680 $285,387 $275,859 $892,926
11. Funding for Involved LEAs '
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $3,648,480 | $3,139,257 | $3,034,451 $9,822,188
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative
UNIFIED RESOURCE PORTAL (C3)

Personnel

Personnel: The following requested persennel will all be hired as employees of the
project.

$SO Prq;ect Manager This individual will be resp0n51ble for the overall Ieadershlp
and management of the Single Sign-On System. Individual will be an expert in the
area of software development.

%o
FTE

100%

Base

‘Salary

$75,000

Total

$230,672

IT Specialist—Electronic Transcript System: This individual will be responsible for
integrating the Single Sign-On System with ADE’s existing Electronic Transcript
System transcript system, Individual will be proficient in the field of software
development and will report to the SSO PrOJect Manager.

IT Specialist—Longitudinal Data System This individual will be responsible for
integrating the Single Sign-On System with ADE’s implementation of Longitudinal
Data System BI. Individual will be proficient in the field of software development
and will have experience using Longitudinal Data System. Individual will report to
the SSO Project Manager.

100%

100%

$65,000

$199.916

!

$65,000

$199,916

IT Specialist—APSCN: This individual will be responsible for integrating the Single
Sign-On System with ADE’s existing APSCN system. Individual will be proficient in
the field of software development and will report to the SSO Project Manager.

100%

$65,000

§199.916

IT Specialist—Data Visualization: This individual will be responsible for integrating
the Single Sign-On System with ADE’s existing Data Visualization website.
Individual will be proficient in the field of web/software development and will report
to the SSO Project Manager

IT Spemallst--Professmnal Development Portal: This individual will be responsrble
for integrating the Single Sign-On System with ADE’s Professional Development
Portal. Individual will be proficient in the software development and will report to the
S$S0O Project Manager.

1006%

'
P

$65,000

$199,916

100%

$65,000

$199,916

IT Specialist--Ad Hoc Systems (2): These individuals will be responsible for
integrating the Single Sign-On System with ADE’s various ad hoc systems.
Individuals will be proficient in the field of software development and will report to
the SSO Project Manager.

200%

$130,000

$399,831

IT Specialist--Programming (3): These individuals will be responsible for the
development of the Single Sign-On System. Individual will be experienced in the
field of software development and will report to the SSO Project Manager.

300%

$180,000

$553,613

Administrative Assistant (2): These individuals will be responsible for assisting the
Single Sign-On development staff. Individual will report to the SSO Project Manager.

200%

$80,000

$246,050

Fringe Benefits

Fringe Benefits %o

Friﬁgé o

{Personnel
{Costs

32% 182, 429 744

'Total i
i
7

$777 518
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Travel

| Travel: | ﬁ"otal
Travel To Conferences (Vendor, User Group, etc.) [$ 75,000
Professional Development/Training (Certifications, Developer Training, i
o) . 1$115,000
. i
Educational Cooperative Training (Training to user-base) i$1 18,000
Equipment
Equipment: |T0taim

Single Sign On Servers & Equipment: Acquisition of enterprise-grade servets,
network architecture and software necessary to support single sign on infrastructure.
Includes iSCSI network storage, virtualization software, operating system licenses
and necessary hardware. :

$1,250,000

Staff Equipment; Staff computers, network equipment and necessary IT purchases to
support thirteen staff members in single sign on office.

$69,000

Supplies

Equipment: S(early Budget

detal

Office Supplies: General office supplies necessary for day-to-day

|
and administrative operation of single sign on office. §$15’000

!$45,000

Contractual

Contractual: Yearly Budget

iTotal

Electronic Transcript System: Development of directory and
authentication module to connect electronic transcript system to $150,000
single sign on architecture.

$450,000

Professional Development Portal: Development of directory and
authentication module to connect professional development portal to | $150,000
single sign on architecture.

$450,000

Longitudinal Data System/Business Intelligence: Development of
directory and authentication module to connect longitudinal data $300,000
system and business intelligence system to single sign on ?
architecture,

APSCN Student & Financial Management Systems: Development of
directory and authentication module to APSCN SMS & FMS to $300,000
single sign on architecture.

1 $900,000

£900,000

Project Management: Third-party project management consultant to
. . . . $250,000
ensure successful completion of single sign on system project.

$750,000

Other: Contractual expenses associated with developing single sign ...$200 000
on modules for third party and ad hoc systems. ’

$600,000
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Budget Categories

TECHNICAL SUPPORT TEAMS

Project
Year1
a

Project
Year 2
b

Associated with Criteria: C3 and D5
Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d]

Project
Year 3
[

Project Name: INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT SYSTEM, LEADERSHIP SUPPORT SPECIALISTS &

Project
Year 4
d

Total
(e)

1. Personnel $1,200,000 | $1,200,000 | $1,200,000 | $1,200,000 | $4,800,000
2. Fringe Benefits $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $1,200,000
3. Travel $90,240 $90,240 $90,240 $50,240 $360,960

4. Equipment $28,000 e ——— e $28,000

5. Supplies $16,000 $16,000 $16,000 $16,000 $64,000

6. Contractual $5,000,000 | $4,000,000 | $4,000,000 | $4,000,000 | $17,000,000
7. Training Stipends

8. Other

9. Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8) $6,634,240 | $5,606,240 | $5,606,240 | $5,606,240 | $23,452,960

10. Indirect Costs*

11.Funding for Involved LEAS

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

$6,634,240

$5,606,240:

$5,606,240

$5,606,240

$23,452,960

for each applicable budget category.

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.
*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the end
of this Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-

Budget - 21
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Budget Part IT: Project-Level Budget Narrative

INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT SYSTEM,
LEADERSHIP SUPPORT SPECIALISTS & TECHNICAL SUPPORT EXPERTS
(C3 AND DS)

Personnel

Personhel: -'_I-‘h'gfal'lowing requéét"é-d persbhnel % FTE ” Base .Sélafy 'i‘o't“s'i.l“ -
will be hired as employees of the project.

Leadership Support Specialists (8) — The Leadership [100% $75,000 x 8 |$600,000 per year
Support Specialists will work with the schools to specialists) =
provide on-site professional development and $600,000 $2,400,000

support in the knowledge and skills needed to
effectively utilize an Instructional Improvement
System (IIS). These specialists will model data-
driven decision making on-site with staff,

Technical ‘sﬁppaﬂ{échhology experté (8) ~This  |100% _ $75,000x 8 $600,000 per year
team of innovative educators and consultants will specialists) =
provide consultation in collaboration on all PD $600,000 $2.400,000

development and supporting materials (including
but not limited to the instructional improvement
system) to ensure incorporation of 21% century
learning skills.

* Duc to the rigorous plan of implementation proposed in the Arkansas RTTT application, many of the positions
will be downsized at the completion of the 4-year grant cycle because the tools and trainings will be developed
and the implementation will reach capacity levels. These highly trained professionals will assume vacant state and
LEA positions of leadership and support (as demonstrated with Reading First staff). Based on data, essential
positions will be sustained with current state and LEA funding.

Fringe Benefits

Fringe Benefits will be Yo Base Salary Total
calculated at 25%. FTE
Fringe: calculated for Leadership [100% {75,000 x 8 specialists = $600,000 per {$150,000 in benefits
Support Specialists year X 25% = $150,000 in benefits  per year
per year
$600,000
Fringe: calculated for Technical 100% [75,000 x 8 specialist = $600,000 per $150,000 in benefits
support/technology experts year x 25% = $150,000 in benefits  |per year
per year
$600,000
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Travel

Travel: Travel expenses include # trips $ per trip Total
the average mile

reimbursements of $.042, in

addition to an amount of per :

diem of $55 |

Monthly project meetings and 48 (12 per 1$310.00 per trip $59,520 per
regional meetings. year) x 16 year

250 miles round trip for people

regional/project meetings @ $238,080
$.042, hotel costs $150.00 per

nlght and $55 00 meals = $310.00

‘Dally on-site coachmg and (15 trips x §$630.00 per person per month :$60,480.00
support for schools ‘12 months : per year
15 school trips for 15 days per X 8 people

month on-site with schools (Leadership $241,920
100 miles round trip to schools @ Support

$0.42 x estimated 15 trips = Specialists)

$630.00 per person

Equipment

EEguipment: 3Cost of item 1Item Description ETotal
%Laptop computer and printer ELaptop computer and printer $28,000.00

(8): A laptop and printer will
ibe needed by specialists.

Supplies

%

1$3500
!

First year only
!

§Supplies:
1Instructional Materials:

|C0ntractual

spemallst 8
: ‘lmplementatton of NS system.

ICost of item iItem Description Total
Estimating lProfessional texts, flip charts, $16,000.00 per year
$2000 per markers, notebooks, handouts

Fwﬂl be needed for support of $64,000

Instructional Improvement
System

Estimating $5,000,000 first year for
implementation, customization, and
professional development,

Estimating $4,000,000 for remaining
three years to continue customization

and maintenance

155006000 (st yean)
$4,000,000 (2nd — 4th years)

Total request is $17,000,000
for grant period
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: MARKETING OF THE PROFESSIONAL TEACHING PERMIT
Associated with Criteria: DJ
vidence for selection criterion {(A)}2}i)}(d

Project Project Project Project Total
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 (©)
Budget Categories a b ¢ d ¢

1

. Personnel

Fringe Benefits

Travel

Equipment

Supplies

Training Stipends

Other $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $300,000
Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8) | $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 : $300,000
10. Indirect Costs* '

11.Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $300,000

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-15.

Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount requested
for each applicable budget category.

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the end
of this Budget section, Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-12.

2,
3.
4.
5.
6. Contractual
7.
8.
9.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative
‘MARKETING THE EXPANSION OF THE PROFESSIONAL TEACHERS PERMIT (PTP) (D)

Other

Professional Teaching Permit (PTP)Expansion Amount

The PTP opportunity brings other professionals in the | $300,000
community into AR’s high school classrooms.

Example a sitting judge is teaching government at a
local high school. Also a mathematics professor from a
local community college is teaching mathematics at the .
high school in town.

This project/program needs to be marketed on a larger
scale in the state. Proposal is to expand the marketing
at approximately $100,000 per year for the life of the
grant,

Marketing promotions may include:

¢ Develop video and companion brochure/give-
aways to deliver at community, business and
industry meetings '

s  Speaker’s bureau to deliver program to local
chambers of commerce and/or rotary groups

» Develop print and video spots with paid
advertising campaign in newspapers and on TV

e Expand the billboard campaign to include some
rural southern regions of the state
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: NEW TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM

Associated with Criteria:D2
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i}(d))

Project Year  Project Year  Project Year  Project Year
1 2 3 4 Total

Budget Categories (a) (b) {c) (d) (e)
1. Personnel $80,372 $82,783 $85,267 $248,422
2. Fringe Benefits $20,093 $20,696 $21,317 $62,105
3. Travel $686,000 $686,000 $1,372,000
4, Equipment $1,800 $1,800
5. Supplies | $41,125 $41,125 $82,250
6. Contractual $84,000 $99,000 $183,000
7. Training Stipends
8. Other
9. Total Direct Costs (lines 1-
8) $913,390 $929,604 $106,583 $1,949,577
10. Indirect Costs* $91,340 $92,960 $10,658 $194,958
11, Funding for Involved
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs
13, Total Costs (lines 9-12) $1,004,729 $1,022,564 $117,242 $2,144,535
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Project-Level Budget Narrative

NEW TEACHER EVALUATION SYSTEM (D2)

Personnel

Personnel: The following requested personnel will all be hired as employees of the
project.

% Base

FTE Salary Total

1 FTE: The Program Manager will be responsible for overall program
implementation. Coordinate the implementation schedule, and support the training of
the teachers and principal assessors. The direction, development and management.
The director will serve as liaison to the ADE for project dissemination.

100% ;% 60,214 $186,115

.5 Administrative Assistant: Manages the day to day operations of the program office. $62.306

100% i $20,158

Fringe Benefits

Fringe Benefits:

™ Per N |
Y éPersorme! !Total |
! Expense . ;

Hlarlr;ges werecalculated at 25% of salary

. [25% [$248,421 [$ 62,105 |

Travel

Travel: E Total
Meals, Administrator Training: $71 per diem $497,000
Lodging, Administrator Training; 4 nights, 875 administrators per year | $630,000
Service Charges & Taxes, Administrator Training i $70,000
Mileage, Administrator Training [ $175,000
Equipment

Equ:pm L ~Costoflom™ ITotalm'

wTe:chnolc»gy Costs (1staff), $1,200 per:mincludes half allocation for shared admin
resource

1$1,200 $ 1,800

Supplies

Supplies:

UnitCost  [Total

Training Text: A Framework for Teachings (1750)

Iy

$21.00$36,750

Training Materials for Administrators (1750)

$25.00 [$43,750

Certificates {1750) _
Video Training: Cost of Training Per Educator for (1750)

. $l.00[$1,750
T $14.00 [$24,500
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Contractual

Contractual: : Total
‘Trainers for Administrator Training, $600 day, 4 days of training, 70 trainers E$ 168,000
College Curriculum Development !$15,000
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table '

Project Name: NEW PRINCIPAL EVALUATION SYSTEM
Associated with Criteria: D2
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Project Year  Project Year  Project Year  Project Year
1 2 3 4 Total

Budget Categories (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)
1. Personnel $80,372 $80,372 $80,372 $20,158 $261,272
2. Fringe Benefits $20,093 $20,093 $20,093 $5039.50 $65,318.50
3. Travel $51,120 $228,667 $228,667 $228,666 $737,120
4. Equipment $1,800 $1,800
5. Supplies
6. Contractual $25,000 $24,500 $27,000 $76,500
7. Training Stipends - '
8. Other
9, Total Direct Costs (lines -
8) $178,385 $353,632 $359,132 $353,863.50 $1,,142,012.50
10. Indirect Costs* $17,839 $35,363 $35,613 $25,386 $114,201
11. Funding for Involved '
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $196,224 $388,995 $391,745 $279,249.50 $1,256,213.50
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Project-Level Budget Narrative
NEW PRINCIPAL EVALUATION SYSTEM (D2)

Personnel

Personnel: The following requested personnel will all be hired as employees of the || % Base
: Total
project. FTE Salary
1 FTE: The Program Manager will be responsible for overall program direction, {[100% |[$60,214  |[$186,115
development and management. The director will serve as liaison to the ADE for
project dissemination,
.5 Administrative Assistant; Manages the day to day operations of the program 50% ||$20,158 ||$62,306
office.
Fringe Benefits
Fringe Benefits: Y Personnel Total
g s: ° Expense
Fringes were calculated at 25% of salary 25% $248.422 |1$62,105 l
Travel
Travel: Planning Phase Total ||
ILodging and Meals for Taskforce Working Sessions (36 people x 8 days) " $40,320]

|Mileage, Taskforce; 36 people, three different meetings

$10,800]

Travel: Implementation Phase

|Meals, Administrator Trainilg:_ $71 per diem

IL

$248,500]

ILodging, Administrator Training; 4 nights, 875 administrators per year Jl $31 5,000|
IService Charges & Taxes, Administrator Training " $35,000
[Mileage, Administrator Training [ 387,500

,‘ TOTAL][_$686,000]
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Equipment

|Equipment: " Cost of Item " Total J
Technology Costs (1staff), $1,200 per: includes half allocation for shared admin $1,200 $ 1,800
resource

Contractual

LContractua]: " Total ]

Contracted Services: Facilitator to lead the Principal Evaluation Task Force: state procurement rules  [[$37,500
will limit it to $25,000 per contract length.

Contract with Trainers for Principal / Superintendent Training, $600 day, 2 days of training, 40 days of||$24,000
training. The training will be for two days and there will be approximately twenty trainers hired.

College Curriculum Development: Hire five (5) professors from AR colleges/universities to update $15,000
teacher preparation curriculum to include the New Principal Evaluation training into the Education
Leadership programs for the state. Rate is $600 day; 5 days
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Proj ect Name: INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITATORS
Associated with Criteria: D2

ories

. Personnel

Project
Yearl

Project
Year 2

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2){i)(d

Project
Year3

Project
Year 4

. Fringe Benefits

. Travel

. Equipment

. Supplies

. Contractual

. Training Stipends

$2,340,000

$2,340,000

| $2.340,000

$2,340,000

$9,360,000

, Other

. Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8)

$2,340,000

$2,340,000

$2,340,000

$2,340,000

$9,360,000

10, Indirect Costs*

11.Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13, Total Costs (lines 9-12) -

$2,340,000

$2,340,000

$2,340,000

$2,340,000

$9,360,000

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-13.
Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount

requested for each applicable budget category.

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.
*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the
end of this Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-12.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative

TUITION REIMBURSEMENT FOR INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITATORS NARRATIVE (D2)

Training Stipends

Description of the IF Tuition Reimbursement /training | Total Amount
stipend

Arkansas currently has approximately 1300 teachers $ 9,360,000
serving in the role as instructional facilitators (IF).
Since the establishment of the IF, many of these
educators are seeking this endorsement. This tuition
reimbursement (stipend) is to award 1300 teachers (325
teachers per year a total of $7200 in tuition
reimbursement. This amount was computed on the fact
that the program is an eighteen (18) hour program at a
cost of approx. $400 per semester hour to be
implemented over the four years of the grant. 1f $7200
is not need by all of the 1300 educators, then educators
training to become IFs will be allowed to participate in
this program. (1300 @ $7,200 ea = $9,360,000)
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: DIFFERENTIATED COMPENSATION PILOT
Associated with Criteria: D2
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)2)(i)(d))

Project Year  Project Year  Project Year  Project Year
1 2 3 -4 Total
Budget Categories (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

1. Personnel $3,333,333 $3,333,333 $3,333,334 $10,000,600
2. Fringe Benefits
3. Travel

4. Equipment

5. Supplies

6. Contractual

7. Training Stipends
8. Other

9. Total Direct Costs (lines 1-
8) $3,333,333 $3,333,333 $3,333,334 $10,000,000
10. Indirect Costs* )

11. Funding for Involved
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $3,333,333 $3,333,333 $3,333,334 $10,000,000
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Project-Level Budget Narrative:

DIFFERENTIATED COMPENSATION PILOT (D2)

1) Personnel

Personnel iTotal

Differentiated Compensation Pilot: Through the Race to the Top grant, Arkansas proposes to bring
ten LEAs (inviting our persistently low performing schools and those that have experience with

implementing differentiated compensation or have a desire to move in that direction) to the table to
study how a state-wide model for differentiated compensation could work. The participating LEAs
will also have an opportunity because of Race to the Top to pilot this new system with the $10,000,000
understanding that they must sustain any successful efforts. U

i

Specific teachers and methodologies have yet to be decided. At an average incentive of $10,000 per
teacher, effecting up to 1000 teachers is expected. It is the state’s intention to use this pilot to prove
the efficacy of differentiated compensation models.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: EFFECTIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION (SPED)
Associated with Criteria: D3
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Project Year 1  Project Year 2  Project Year3  Project Year 4 Total
Budget Categories (a) (b) (¢) (d) (e)
1. Personnel $75,000 $77,500 $30,000 $82,500 $315,000
2. Fringe Benefits $22,500 $23,200 $23,900 $24,600 $94,200
3. Travel - - - - -
4. Equipment $4,000 - - - $4,000
5. Supplies - - - - -
6. Contractual $100,000 - - - $100,000
7. Training Stipends | $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $288,000
8. Other $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $1,000,000
9. Total Direct - - _ '
Costs (lines 1-8) $523,500 $422,700 $425,900 $429,100 $1,801,200
10. Indirect Costs* | $52,350 $42,270 $42,590 $42,910 $180,120
11. Funding for
Involved LEAs - - - - -
12. Supplemental
Funding for
Participating LEAs [ $540,000 $540,000 $540,000 $540,000 $2,160,000
13. Total Costs '
(lines 9-12) $1,115,850 $1,004,970 $1,008,490 $1,012,010 $4,141,320
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Project-Level Budget Narrative

EFFECTIVE SPECIAL EDUCATION (SPED) (D3)

Personnel
Personnel: The following requested personne! will be hired % | Base Total
as an employee of the ADE to provide leadership for this FTE Salary
project.
Coordinator for High Priority Teacher Recruitment (1): The 100% | $75,000 $75,000
Coordinator will be responsible for activities outlined in AR A 3% cost of living
~ 6-17-310 to assure the students in Arkansas are taught by increase will be
highly qualified and effective teachers. In this capacity, the reflected in yrs. 2-4,
individual will provide leadership for development and
coordination of programs, materials and other activities to
recruit and retain teachers licensed in special education. R
Fringe Benefits
Fringe Benefits: Benefits were based on the total anticipated salary. % Total
The calculation was estimated to be 30% of the salary.
Fringe benefits are considered to be social security, retirement, 30% t $22,500

unemployment and insurance.

Equipment

Equipméﬁt: Purchases éf‘equipmeri“tn—ﬁfill follow SEA policy for Costof | Item Descfiption Total

procurement. Item

Laptop Computer (1) and Color Printer (1); One laptop computer $2,000 Laptop $4,000

and one color printer will be needed to supply the needs of the Computer

person hired to staff the Office of Teacher Recruitment. $2.000

Color Printer

Contractunal
[ Contractual: The Project will use procurement procedures outtined by the State | % of Time | Total |
} of Arkansas for professional services contracts. ‘ 1 ?
I Requests for proposals will be solicited from accredited colleges of education | 10% for each E $100,000 !
| E college of ;

within the state that offer special education coursework leading to special
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designated as having a
critical shortage.

designated as
critical is
identified each
year.

education endorsement. The priority for proposéls will be the d.eve.lopment and | education E
expansion of online courses for training teachers in all areas of the state. ' |
Training Stipends
Training Stipends: Stipends will be in the form of Description Cost Total
reimbursement for tuition and incidental costs
associated with graduate coursework in the area of
special education.
General education licensed teachers will receive Maximum of $3,600 per | $3,600 per | $288,000
tuition reimbursement to assist with enrollment in teacher to reimburse for | teacher X 20
graduate level special education courses. Increased | tuition and incidentals. teachers per
numbers of teachers with special education year = $72,000
knowledge will lead to more eftective and qualified per year
teachers.
|
Other
| Activity | Purpose Cost #LEAs Total
| Involved
|
Stipends for the To enable veteran $2,500 including benefits 266 $500,000
expansion of mentoring | general education per mentor +
programs. teachers who add _ )
special education $2,500 including benefits
endorsement to receive | PEY VEteran teacher for 1
support through mentors  Y8" of mentoring =
d“"‘“$ their ﬁ'rst year (Estimate 25 pairs each
teaching special
: year)
education.
| ‘Stipends for relocation To recruit teachers to $2,500 per teacher 50-The {'$500,000
and moving expenses. special education in estimating a minimum of | number of
areas of the state 1 per district districts
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Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

Pilot program for
administrative
assistants/due process
clerks.

To fund administrative
assistants/due process
clerks to assist schools
in completing special
education paperwork.

approx. $18,000 per clerk
X 30 schools for 4 years.

$2,160,000
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: EFFECTIVE ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE (ESL) TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS
Associated with Criteria; D3
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Project Year 1  Project Year2  Project Year3  Project Year 4 Total

Budget Categories (a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

. Personnel

. Fringe Benefits

. Travel

. Equipment

b

. Supplies
$14,062 $14,062 $14,063 $14,063 $56,250

(=2

. Contractual

7. Training Stipends
$402,736 $402,736 $402,736 $402,737 $1,610,945

8. Other

9, Total Direct Costs
(lines 1-8) $416,798 $416,798 $416,799 $416,799 $1,667,195

10. Indirect Costs

11. Funding for Involved
LEAs

12. Supplemental
Funding for Participating
LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- | $416,798 $416,798 $416,799 $416,799 $1,667,195
12)
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Project-Level Budget Narrative:

EFFECTIVE ESL TEACHERS & ADMINISTRATORS (D3)

Supplies
Supplies | Per Person Cost Total 3
| |
| Instructional materials (books, printing) 1812500 (x 450 $56,250 |
| | people |
| |

Training Stipends
“““ Training Stipends: Stipends will be in the Description Cost Total

form of reimbursement for tuition and
 incidental costs associated with graduate

coursework in the area of special education.

General education licensed teachers will Maximum of $3,600 | $3,595 per $1,610,945

receive tuition reimbursement to assist with
enrollment in graduate level special
education courses. Increased numbers of
teachers with special education knowledge
will fead to more effective and qualified

i teachers.

per teacher to
reimburse for tuition
and incidentals.

teacher X 112
teachers per year
= $402,736 per
year

" ** Note: The Arkansas Department of Education would be partnéring with the Race to the Top "grant in

providing ESL endorsement training for teachers; ADE will provide state funding for a supplemental summer
program for teachers (the summer ESL Academy) to increase the number and percentage of teachers needed to
provide instructional services for English Language Learners (ELLs).
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: EXPANSION OF THE TEACH FOR AMERICA PROGRAM

Associated with Criteria: D3

(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Budget Categories

Project Year 1  Project Year2  Project Year3  Project Year 4

(a)

(b () (d)

Total
(e)

. Personnel

. Fringe Benefits

. Equipment

1
2
3. Travel
4
5

. Supplies

6. Contractual

$1,694,000

$1,694,000

3,388,000

7. Training Stipends

8, Other

9, Total Direct Costs (lines 1-
8)

$1,694,000

$1,694,000

3,388,000

10. Indirect Costs*

i1. Funding for Involved
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

- $1,694,000

- $1,694,000

$3,388,000
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BUDGET PART II: PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE
EXPANSION OF THE TEACH FOR AMERICA PROGRAM (D3)

Contractual

TFA EXPANSION | Amount per category for four (4) years

As Arkansas seeks to expand its partnership with TFA to 210 teachers for 2010 through 2014, the following
expansions in the MOU will be necessary, for the additional 110 teachers:

a) $3000 paid by ADE to TFA per teacher (for 110 new | $1,320,000
teachers) for training per year =$330,000 per year

b) $3000 paid by LEAs to TFA per teacher (for 110 $1,320,000
_new teachers) for training per year

¢) $1200 in stipends for the Mentors of TFA candidates | $ 528,000
cach year = $132,000 per year.

Praxis III assessment for 110 new teacher per year $220,000
@$500 '
TOTAL $ 3,388,000
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION TRAINING FOR PRINCIPALS

Associated with Criteria: D3
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Budget Categories

Project Year Project Year Project Year
1 2 3

(@ (b) )

Project Year
4

[C)]

Total
(e)

. Personnel

. Fringe Benefits

. Equipment

1
2
3, Travel
4
5

. Supplies

6. Contractual

$1,600,000

~J

.- Training Stipends

$800,000 $800,000

o0

. Other

9, Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8)

'$800,000 | $800,000

$1,600,800

10. Indirect Costs*

11. Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13, Total Costs (lines 9-12)

$800,000 | $800,000

$1,600,000
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Project-Level Budget Narrative

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION TRAINING FOR PRINCIPALS (D3)
Contractual

Contractual Total

Through Race to the Top funding, Arkansas will extend an RFP to provide professional learing
opportunities for principals that will focus on key strategies to ensuring all schools are staffed
with highly effective teachers. The state will contract with experts to help principals:

e build communication and marketing plans for their school (using data and incentives);

e establish criteria that the school and district are seeking in an effective educators and $1,600,000
develop a rubric to measure the educator on the continuum to ensure quality hiring ’
practices and mutual consent between the school and district;

* understand their role in quality induction of new teachers; and

e support new and veteran teachers with quality professional development planning and
implementation,
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Budget Part IT: Project-Level Budget Table

Proj ect Name: DEVELOPMENT AND EXPANSION OF STEM-RELATED LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES
Associated with Criteria: D3

(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Budget Categories

Project Year 1 Project Year2 Project Year 3

@) (b)

(c)

Project Year 4
(]

Total
()

. Personnel

. Fringe Benefits

. Travel

. Equipment

. Supplies

. Contractual

. Training Stipends

ol alh|wnlhk W]

. Other

9.

Total Direct Costs

(lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs

11. Funding for
Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental
Funding for
Participating LEAs

$16,937,500 $16,937,500

$16,937,500

$16,937,500

$67,750,000

13. Total Costs (lines
9-12)

0 $16,937,500 $16,937,500

$16,937,500

$16,937,500

$67,750,000
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BUDGET PART II: PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE
DEVELOPMENT AND EXPANSION OF STEM-RELATED LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES (D3)

Our goal is to increase quality STEM programming in all school districts, integrating it thoroughly into
the curriculum. All participating LEAs must implement at least one STEM program that focuses on
professional development for their teachers or programs for their students, and we encourage both in tandem.
Although not exhaustive, the application provides a list of programs that have successfully engaged students
and teachers in the STEM fields. New Race to the Top grant funding will support a network of technical
assistance to help school districts determine the type of program that best meets their local needs and
circumstances. A district may also choose to build on its current STEM programming by personalizing a

choice that matches their specific needs with a “Build-Your-Own” program.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF AN IHE COLLEGE OF EDUCATION REPORT CARD
Associated with Criteria: D4
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))-

Project Year 1  Project Year2 Project Year3  Project Year 4 Total
Budget Categories (2) (D] (c) (d) (e)

1. Personnel $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 1 $80,000 $320,000

2. Fringe Benefits $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $80,000

3. Travel - - - - -

4. Equipment $5,000 - - - $5,000

5. Supplies $300 $100 $200 $100 $700

6. Conftractual - - - - -

7. Training Stipends - - - - -

§. Other . - - - - -

9. Total Direct Costs
(lines 1-8) $105,300 $100,100 $100,200 $100,100 $ 405,700

10. Indirect Costs - - - - -

11. Funding for _
Involved LEAs - - - - -

12. Supplemental
Funding for
Participating LEAs

13, Total Costs (lines
9-12) $105,300 $100,100 $100,000 $100,100 $ 405,700
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BUDGET PART II: PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE
COLLEGES OF EDUCATION — REPORT CARD DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION (D4)

Personnel

1 FTE — IHE CE Report Card Facilitator

To employ or contract with a person temporarily (4-years) to work with | 80,000
partners and current data analysts to develop and implement the IHE
College of Education Report Card. This person will also lead the
stakeholder group in discussions about analyzing the data to
improvement teacher and principal prep programs.

TOTAL | $320,000

Fringe Benefits
1-FTE
Fringe: IHE CE Report Card Facilitator @ 25% $20,000 (per year) Total = $80,000
TOTAL | $80,000
Equipment
| Technology: computer, printer, Blackberry | 85,000
Supplies

Supplies for various planning meetings including: flip | $700
charts, markers, planning materials, etc...

TOTAL | $700.
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Budget Part IT: Project-Level Budget Table

Budget Part II: Project-Level Budg

e

t Table

Project Name: SIX STATE CONSORTIUM

Associated with Criteria: D4

(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Project Project Project Project Total
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Budget Categories (a) (b) (c) (d) @) _||
1. Personnel $365,000 | $365,000 | $365,000 $1,05,000 ]
2. Fringe Benefits $91,250 $91,250 $91,250 $273,750
3. Travel
4. Equipment 1$150,000 | $150,000 $300,000 JI
5. Supplies $26,200 $26,200 $26,200 $26,200 $104,800
6. Contractual $50,.0(.)0 $50,000. $50,000 $150,000
7. Training Stipends $375,000 $375,000 $375,000 | $375,000 | $1,500,000
8. Other (Task Force) $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $4,000
?LST)"“&I Direct Costs (lines $1,058,450 | $1,058,450 | $908.450 | $402,200 | $3,427,550
10. Indirect Costs* $ 10,5 g4 §10,584 $9,084 $4,022 $34,274
11.Funding for Involved 1I
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding
for Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) | $1,069,034 | $1,069,034 | $917,534 | $406,222 $3,461,824

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-15.

Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount requested for each

applicable budget category.

Column (e)}: Show the total amount requested for all project years.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the end of this

Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-12.
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BUDGET PART II: PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE

IMPLEMENTATION OF A PILOT PROGRAM FROM THE SIX-STATE CONSORTIUM INITIATIVE (D4)

Personnel

1 FTE - Facilitator of Technology

Total

To employ a highly skilled Facilitator of Technology who with will work
.5 with an AR public college/university and .5 with two schools in a
neighboring district for the purpose of training both facilities on the use
of 21% century technology. Many faculty members in Arkansas colleges
of education are not technologically savvy enough to recruit Generation
Y students into their colleges. Secondly, there is often a disconnect
between existing educators in AR school districts in this area as
compared to many novice Gen Y teachers. Arkansas youngsters in K12
classrooms are often advanced beyond the skills of their educators.
Salary $90,000 for three years.

$270,000

1 FTE- Program Administrator (For length of program)

The program administrators will work .5 with an AR public
college/university and .5 with two schools in a neighboring district for
the purpose of coordinating the technology training, working conditions
and evaluation surveys as well as collection of data for analysis of this
pilot.

$225,000

Maximum of 5-FTE -Salary for Intern Teachers at one-half of entry
level salary

The University and LEA will make a new arrangement for intern
teachers (student teachers) to assume a classroom with an experienced
teacher as a mentor 100% assigned to them and their classroom. (Mentor
has a maximum of 2 paid interns.) The two intern teachers shared an
entry level teacher’s salary (approx, $30,000 a year) and have the
opportunity to experience the full school year.

$600,000

TOTAL

$1,095,000

Fringe Benefits.

1-FTE Total

Fringe benefits are 25% of total salary for Facilitator of | $67,500
Technology ($90,000)

Fringe benefits are 25% of total salary for Program $56,250
Administrator ($75,000)

Fringe benefits are 25% of total salary for 5 FTEs of $150,000
the Intern Teachers Salary at a rate of $30,000 per year.

(837,500 per year= $150,000)
' TOTAL { $273,750
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Equipment

C.0.W. (Computers on Wheels) — to purchase 50 COW
per school site (total of 100) at a cost of $3000 per unit.
The COW is in essence an I-phone without the phone
components. It is a handheld computer to train faculty
and classrooms of students on accessing the internet.

$300,000

Supplies

Supplies for the 360 Analysis:

a) TOP - Tool for Observing Peers ($10 per person per
copy or $750 per year.

$3000

b) My Teacher Checklist: is a very short checklist of
the students’ perception of their teacher. It is a pre/post
checklist from the fall and the spring semesters. (30
students in the one elementary site for each of the 35
teachers = 2100 check-sheets needed, and 150 students
for each of the 35 teachers in the secondary site =
10,500.) A total of 12,600 check-sheets @$2.00 each :
$25,200 per year

$100,800

¢) NASSP assessments: Teacher of Principal and
Principal of Self ($50 per administrator) 5
administrators is $250 per year

$1000

TOTAL

$104,800

Contractual

Contract with “ARE-ON” Technology

This system will allow lectures of top educators in
various fields from both K-12 and post secondary
environments to be accessible to all K-12 and post
secondary students in the pilot sites. Estimated cost of
$50,000 per year.

$150,000

Training Stipends

Stipends for the teachers and administrators at the two
LEAs for the duration of the pilot. It is anticipated that
approximately 75 educators will participate in the pilot
including the peer observations, and 360 degree

analysis. The stipend is $5,000 per educator (75) for all |

four years of the pilot.

$1,500,000
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Other

Teacher & Principle Preparation Task Force

From the recommendations of the Six-State
Consortium and as a result of the report cards from the
[HE, a task force will be established for the purpose of
“Re~visioning” Arkansas’ teacher preparation
programs, This task force will review research in the
areas of relevancy of required coursework for the
undergraduate degrees, field experiences, cohort
models, residency programs, performance assessments,
pre-service professional growth plans, and innovative
internships and explore multiple models for student
teaching experiences including authentic experiences
and incentives.

$4,000
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: WORKING CONDITION STUDY

Associated with Criteria: D5

(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Budget Categories

Project Year
1

(a)

Project Year Project Year

2
(b)

3
)

Project Year
4

d)

Total
(e)

. Personnel

. Fringe Benefits

. Travel

. Equipment

]l jW)—

. Supplies

(=)

. Contrdctual

$350,000

$350,000

7.

Training Stipends

8.

Other

9.

Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8)

$350,000

$350,000

10. Indirect Costs*

11. Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

$ 350,000

$350,000
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Project-Level Budget Narrative

WORKING CONDITIONS STUDY (D35)

Contractual

Contractual Total
RFP: The purpose for this study is to: (1) ensure the state does what it can to provide the professional
development necessary to leaders in the area of improved working conditions for teachers, and (2) to $350,000

ensure that the working conditions in our schools do not prohibit the overall success that can come
from the implementation of Arkansas’s Race to the Top plans.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: BUILDING STATE LEADERSHIP CAPACITY
Associated with Criteria: E2
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(Z){(i)(d))

Project Year 1 Project Year2 Project Year3  Project Year 4 Fotal

Budget Categories (a) {b) {c) (d) (e)

. Personnel

. Fringe Benefits

. Travel

. Equipment

. Contractual $2,163,500 $2,163,500 $2,163,500 $2,163,500 $8,654,000
. Training Stipends : '

1
2
3
4
5. Supplies
6
7
8

. Other

9. Total Direct Costs
(lines 1-8) $2.163,500 $2,163,500 $2.163,500 $2,163,500 $8.,654,000

10. Indirect Costs

11. Funding for
Involved LEAs

12, Supplemental
Funding for
Participating LEAs

13, Total Costs (lines _
9-12) _ _ $2,163,500 $2,163,500 $2,163,500 $2,163,500 $8,654,000
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Project-Level Budget Narrative
BUILDING STATE LEADERSHIP CAPACITY (E2)

Contractual

Contractual

Total

Arkansas Leadership Academy (ALA) is a nationally recognized statewide
partnership of 15 universities; 9 professional associations; 15 education cooperatives;
the state's department of education, higher education, and career education; the
Arkansas Educational Television Network; Tyson Foods, Inc; WalMart Stores, Inc.;
two superintendent representatives; the Office of the Governor; and the State Board of
Education, a total of 49 partners.

From a base of research and best practices, ALA designs creative and innovative
approaches to establish learning communities in our public schools. By developing
human resources and by modeling and advocating collaboration, support, shared
decision making, team learning, risk taking, and problem solving, ALA facilitates
systemic improvement within an organization.

Tn sync with ALA for many years, we'll expand our relationship to build the critical
human support structure at the state and regional level to effect purposeful change in
schools and districts that struggle academically. The Deep Knowledge Leadership
Team Institute will provide intense professional development for the state's specialty
teams, school improvement directors, and ACSIP leaders assigned to each district with
a PLA school. Teams will learn to build the capacity to create positive learning
environments, improve systems within the district, and develop the skills and tools that
coalesce staff into teams, The team-intensive approach begets shared "ownership" and
responsibility for moving together toward significantly better learning and
performance for students and adults alike.

$2,164,500 per year x
4 years = $8,654,000
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Project Name: SCHOOL TURNAROUND OFFICE

Budget Categories

1. Personnel

Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Table

Associated with Criteria: E2

Evidence for selection criterion

Project
Yearl
a

$110,000

Project
Year 2
b

$1106,000

Project
Year 3
c

$110,000

. Project
Year 4
d

$110,000

Total
{e)

$440,000

2, Fringe Benefits

$27,500

$27,500

$27,500

$27,500

$110,000

3. Travel

4. Equipment

5. Supplies

6. Contractual

7. Training Stipends

8. Other

9, Total Direct Costs (lines 1-8)

$137,500

$137,500

$137,500

$137,500

$550,000

10. Indirect Costs*

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

$12,500

$50,000

11.Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

$150,000

$150,000

$150,000

$150,000

$600,000

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categoties shown in lines 1-15.
Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount
requested for each applicable budget category.

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the
end of this Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated fo lines 11-12.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative

SCHOOL TURNAROUND OFFICE (E2)

Personnel

Personnel: The following requested personnel will all be hired as employees of % Base 4-Year
the project. _ EFTE Salary Total

A school turnaround coordinator will be hired to work solely with our persistently ;100% $80,000 320,000
low performing schools and their LEAs. ;

Assistant (1) 1100% [$30,000 [$120,000
Fringe Benefits

IFringe Benefits will be calculated at 25%. |% Base Sal;i:; ;rlﬁ)?al i4-ycar Total |

[Fridge benefits for the School Turnaround Office staff [25% [§110,000  $27,500 $110,000

Indirect Costs

. Personnel 4-Year Total ¢

. 1] £
Indirect Costs: % Costs Total ! E
Indirect costs associated with the Office of 10% 1$600,000 $60,000 §$240,000 E
Innovation l Ji
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: MATH TEACHERS AND COLLEGE & CAREER COACHES
Associated with Criteria: E2

Project Project Project | Project
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 (
Budget Categories a b c d €)

1. Personnel $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $240,000 $960,000
. Fringe Benefits ‘ $60,000 $60,000 $60,000 $60,000 $240,000

. Travel

. Equipment

. Supplies

. Training Stipends

. Other
Total Direct Costs (lines _1-_8) $300,000 $300,000 | $300,000 $300,000 $1,200,000

2
3
4
5
6. Contractual
7
8
9.

10. Indirect Costs*

11.Funding for Involved LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12) $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 $1,200,000

All applicants must provide a break-down by the applicable budget categories shown in lines 1-15.
Columns (a) through (d): For each project year for which funding is requested, show the total amount
requested for each applicable budget category.

Column (e): Show the total amount requested for all project years.

*If you plan to request reimbursement for indirect costs, complete the Indirect Cost Information form at the
end of this Budget section. Note that indirect costs are not allocated to lines 11-12.
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Budget Part II: Project-Level Budget Narrative

MATH TEACHERS AND COLLEGE & CAREER COACHES (E2)

Personnel
. % 4-Year
Personnel: FTE Base Salary Total
Funds will provide for a math teacher ($60,000) at our two persistently low 100%|1$60,000 x 2 |]$960,000
performing elementary schools, Funds will also provide for 3 college and career = $120,000
coaches ($40,000) to be placed in 5 of our lowest achieving middle and high
schools. See Section E2 for more details, $40,000x 3
=$120,000
= $240,000
Fringe Benefits
Fringe Benefits will be calculated at 25%. % Base Total 4-year
Salary Total

|Fridge benefits for the math teachers and college and career coaches |[25%  |[$240,000][$60,000 |[$240,000 ]
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Budget: Indirect Cost Information

To request reimbursement for indirect costs, please answer the following questions:

Does the State have an Indirect Cost Rate Agreement approved by the Federal
government?

YES @
NO O

If yes to question 1, please provide the following information:

Period Covered by the Indirect Cost Rate Agreement (mm/dd/yyyy):
From: 7 /1 / 2007_ To: 6/ 30/ 2010_

Approving Federal agency: _X_ED __ Other
(Please specify agency):

Directions for this form:

1.

Indicate whether or not the State has an Indirect Cost Rate Agreement that was approved by the
Federal government.

If “No” is checked, ED generally will authorize grantees to use a temporary rate of 10 percent of
budgeted salaries and wages subject to the following limitations:

(a) The grantee must submit an indirect cost proposal to its cognizant agency within 90 days after
ED issues a grant award notification; and

(b) If after the 90-day period, the grantee has not submitted an indirect cost proposal to its
cognizant agency, the grantee may not charge its grant for indirect costs until it has negotiated an
indirect cost rate agreement with its cognizant agency.

If “Yes” is checked, indicate the beginning and ending dates covered by the Indirect Cost Rate
Agreement. In addition, indicate whether ED, another Federal agency (Other) issued the
approved agreement. If “Other” was checked, specify the name of the agency that issued the
approved agreement.
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A-2-2 Letters of Support

ARKANSAS GENERAL ASSEMBLY
HOUSE INTERIM COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

and

SENATE INTERIM COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

Senator Jimmy Jeffress Representative Bill Abernathy
Senate Chair ‘ House Chair

May 21, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan

Secretary of Education

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

Dear Secretary Duncan:

Please accept this letter as a statement of our enthusiastic support for Arkansas’s Race to the Top

Phase Il proposal. As highlighted in our first Race to the Top submission, Arkansas has a strong and
congistent belief that an educated citizenry is of the utmost importance for the economic and social wel-
being of our state and nation. We have backed up this belief with demonstrable and measurable actions,
putting in place laws and policies to improve and strengthen our state’s system of public education.

As with our initial Race to the Top application, we are submitting a proposal for your consideration that
addresses the four major policy areas that underpin the Race to the Top initiative:

» Standards and assessments that measure the skills and knowledge necessary to ensure that
students will be able to participate in a global economy;

+ Data systems that have been enhanced to support teachers and principals in the use of
instructional information that enables them to refine and improve their instructional strategies;

+ Recruitment, training, and retention of great teachers and leaders; and

e  Turning around our academically underperforming schools.

Arkansas’s policymakers have repeatedly demonstrated their commitment to our state’s public education
system. We will continue to work to refine and improve our education system. We hope that our Race to
the Top Phase II proposal will provide additional funding to help us achieve the goals we have set for
ourselves.

Thank you for your favorable consideration. We look forward to hearing from you in the very near
future.

Sincerely,

ommittee

House Education Committee

State Capitol, Room 315  Little Rock, Arkansas 72201  Phone (501) 682-1937 Fax (501) 682-1936



of Human Services
Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education

Arkansas Department V
N

P.O. Box 1437, Slot 8-140  Litile Rock, AR 72203-1437 « 501-682-0494 s Fax: 501-682-2317 « TDD: 501-682-1550

May 21, 2010

Race to the Top Selection Committee
US Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Secretary Duncan:

Please accept this letter of support on behalf of the Division of Child Care and Early
Childhood Education/Department of Human Services for the Arkansas' Department of
Education Race to the Top Application. The Division and Department have a rich history
of partnering to deliver one of the best state funded pre-K programs in the nation, as well
as many other activities that support quality early childhood education.

We are excited about this opportunity to continue coordination efforts on behalf of our

youngest citizens, as well as improving the education opportunities as children transition
into the K-12 system.

We look forward to a positive response.

Sincerely,

Tonya Russell, Director
DHS/Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education

www.arkansas.gov/dhhs
Serving more than one million Arkansans each year
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Department of
| Career Education
Mike Beebe William L. “Bil” Walker, Jr.
Governor ‘ Director

May 25, 2010

U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan
u.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue SW

Washington, DC 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

It is with great confidence that | submit this letter of support for the Arkansas Department of Education’s Race to
the Top application.

The Department is supportive of all activities of this grant. My agency, the Arkansas Department of Career
Education, has been a participant in activities leading to the submission of this grant.

In Arkansas, the Department of Education has ied the way in bringing education reform to the state’s public
schools. The Department has always sought collaboration with other education-related entities; for example, the
College and Career Readiness Team brings together a variety of participants with expertise in all areas of academic
preparation and career readingss. This College and Career Readiness Team has done much valuable work to lay the
foundation for successful implementation of Arkansas’s proposed Race to the Top project. Moreover, | know that
the state’s public schools are eager to continue school reform that will prepare students for success in education
heyond high school and the workplace. ' '

Education in Arkansas has always been data-driven, with decisions based upon sound information. ) pledge that the
Department of Career Education will continue to collect the data that will be critical to making the Race to the Top
prgject an ongoing success.

The Department of Career Education pledges to provide the necessary supplemental funding and staff to support

_the career and technicsl education activities described in this application. The Department of Career Education
looks forward to collaboration with the Department of Education, the Department of Higher Education, and the
Arkansas Association of Two-Year Colleges to ensure student success in high school and beyond.

If | can provide additional information, please let me know.

Career and Technical Education

ighn.davidson@arkansas gov
501/682-1040

10/JLD/151
Three Capitol Mall ¢ Litde Rock, AR 72201 ¢ (501) G82-1 500
htep:/face.arkansas.gov An Egqual Opporrunity Employer



Arkansas Department of Higher Education
114 East Capitol ¢ Little Rock, Avkansas » 72201-3818 » (501) 371-2000 » Fax (501) 371-2001

Mike Beebe Dr. Jim Purcell
Governor Director
May 18, 2010

U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washington, DC. 20202

Dear Selection Committee:

[ am pleased to offer this letter of support for Arkansas’s Race to the Top Phase I1 application, As you
will note in the document, the planned activities thoroughly address the four pillars that will lead to
greater student success in our schools—standards and assessments, data systems to support instruction,
great teachers and leaders, and turning around our lowest achieving schools by building upon past success.

Development of the propesal has been highly inclusive of our education stakeholders and represents sound
thinking outside of the box to provide schools that will enable our students to compete globally.

Arkansas continues to trail all but one or two states in its educational attainment and per capita income.
There is no doubt that the two are inextricably linked and without a significant change in educational
attainment we will continue to suffer consequences that will impact generations to come.

Arkansas has proven that it has the will to capitalize on opportunities when presented. Over the past
decade, the state has eamned a reputation of exponential progress through gubernatorial, legislative, Board,
and agency leadership. This opportunity will prove to be no different. The state has shown its willingness
to work together for the common good of our citizenry, to break down silos and territoriality, and set
minor differences aside to accomplish educational goals.

If funded, the activities in this proposal will strengthen nationally-recognized gains already made by the
state through other funded projects and expedite the progress that we know can be realized. There is no
state that is more worthy of positive consideration and none that will work harder to realize its goals for
student success.

We look forward to the opportunity to create overarching improvements in our schools. Thank you for
your consideration and support.

Cordially,
TR

Jim Purcell, Ed.D.
Director
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226 T, our Future
Southwest ®

May 19, 2010
To Race To The Top Selection Committee Members:

The purpose of this letter is to provide my unequivocal support of the Race to the Top grant proposal by the
Arkansas Department of Education.

In my capacity as Director of the Southwest-B Education Renewal Zone at Southern Arkansas University, I have
had the opportunity to work closely with a number of school districts that will benefit immensely as part of
Arkansas’ far reaching vision to address our particular challenges with rigor and relevance embedded in our
strategic initiative. What I find most appealing is the great potential for the students at our 39 ERZ partner
schools at Ashdown, Bradley, Dierks, Fouke, Genoa, Hope, Lafayette, Mineral Springs, Nevada, Prescott,
Stephens, and Texarkana school districts.

Southern Arkansas University and the Southwest-B Education Renewal Zone already enjoy excellent working
relationships with our three regional education service centers of South Central, Southwest, and DeQueen Mena,
and we stand ready to provide comprehensive leadership in support of the Arkansas Department of Education’s
goals for the Race To The Top proposal.

The Southwest-B Education Renewal Zone at Southern Arkansas University hopes that this letter of support for
expanded educational opportunities for students in Southwest Arkansas will be strongly considered. Please
contact my office for any clarification or additional information that you may have. [ would be elated to respond
immediately to facilitate the approval of this extremely important initiative.

Sincerely,

L/7 Zz‘;m ,))7th,4 o

Dr. Roger C. Guevara

ERZ Director

Southern Arkansas University
P.C. Box 9408

Magnolia, AR 71754
(870)235-5014 Office
(870)904-4900 Mobile
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May 19, 2010

U. S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan
U. S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washington, DC. 20202

The College of Education at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock would like to express our support for
Arkansas’ selection as a Race to the Top recipient. As the Associate Dean of the College of Education, | have
seen many examples of poorly prepared students coming from our public school system. Project STEM
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