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General Appendix 1: Authorization of ESE General Counsel

to Make State Attorney General Certification

THE COMMONWEALTH OF M ASSACHUSETTS
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY (GENERAL

ONE AsHBURTON PLACE

Boston, MassacuuserTs 02108

MarTtHa COAKLEY (617) 727-2200
ATTORNEY GGENERAL WWW.IASS. OV/Ag0

January 14, 2010

Rhoda E. Schneider, General Counsel

Massachusetts Department of Elementary & Secondary Education
75 Pleasant Street

Malden, MA 02148

Re:  Authorization to Make State Attorney General's Certification
in Federal "Race to the Top Fund" Grant Application

Dear Ms. Schneider:

I hereby designate you as my authorized representative to make the State Attorney
General certification required by the United States Department of Education in state applications
for grants from the federal Race to the Top Fund. That certification is required by Application
Requirement (f) as set forth in 34 CFR Subtitle B, Chapter II, appearing in the Federal Register,
v. 74, no. 221, p. 59800 (Nov. 18, 2009), which provides:

(f) The State must submit a certification from the State Attorney General that—

(1) The State’s description of, and statements and conclusions concerning State
law, statute, and regulation in its application are complete, accurate, and
constitute a reasonable interpretation of State law, statute, and regulation; and

(2) At the time the State submits its application, the State does not have any legal,
statutory, or regulatory barriers at the State level to linking data on student
achievement or student growth to teachers and principals for the purpose of
teacher and principal evaluation.

It is my understanding that the Application Form issued by the Department of Education,
and referenced at page 59722 of the Federal Register edition cited above, expressly envisions the
certification being made by a State Attorney General or her authorized representative. This letter
confirms that you are authorized to make the required certification.

Cordially,
Martha Coakley /
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General Appendix 2:
Glossary of Massachusetts Education Terminology

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): As required by the federal No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB), all schools and districts are expected to meet or exceed specific student performance
standards in EL A and mathematics by the year 2014. AYP determinations are issued yearly
based on the performance of all students and for student subgroups to monitor the interim
progress toward attainment of those performance goals.

AFT-MA: The American Federation of Teachers—Massachusetts is the second largest teacher’s
union in Massachusetts.

Chapter 70: State distributed education aid is referred to as Chapter 70 and is distributed using a
progressive funding formula. The formula establishes an adequate spending level for each
district and ensures that every district reaches this spending goal annually through a combination
of state aid and local resources. These dollars can be used to fund a variety of district operating
costs, with the exception of transportation and capital expenditures.

Competency Determination: Students who meet the state high school graduation requirements
have earned their "competency determination." The requirement is to score Proficient on the on
the grade 10 English language arts and mathematics and high school science MCAS exams or to
score Needs Improvement and complete an Educational Proficiency Plan in the subject(s) in
which the student is not proficient before the end of high school.

COP: The Certificate of Occupational Proficiency (COP) was first proposed as part of the
Education Reform Act of 1993. The COP will be awarded to students who successfully complete
a comprehensive education and training program in a particular trade or professional skill area.

Composite Performance Index (CPI): A 100-point index that combines the scores of students
who take standard MCAS tests (the Proficiency Index) with the scores of those who take the
MCAS-Alternate Assessment (the MCAS-AIt Index) and is a measure of the extent to which
students are progressing toward proficiency in English Language Arts and mathematics,
respectively. CPI is the measure the state uses to determine whether schools and districts have
made Adequate Yearly Progress.

A school or district’s CPI is calculated by determining, in each subject for each student group,
the following:

1. the number of students who took standard MCAS tests who performed at each of the five
proficiency levels (low Warning/F'ailing, high Warning/F'ailing, low Needs Improvement,
high Needs Improvement, and Proficient and above) and multiplying the number at each
level times the proficiency index points associated with that level (0, 25, 50, 75, and 100,
respectively);

2. the same calculation with the number of students who participated in the MCAS-Alt for
reasons other than significant cognitive impairments
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3. the number of students with significant cognitive impairments who demonstrated
performance at each of the five MCAS-Alt levels and multiplying the number at each
level times the MCAS-AIlt index points associated with that level.

The point totals from steps one, two and three above are added together and the sum is divided
by the total number of students assessed. The result is a number between 0 and 100, which
constitutes the district, school, or subgroup’s CPI for that subject and student group.

DHE: The Massachusetts Department of Higher Education (DHE) oversees the state’s 15
community colleges, nine state colleges, and the five campuses of the University of
Massachusetts.

DSAC: District and School Assistance Centers (DSACs) operate within Readiness Centers to
help districts and their schools strategically access and use professional development and
targeted assistance to improve instruction and raise achievement for all students. First priority is
given to districts in corrective action or to schools in corrective action or restructuring.

Educational Proficiency Plan (EPP): An EPP is an educational planning tool to be developed
for the subject area(s) in which students did not score at least 240 (Proficient or above) on the
MCAS exam. Each individual EPP includes a review of the student’s strengths and weaknesses
in that subject, the courses the student will be required to take and successfully complete in
grades 11 and 12 in the relevant content area(s); and a description of the assessments the school
will administer to the student annually to determine whether the student is progressing toward
proficiency.

EDW: The Education Data Warehouse (EDW) is a collaborative effort of the ESE and LEASs to
centralize K—12 educational performance data into one state coordinated data repository hosted
by the Department. The data warehouse contains SIMS and MCAS data for every district and
provides several dozen reports, each with many views and variations, are available, and more
technically adept users can generate their own reports.

EEC: The Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) was created in 2005, making
Massachusetts the first state in the nation to establish one agency to oversee early education and
care and after school services for families. The agency today administers financial assistance to
approximately 60,000 children from low income families and licenses nearly 12,000 early
education and care and out-of-school-time programs statewide.

ELAR: The Educator Licensing and Recruitment (ELAR) system is an online tool that allows
current and prospective Massachusetts educators to complete most licensure related transactions
on the Internet. ELAR allow individuals to, among other things, apply for new licenses, renew
Professional licenses, check licensure status, edit personal information, post resumes, and locate
job openings.

EOE: The Executive Office of Education (EOE) was proposed by Gov. Patrick in 2007, and

overwhelmingly supported by the Legislature and established in 2008 to work in partnership
with the Departments of Early Education and Care, Elementary and Secondary Education,
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Higher Education and the University of Massachusetts system to create a seamless system of
education for the Commonwealth’s students.

EPIMS: The Education Personnel Information Management System (EPIMS) is a data
collection tool developed by the Department of Elementary and Secondary education to collect
individual educator data from all public school districts and charter schools. Eventually the data
collected through EPIMS will be linked with the licensure data maintained in ELAR.

ESE: The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education oversees the
state’s more than 1,800 K—12 public schools, serving nearly 1 million students.

Foundation budget: The amount that each district is required to spend to ensure every student
requires an adequate education. The foundation budget is calculated using a set of assumptions
about how much districts should spend per pupil across expenditure categories and for a variety
of student groups, assigning higher rates to students whose resource needs are assumed to be
greater, such as vocational students, English language learners, and low-income students. Rates
are adjusted for inflation each year.

Gateway for Educators in Massachusetts (GEM): An online tool for aspiring educators to
learn more about the career and determine if education is the right career path for them to pursue.
This site is available on the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s website.

John and Abigail Adams Scholarship: Recipients receive a tuition waiver for eight semesters
of undergraduate education at a Massachusetts state college or university. Public high school
students are eligible for the merit-based scholarship when they score Advanced on either the
English Language Arts or the Mathematics test and Proficient or Advanced on the other, and
have a combined score that places them in the top 25 percent of the graduating class in their
district.

LEA: The Local Education Agency (LEA) is the central office that oversees the public schools
in every city and town in the Commonwealth. Charter schools are independent LEAs.

The Massachusetts Association of School Committees (MASC): The state association for
local school committees.

The Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents (MASS): The state association for
district superintendents.

Massachusetts Educator Careers Center (MECC): An online job posting center available
through the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s website.

MassCore: The Massachusetts High School Program of Studies (MassCore) is intended to
ensure all students graduate ready to succeed at college or in the workplace. The recommended
program of studies includes: four years of English, four years of mathematics, three years of a
lab-based science, three years of history, two years of the same foreign language, one year of an
arts program and five additional “core” courses such as business education, health, and/or
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technology. MassCore also includes additional learning opportunities including AP classes, dual
enrollment, a senior project, online courses for high school or college credit, and service or
work-based learning.

Mass TeLLS: The Massachusetts Teaching, Learning and Leading Survey (Mass TeLLLS) was
taken by more than 40,000 educators in 2008. Participants provided their views about teaching
and learning conditions, leadership, empowerment, facilities and resources, professional
development and time in their schools.

MCAS: The Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) was designed to meet
the requirements of the Education Reform Law of 1993, which specified that the program test all
public school students, measure performance based on the state’s curriculum frameworks and
report on the performance of students, schools and districts. Students in grades 3—8 and 10 are
tested in English language arts and mathematics, and MCAS also includes end-of-course high
school science tests. Students are required to pass the grade 10 English language arts and
mathematics and high school science exams as one condition of eligibility for a high school
diploma, in addition to meeting local requirements. (See Competency Determination.) MCAS
results are also used to hold schools and districts accountable for the progress they have made in
meeting the No Child Left Behind goal of bringing all students to proficiency in reading and
mathematics by 2014.

MCAS-Alternate Assessment (MCAS-Alt): While the majority of students with disabilities
take standard paper and pencil MCAS tests, either with or without accommodations, the MCAS-
Alt is used to assess the attainment of students who, by reason of severe and complex disabilities,
are not able to participate in the standard MCAS testing program. According to federal rules, up
to 1% of the student population assessed using the MCAS-Alt may be included in AYP
determinations using the MCAS-Alt Index.

MEPID: Every educator receives a Massachusetts Education Personnel ID (MEPID), a unique
identifier assigned to all education personnel and linked to their individual data.

MESPA: The Massachusetts Elementary School Principals’ Association (MESPA) is the
statewide association for elementary school principals.

MSSAA: The Massachusetts Secondary School Administrators’ Association (MSSAA) is the
statewide association for middle and high school principals.

MTA: The Massachusetts Teachers Association is the state’s largest teacher’s union.

MTEL: The Massachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure (MTEL) program includes a test of
communication and literacy skills as well as tests of subject matter knowledge. The tests are
designed to ensure that Massachusetts educators can communicate adequately with students,
parents/guardians, and other educators and that they are knowledgeable in the subject matter of
the license sought.
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NISL: The National Institute for School Leadership (NISL) is a research-based professional
development program offered to principals in the lowest performing districts to provide them
with the knowledge and skills they need to be instructional leaders and improve student
achievement in their schools.

Pilot schools: District-based schools with autonomy over staffing, budget, curriculum and
assessment, governance, policies, and school calendar and with greater accountability for results.

Readiness Centers: Six regional Readiness Centers were established across the Commonwealth
in 2009 in an effort to improve teacher quality. The centers will provide educators with greater
access to proven instructional practices, proven practices in the use of student data to inform
instruction, and focused professional development opportunities. Their development was first
proposed as a key initiative in Governor Patrick’s Education Action Agenda.

SASID: A State Assigned Student Identifier (SASID) is a unique number given to each student
receiving a publicly-funded education in Massachusetts. The SASID remains with the student in
grades preK—12, even as the student transfers from one district or school to another.

Security Portal: The Department’s secure, online data transmittal application used by
authorized school and district personnel to submit and review data, (e.g., MCAS, SIMS, AYP,
NCLB Report Cards, etc.).

SIMS: The Student Information Management System (SIMS) is a student-level data collection
system that allows the ESE to collect and analyze accurate and comprehensive information in
order to meet federal and state reporting requirements and inform policy and programmatic
decisions. Student data is transmitted to the Department from districts via the state’s web-based
security portal.
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Appendix Al: Commonwealth Readiness Project Goals

THE PATRICK ADMINISTRATION
ACTION AGENDA

Massachusetts is ready for the next phase of education reform. We value our strengths. We understand our
challenges. We know what we want to achieve. And now we present an agenda developed with broad-hased
input from education, government, business, civic leaders and citizens.

Four broad goals, all integrally linked, shape the specific steps in our action agenda:
g Y f {

First, we must raise the achievement of all students. That involves not only improvements in teaching and
curriculum, but also addressing the external factors that impede success, teaching 21st century skills, and intro-
ducing learning opportunities and a heightened attention to quality care beginning in the earliest years of life.

Second, fulfilling the new promise of public education demands that we genuinely and deliberately
glevate teaching to a recognized profession capable of attracting the mosthighly qualified candidates
to the field. Teachers deserve the opportunity to build their own content knowledge and skills. They, along with
administrators, need high-quality mentoring, professional development, supervision and evaluation.

Third, we must broaden and deepen our commitment to public education so that every student is
prepared to take advantage of higher education, employment and lifelong learning opportunities. That
means extending our definition of a basic public sducation 1o include at least two years of postsecondary
learning. And it means aligning the curriculum with 21st century knowledge and skills.

Finally, we must unleash innovation broadly, allowing the power of new ideas and new approaches
to transform the system. We have to muster the collective courage to ask provocative questions and answer
them honestly. Do our students and teachers have enough time during the day and during the year to meet the
necessarily high expectations that we have set? Does our system of district governance allow us to maximize
resources and generate the hest possible results? How can we improve our record of recruiting, hiring and
retaining educators? Are we maximizing the use of our vocational and technical infrastructure and facilities?
Are we leveraging technology well? What best practices from successful charter and other schools here in the
Commonwealth and across the country and the world can we bring to a// Massachusetts schools?

To move forward, we must confront old constraints and move innovations from the margin to the mainstream.
Effectiveness must trump ideology. Mission must triumph over tradition. Children’s learning needs must be
paramount, notwithstanding any inconvenience to adults inside and outside of our schools.

Ready for 21st Century Success: The New Promise of Public Education




(b)(B)

As always, the network of people invested in our long tradition of excellence in education will drive this critical
effort. Parents, policymakers, educators, business people and citizens must join forces and resources — human
and financial 1o keep pushing us forward, We are off o a strong start.  Over the past 18 months, the

Commonwealth has:

Made strategic investments in early education and care, full-day kindergarten, expanded time for teaching
and learning, and higher education facilities;

Increased Chapter 70 funding to record levels. including targeted increases for special education students
and English language learners;

Lreated a new Executive Uthce of Education a Singie poant oF access and colrmination for statewide

education policy;

Initated the first comprehensive survey of the states teachers
Invested historic levels of funding in youth and workforce development;
Passed a 81 hillion life sciences bill; and

Inaugurated the Commonwealth Corps and the Statewide Youth Council, two new initiatives that will give
youth in our state a voice in their government and opportunities to actively engage in projects and service to
address challenges in our communities.

The following action agenda, rooted in the good work of the past 15 years and the groundbreaking partnership
that is the Commonwealth Readiness Project, cutlines actions and strategies that will allow students, teachers,
communities and Massachusetts to achieve more than ever before. While we offer detail on several signature
initiatives in the following pages, let the release of this action agenda mark the beginning of an unprecedented
decade of collaborative palicymaking in education,

No single actor can generate the scale of reform required, and no
single action included here will yield the scope of advancement
needed. Working together, however, we can press ahead,
implementing actions and strategies that will help get us all
ready for success in the 21st century.
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Appendix A2: State Memorandum of Understanding

The standard MOU for a Participating LEA begins on the next page. The 3 required signatories
on the standard MOU for districts are the superintendent, the teachers’ union leader, and the school
committee leader.

Three variations of this MOU are:
e Horace Mann and unionized Commonwealth charter schools
o The 3 required signatories are the charter school leader, the teachers’ union
leader, and the chair of the board of trustees.
e Other Commonwealth charter schools
o The 2 required signatories are the charter school leader and the chair of the board
of trustees.
e Districts where the teachers’ union is affiliated with the American Federation of Teachers
o Inthese 21 districts, we allowed districts to participate without the union’s sign-
on. Of these districts, six signed on with all three parties; 14 signed on with just
the superintendent and school committee chair; and one declined to participate.

These variations account for differences in governance across traditional districts,
Commonwealth charter schools, and Horace Mann charter schools (see section F2 for an
explanation of the types of charter schools in Massachusetts), as well as the fact that the state
association for the American Federation of Teachers declined to endorse our proposal.
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) is entered into by and between The Massachusetts Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education (“Massachusetts™ or the “state”) and
(“participating LEA”). This agreement establishes a framework of collaboration, roles and responsibilities in
support of Massachusetts in its implementation of an approved Race to the Top grant project.

I. PRELIMINARY SCOPE OF WORK

This Preliminary Scope of Work indicates which portions of Massachusetts’ proposed reform plans the participating
LEA is agreeing to implement. The initiatives listed below track to the criteria in the federal RFP. See Attachment

1 for a draft summary of MA’s proposal for each of these initiatives, including the role of the LEA in each initiative.

The participating LEA is committing to implementing Massachusetts’ plan to:

o Improve teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance: LEAs will;
o Incollaboration with ESE, design and implement evaluation systems that incorporate multiple

measures of effectiveness including significant attention to student growth (see Attachment 3 for
definition)
o  Conduct annual evaluations and use evaluations to inform professional development and decisions
around compensation, promotion, retention, professional teaching status (tenure) and removal
o Provide effective support to teachers and principals in the form of high-quality professional
development, and measure the effectiveness of that professional development
o Collect and report aggregate effectiveness data and submit to the state annually
o Ensure effective teachers and leaders in every school and classroom: The state will expand and strengthen
a pipeline of diverse and highly effective teachers and leaders, particularly in science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics; special education, and English language learners. LEAs will work with the
state to access this pipeline to help them achieve an equitable distribution of effective teachers and leaders
across their schools.
e  Turn around the lowest-achieving schools (only for LEAs with level 4 or 5 schools): With support provided
by the state, LEAs will implement one of four school intervention models:
o  Turnaround model (replace up to 50% of staff)
Restart model
School closure
Transformation model (provided that an LEA with more than nine level 4 or 5 schools may not
use the transformation model for more than 50 percent of its schools)
o  Usec data to improve instruction: Integral to implementing all the initiatives in Massachusetts’ plan
successfully, LEAs will:
o Support educator access to timely data about student learning and professional development on
use of that data to improve instruction
o Cooperate with the state to make available appropriate data for research and program evaluation

O O O

The state also strongly encourages the participating LEA to commit to participating in Massachusetts’ plan to:
LEA participation (Y/N)

¢ Roll out statewide P-12 Teaching and Learning System: LEASs are
encouraged to partner with the state to develop and implement a new P-12

Teaching and Learning System aligned to the Common Core of standards,
including:

o Summative, benchmark, formative assessments and curriculum-

embedded performance tasks

o Exemplar curricula and instructional units

o  Educator professional development

o Innovative technology solutions

o Increase college and carcer readiness: LEAs are encouraged to partner with

the state to develop and implement new programs, supports or incentives
(such as International Baccalaureate middle and high schools, early
college/dual enrollment programs, and an enhanced Adams Scholarship) to
improve students’ preparation for college and careers
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II. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

A. PARTICIPATING LEA RESPONSIBILITIES
To assist Massachusetts in implementing the initiatives and achieving the goals described in Massachusetts’ Race to
the Top application, the participating LEA will:

1.

2.

3.

Implement the initiatives according to a Final Scope of Work proposed by the LEA in a manner that is
consistent with the Preliminary Scope of Work above and with Massachusetts’ Plan

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

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

Participate, as requested, in any evaluations of this grant conducted by the state or ED;

Be responsive to state or ED requests for information including on the status of the project, project
implementation, outcomes, and any problems anticipated or encountered;

Participate in meetings and telephone conferences with the state 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.

B. STATE RESPONSIBILITIES
To support and collaborate with participating LEAs in implementing their tasks and activities described in
Massachusetts’ Race to the Top application, the state will:

1.
2.

3.

4,

Work collaboratively with and support the participating LEA in carrying out the Final Scope of Work;
Timely distribute the LEA’s portion of Race to the Top grant funds during the course of the project period
and in accordance with the LEA Plan identified in Exhibit II;

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

Identify sources of technical assistance for the project.

C. JOINT RESPONSIBILITIES

1.
2.

3.

4,

The state and the participating LEA will each appoint a key contact person for the Race to the Top grant.
These key contacts from the state and the participating LEA will maintain frequent communication to
facilitate cooperation.

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

State and participating LEA grant personnel will negotiate in good faith to continue to achieve the overall
goals of Massachusetts” Race to the Top grant, even when Massachusetts’ Plan requires modifications that
affect the participating LEA, or when the LEA Plan requires modifications.

D. STATE RECOURSE FOR LEA NON-PERFORMANCE

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

III.

ASSURANCES

The participating LEA hereby certifies and represents that it:

1.
2.

3.

Has all requisite power and authority to execute this MOU;

Is familiar with Massachusetts’ Race to the Top grant application and is supportive of and committed to
working on all or significant portions of Massachusetts’ Plan;

Agrees to be a participating LEA and, if the application is funded, the signatories agree to work together in
good faith to implement those portions of Massachusetts’ Plan indicated in the Preliminary Scope of Work.
Nothing in this MOU shall be construed to override any rights or duties as provided by collective
bargaining law or collective bargaining agreements. The LEA and the local collective bargaining agent
agree to negotiate in good faith, and those portions subject to collective bargaining shall be implemented
only upon the agreement of the LEA and local collective bargaining agent.

Will provide a Final Scope of Work to be attached to this MOU only if Massachusetts’ application is
funded; will do so in a timely fashion but no later than 90 days after a grant is awarded; and will describg _5



the LEA’s specific goals, activities, timelines, budgets, key personnel, and annual targets for key
performance measures (“LEA Plan ”) in a manner that is consistent with the Preliminary Scope of Work
and with Massachusetts’ Plan; and

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

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

V. DURATION/TERMINATION

This Memorandum of Understanding shall be effective, beginning with the date of the last signature hercon and, if a
grant is received, ending upon the expiration of the grant project period, or upon mutual agreement of the parties,
whichever occurs first.

VL SIGNATURES
Signed MOUs must be submitted to the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education by no
later than January 13, 2010.

LEA Superintendent (or equivalent authorized signatory) - required:

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title

Chair of the Local School Committee (or equivalent, if applicable):

Signature/Date

Print Name/Title

Local Teachers’ Union 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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Appendix A3: Massachusetts’ Race to the Top Goals

Massachusetts is known for setting and achieving high, yet attainable, standards for student
performance. Our goals for Race to the Top are no less ambitious. We will build on our past
successes and accelerate gains among our lowest performing subgroups, so that we both improve
overall performance and narrow our achievement gaps.

Our strategy with our RTTT proposal has been to make investments in knowledge, expertise,
systems, protocols, tools, and resources that will continue to pay off well after the grant ends. We
will see some immediate payoff from these investments, but we expect their full impact to begin
later in the grant period. We also anticipate that student achievement will pick up pace faster
than high school graduation and college enrollment because these latter measures represent
cumulative impacts over several years of intervention, not just a change in one grade or
classroom. Finally, because Massachusetts must focus first on achievement gaps rather than
overall performance, we have set particularly ambitious targets for narrowing our gaps. Not only
are our anticipated rates of improvement aggressive, but we are measuring them with our
Composite Performance Index (see General Appendix A2 for an explanation of how CPI is
calculated), which increases only when performance among students scoring below Proficient
increases—which means we are measuring our achievement gap on MCAS by the gaps among
our lowest performing students.

We anticipate that we will make important near-term gains during the grant period and
accelerate these improvements in the two years following. Specifically, we intend to:

1) Increase historic rates of gain in student performance on NAEP and MCAS (our ESEA
assessment) by 15% between 2010 and 2014 and another 25% between 2014 and 2016.
This will increase the share of students scoring in Advanced and Proficient and reduce the
share scoring in Warning or Failing.

2) Reduce achievement gaps in student performance on NAEP and MCAS by 25% between
2010 and 2014, and another 25% between 2014 and 2016.

3) Maintain our first-in-the-nation standing on all four NAEP assessments in 2010, 2012,
and 2014.

4) Improve overall high school graduation and college enrollment rates by 5% between
2010 and 2014 and an additional 5% between 2014 and 2016.

5) Reduce achievement gaps in high school graduation, college enrollment, and college
course completion rates by 15% between 2010 and 2014 and another 15% between 2014
and 2016.

If we attain these goals, by 2014, 13 percentage points more students will score Advanced or
Proficient on the mathematics MCAS. We will no longer have some of the largest achievement
gaps on NAEP, and we will cut our MCAS achievement gap almost in half in just six years.
About 3,000 more students will graduate from high school by 2014, and an additional 2,000
students in the class of 2014 will enroll in college. And we will accomplish this without lowering
our standards—standards that are among the strongest nationally and internationally. Tables
detailing the specific outcomes we are targeting overall and by subgroup follow on subsequent

pages.
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The work we have set forth for ourselves in our Race to the Top proposal is the work of this
agency. Our governor’s education agenda and our Board’s priorities are closely aligned with our
proposal, and we are committed to moving forward with them. If we do not receive funding, we
will continue down the same path, but necessarily at a slower pace and with fewer resources and
levers to bring to bear. We will still implement the Common Core standards and develop
assessment and curriculum supports to go with them, but with a lighter touch. We will still
pursue a state longitudinal data system, but with less statewide capacity and more variability
across districts in terms of data quality, data access, and data use. We will still revise our teacher
and principal evaluation system and coordinate it more fully with our licensure requirements, but
we will not have the resources needed to provide sufficient implementation support for districts.
We will still invest in school supports, but with only Title I School Turnaround Grant dollars and
our limited state targeted assistance dollars to bring to bear. And we will still continue to
transform our relationship with the field to one that is more collaborative, but we will have
neither a strong coalition of 276 willing participants with whom to craft policy nor the fiscal
support to build new tools and test out ideas as aggressively as we would like. In short, we
expect to reach the same goals, but on a slower pace—more likely in the 2018 to 2020
timeframe.
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NAEP achievement goals

Note: We will recalculate our 2014 and 2016 English language arts NAEP goals once 2009 data are available.

NAEP Achievement Goals

Grade 4 Readin

Grade 4 Mathematics

Subgroup 2003 Subg 2003 200 2014
All students 242 All students 228 239 248
Male 244 Male 225 237 247
Female 239 Female 231 241 250
Asian/Pacific Island 248 Asian/Pacific Island 229 249 258
Black 222 Black 207 213 230
Hispanic 222 Hispanic 202 213 230
White 247 \White 234 245 254
ELL 217 ELL 193 210 227
Free & reduced lunch eligible 226 Free & reduced lunch eligible 210 217 234

Students with disabilities 224 Students with disabilities 200 218 233

Grade 8 Mathematics Grade 8 Reading

Subgroup - 2003 14 2016 Subgroup - 2003  2009* 2014 2016
All students 287 299 312 318 All students 273 274 277 278
Male 289 300 314 320 Male 268 270 275 278
Female 284 298 312 318 Female 278 279 282 283
Asian/Pacific Island 304 314 328 335 Asian/Pacific Island 281 284 286 288
Black 260 272 294 306 Black 252 255 263 269
Hispanic 255 271 293 306 Hispanic 246 253 262 268
White 292 305 319 325 White 278 279 282 283
ELL 242 238 267 285 ELL 222 237 249 258
Free & reduced lunch eligible 261 278 299 311 Free & reduced lunch eligible 251 258 266 272
Students with disabilities 254 271 293 305 Students with disabilities 239 247 257 264

Methodology: Goal for overall students based on achieving a 15% increase over historical gains (2003-2009) during the life of the RTTT grant (2010-2014) and a 25% increase
over historical trends 2014-2016 once the RTTT initiatives are underway. For all lower performing subgroups, scaled score goals assume a 25% reduction in the 2009 achievement
gap by 2014 and a 25% reduction in the 2014 gap by 2016. We assumed the overall student growth goals and calculated the scaled scores required to achieve the gap goals.
Notes: *2009 Reading scores unavailable, so have assumed average historical gains for 2009; data from the NAEP website and Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education
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MCAS achievement goals

Students overall - ELA
Adv. Prof. NI
9% 52% 30%
2009 16% 52% 25% 6%
19% 56% 20% 5%
21% 57% 18% 4%

Students overall -- Math
Adv. Prof. NI
16% 27% 34%
2009 23% 34% 28% 15%
30% 40% 23% 6%
33% 43% 21% 3%

African American/Black - Math African American/Black — ELA

Adv. Prof. NI WIE Adv. Prof. NI

4% 14% 36% 47% 34%
8% 25% 37% 30% 6% 43% 38% 13%
20% 35% 27% 18% 12% 49% 20% 10%
26% 40% 2% 11% 16% 53% 24% 8%

Asian - Math Asian -- ELA

Year Adv. Prof NI WIE Prof.

2003 30% 27% 26% 16% 13% 50%
2009 42% 32% 19% 8% 26% 49% 21% 5%
2014 50% 39% 1% 0% 32% 55% 12% 1%
2016 53% 43% 4% 0% 34% 57% 9% 0%

Hispanic -- Math Hispanic - ELA

Adv. Prof. N.L WIF Adv. Prof.
3% 13% 34% 50% 2% 29%
8% 24% 35% 32% 5% 39% 40% 17%
20% 34% 26% 20% 1M% 46% 30% 13%
26% 40% 22% 13% 15% 50% 25% 10%

Native American -- Math Native American — ELA

Adv. Prof. N.L WIF Adv. Prof. NI
8% 24% 36% 32% 45%
13% 30% 34% 22% 9% 49% 33% 9%
24% 39% 25% 12% 15% 54% 25% 7%
29% 43% 21% 7% 18% 57% 21% 5%
White -- Math White - ELA
Adv. Prof. N.I WIF Prof.
18% 31% 34% 17% 11% 58%
27% 37% 27% 10% 19% 56% 21% 4%
34% 44% 20% 3% 22% 59% 16% 3%
37% 47% 17% 0% 23% 60% 14% 2%

Lim. English Prof. - Math Lim English Prof. - ELA

Adv. Prof. N.L WIF Adv. Prof. N.l.
6% 13% 30% 51% 2% 23%
9% 23% 33% 36% 3% 29% 43% 24%
20% 33% 26% 22% 10% 39% 33% 18%
26% 38% 22% 14% 14% 45% 27% 14%

Low Income -- Math Low Income -- ELA

Adv. Prof. N.I WIF Adv. Prof. N.L
5% 16% 36% 43% 2% 34%
9% 26% 36% 28% 5% 2% 39% 14%
22% 37% 26% 16% 12% 49% 28% 10%
29% 2% 18% 11% 17% 53% 22% 7%

Special Education - Math Special Education — ELA

Year Adv. Prof. N.L WIF Adv. Prof. NI
2003 2% 14% 31% 53% 47%
2009 4% 23% 34% 39% 2% 34% 43% 21%
2014 17% 34% 25% 24% 10% 43% 32% 15%
20186 25% 39% 19% 17% 15% 49% 26% 11%

Methodology: Goal for overall students based on increasing the percent of students scoring advanced and/or proficient (with at least half of
the gains coming from advanced) by 15% more than the historical gains (2003-2009) and decreasing the percent of students scoring
warning/ffailing by 15% more than historical gains (2003-2009) by 2014. We then aim to grow scores by 25% over the historical trends 2014-
2016. For all subgroups, goals assume a 25% reduction in the 2009 achievement gap by 2014 and a 25% reduction in the 2014 gap by

2016. A_ l O
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NAEP and MCAS achievement gap goals

Achievement Gap Goals -- NAEP and MCAS

Grade 4 Math - NAEP Scaled Score

Grade 4 Reading -- NAEP Scaled Score

‘I Iéﬁiééfb,

Subgro ~ 20 : : :

C yeﬁgeﬂr' (Males outperform females currehtly) N 5 N 2 ' 2 - 1 | |Gender (Females oz)tpen’orm males currentl,\)) h ‘5 N 4 ) 3
Black/AWhite 26 21 16 12 | |Black/White 27 32 24
Hispanic/White 25 26 19 14 | JHispanic/White 32 32 24
Students with disabilities/without 21 18 14 10 | JStudents with disabilities/without 33 25 18
ELL/Non-ELL 26 33 25 19 | JELL/Non-ELL 36 30 22
Free & reduced lunch eligible/not 22 23 17 13 | JFree & reduced lunch eligible/not 26 29 22

Grade 8 Math —- NAEP Scaled Score Grade 8 Reading -- NAEP Scaled Score

Gender (Males outperform females currently) 6 2 2 1||Gender (Females outperform males currently) 10 7
Black/White 33 33 25 19 | |Black/White 26 24 18
Hispanic/White 37 34 25 19 | JHispanic/White 32 26 20
Free & reduced lunch eligible/not 34 29 22 16 | JFree & reduced lunch eligible/not 29 22 17
ELL/Non-ELL 45 63 47 35 | JELL/Non-ELL 52 38 28
Students with disabilities/without 38 33 25 19 | |Students with disabilities/without 39 32 24

Math -- MCAS Composite Performance Index (Grades 3-8,10) English Language Arts -- MCAS Composite Performance Index (Grades 3-8,10)

1k

Subgrol 2003 14 2016 | fSubgroup Of 2016
Hispanic/White 27 22 16 12 | JHispanic/White 23 18 13 10
Black/AWhite 25 20 15 11 | |Black/White 18 14 11 8
Native American/White 13 13 10 7 | [Native American/White 10 9 6 5
LEP/Non-LEP 23 21 16 12 | JLEP/Non-LEP 27 23 18 13
Low Income/Non-Low Income 24 20 15 12 | JLow Income/Non-Low Income 19 16 12 9
SPED/Non-SPED 28 26 20 15 | JSPED/Non-SPED 24 23 17 13

Methodology: For all subgroups, the goal is to reduce the 2009 achievement gap by 25Toy 2014 and then reduce the 2014 gap by 257'/0 by 2016. For NAEP tests, we used the gap in
scaled scores for Grade 4 and Grade 8 Reading and Mathematics tests, for MCAS we used the overall student Composite Performance Index scores.

Notes: *2009 Reading scores unavailable, so we have assumed average historical gains for 2009; data from the NAEP website and Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education. MCAS data from the official accountability results, except for the subgroups non-Low Income, non-SPED and non-LEP/FLEP which were calculated by using
performance level data for all students minus the relevant subgroup. The Composite Performance Index (CPI) is a 100-point index that combines the scores of students; scores
correspond to one of six performance rating categories: Very High (90 - 100); High (80 - 89.9); Moderate (70 - 79.9); Low (60 - 69.9); Very Low (40 - 59.9); and Critically Low (O - 39.9).



High school graduation, college enrollment, and college course completion goals

4-year high school graduation rate

Subgroup 2007 2008 2014 2016

All Students 81% 81% 85% 90%
Asian 84% 87% 91% 96%
Black 65% 68% 75% 82%
Hispanic 59% 58% 67% 75%
Native American 68% 67% 74% 81%
Pacific Islander 64% 70% 77% 84%
\White 86% 87% 91% 95%
Limited English Proficiency 53% 56% 64% 72%
Low-Income 65% 65% 71% 78%
Special Education 63% 64% 72% 80%

Methodology: Goal for overall students is to improve the 4-year high school graduation rate by 5% by 2014 (going from 81% in
2008 to 85% in 2014) and by another 5% from 2014-2016 (arriving at 90% by 2016). For all subgroups, the goal is to reduce the
2009 performance gap by 15% by 2014 and then the 2014 gap by 15% by 2016.

Notes: Data from the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education

College enroliment

Subgroup 2003 2009 2014 20186
All students 68% 72% 75% 79%
Asian 67% 78% 82% 86%
Black 57% 65% 70% 75%
Hispanic 47% 55% 62% 68%
Native American 56% 59% 65% 71%
White 70% 75% 78% 82%
Limited English Proficient in High School 46% 47% 54% 61%
Low Income in High School 50% 57% 64% 70%
Special Education in High School 46% 50% 57% 64%

Methodology: Goal for overall students is to improve the college enroliment rate by 5% by 2014 (going from 72% in 2000 to 75%
in 2014) and by another 5% from 2014-2016 (arriving at 79% by 2016). For all subgroups, the goal is to reduce the 2009
performance gap by 15% by 2014 and then the 2014 gap by 15% by 2016.

Notes: *2009 college enroliment rates unavailable; 2009 figures assume historical gains achieved 2008-2009; Data from the
National Student Clearinghouse

College credit

Subgroup 2004 2009* 2014 2016
All students 52% 51% 53% 56%
Racial/Ethnic Minority 34% 35% 41% 46%
Free & reduced eligible 35% 37% 44% 50%
Limited English Proficiency 38% 35% 40% 45%
Special Education in High School 35% 37% 42% 47%

Methodology: Goal for overall students is to improve the college degree earning rate by 5% by 2014 (going from 51% in 2009 to
53% in 2014) and by another 5% from 2014-2016 (arriving at 56% by 2016). For all subgroups, the goal is to reduce the 2009
performance gap by 15% by 2014 and then the 2014 gap by 15% by 2016.

Notes: *2009 data unavailable; 2009 figures assume historical gains achieved 2008-2009; Data from Massachusetts Department
of Higher Education and subgroup data is limited. As data systems are improved, we plan to revise goals. Two specific notes
on the data: (1) Cohort is limited to students graduating from high school and enrolling in a state or community college in the
same year and who enrolled as first-time, degree-seeking students (which represents 14,247 students in the 2008 cohort). (2) A
typical full-time student enrolls in 15 credits per semester, so the equivalent of an academic year of credits is 30 credits. The
credits used for this analysis exclude developmental/remedial credits which are earned in pre-college level courses and do not
count towards degree or certificate completion.



Appendix A4: Resumes of leadership team

Resumes included:

Mitchell D. Chester, Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education:
accountability and oversight

Carrie Conaway, Director of Planning, Research, and Evaluation: project implementation
and management

Jeff Nellhaus, Deputy Commissioner: Standards and Assessments
Robert Bickerton, Senior Associate Commissioner: Data Systems to Support Instruction
David Haselkorn, Associate Commissioner: Great Teachers and Leaders

Karla Baehr, Deputy Commissioner: Turning Around the Lowest Achieving Schools
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Mitchell Dan Chester

Home Office
(b)(6) Massachusetts Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education

75 Pleasant Street

Malden, Massachusetts 02148
phone (781) 338-3100
Fax (781) 338-3770
E-mail: MChester@doe . mass.edu

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

Doctorate in Education Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetis
June 1991 - Concentration in Administration, Planning, and Social Policy
- Dissertation: Changes in Affitudes Toward Teaching and Self-
Efficacy Beliefs Within First-Year Teachers in Urban Schools

Masters in Education Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetis

June 1988 - Concentration in Administration, Planning, and Social Policy
Sixth-Year Diploma The University of Connecticut, Storrs, Conneclicut

August 1982 - Concentration in Educational Administration
Masters in Education University of Hartford, West Hartford, Connecticut

September 1975 - Dual concentration in Reading and Early Childhood Education
Bachelor of Science The University of Connecticut, Storrs, Connecticut

May 1974 - Major in Elementary Education

- Minor in English

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education (2008 to present)
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, Malden, Massachusetis

Senior Associate (2006 to 2008), Associate (2005-08), and Assistant (2001-05) State
Superintendent
Ohio Department of Education, Columbus, Ohio

Respunsrbﬁmes included:
education policy development
- statewide accountability systems
- alignment of federal and state policy
- strategic planning and agency performance measures

Executive Director of Accountability and Assessment (1897 to 2001)
School District of Phifadelphia, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Oversight of:
- student assessment

- accountability programs

- research and evaluation

- pupil information management



Mitchell D. Chester Page 2

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE (continued)

Education Bureau Chief, Bureau of Curriculum and Instructional Programs (1993 to 1997)
Connecticut State Department of Education, Hartford, Connecticut

Oversight of:

- programs and staff for mandated curriculum areas

- Title I, Migratory Education, Eisenhower, and Title IV programs and staff
- programs and staff for students from limited English backgrounds

- comprehensive health education programs and staff

- technology education programs

- state and federal grants

Commissioner’s liaison for urban reform initiative

Senior Assessment Associate, Bureau of Research and Teacher Assessment (1988 to 1993)
Connecticut State Department of Education, Hartford, Connecticut

- Developed performance assessments for beginning (Connecticut Competency Instrument) and
experienced teachers (Early Adolescence/English Language Arts Assessment Development
Laboratory of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards)

- Developed performance assessments for beginning and experienced school administrators

- Conducted studies of teacher recruitment, induction, and retention in urban school districts

Associate Principal, Timothy Edwards Middle School (1986 to 1987)
South Windsor Public Schools, South Windsor, Connecticut

Interim Assistant Principal, Resource Teacher, 2nd Grade Teacher (1985 to 1986)
Farmington Public Schools, Farmington, Connecticut

Mathematics Coordinator, 1st, 2nd, & 4th Grade Classroom Teacher (1975 to 1985)
Suffield Public Schools, Suffield, Connecticut

4th-5th Grade Classroom Teacher (summers 1973 to 1978)
Connecticut Migratory Children's Program, Hartford, Connecticut

RELATED EXPERIENCE

NAEP Contextual Data Panel Member, National Assessment of Educational Progress, U. S.
Department of Education (2005 to 2007)

Developing recommendations for a framework and specifications for the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) in Reading for the 2007 assessment

Growth Model Peer Review Panel Member, U. S. Department of Education (2006)

Developed recommendations to the Secretary of Education for the employment of growth models for
No Child Left Behind Act accountability purposes

Planning Committee Member, NAEP Reading Framework Project, National Assessment Governing
Board (2003-2005)

Developed the framework and specifications for the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) in Reading for the 2009 and beyond assessment

Technical Work Group Member, Evaluation of Title | Accountability Systems and School Improvement
Efforts, SRI Infernational under contract to U.S. Department of Education (2000 to 2004)
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RELATED EXPERIENCE (continued)

Acting Chief Information Officer (July 1998 to July 1999)
School District of Philadelphia, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Oversight of:
- mainframe computing
- management information systems
- instructional technology
- telecommunications
- records management
- Year 2000 readiness

Member, Reading Advisory Panel, Voluntary National Test (1997 to 1998)
U. S. Department of Education

Curriculum Consultant, Window Rock Unified School District (1995 to 1997)
Fort Defiance, Arizona

Facilitated development of K-12 district goals and curriculum

Development Team Member (1990 to 1993)
Early Adolescence/English Language Arts Assessment Development Laboratory
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards

- Developed performance assessments of accomplished teaching
- Coordinated practitioner involvement and review
- Coordinated sensitivity review

Consultant, School of Professional Studies, Central Connecticut State University (1989)
New Britain, Connecticut

- Advised the Dean regarding recruitment of minority teachers and programs to prepare teachers
for urban schools
- Developed urban/multicultural education resources for the faculty

Assistant Editor, Harvard Education Letter (1988 to 1990)
Harvard Graduate School of Education, Cambridge, Massachusetts

Teaching Fellow, Harvard Graduate School of Education (1988 to 1989)
Cambridge, Massachusetts
- Sara Lawrence Lightfoot (Sociology of Education)
- Judith Singer (Data Analysis and Research Design)
Curriculum Council Chairperson, Suffield Public Schools (1978 to 1980, 1982 to 1985)
Suffield, Connecticut

- Developed and implemented new curriculum
- Instituted faculty professional development programs
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PUBLICATIONS

Chester, M. D., & Zelman, S. T. (2009). Approximations of Teacher Quality and Effectiveness: View From
the State Education Agency. In D. H. Gitomer (Ed.). Measurement Issues and Assessment for
Teaching Qualilty (pp. 131-149). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Chester, M. D. (2005). Making Valid and Consistent Inferences about School Effectiveness from Multiple
Measures. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practices, 24(4), 40-52.

Chester, M. D. (2005). Special issue editor — Measuring the Impact of State Accountability Programs.
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practices, 24(4), 3-4.

Porter, A. C., Chester, M. D., & Schlesinger, M. D. (2004). Framework for an Effective Assessment and
Accountability Program: The Philadelphia Example. Teachers College Record, 106(6) 1358-1400.

Chester, M. D. (2003). Multiple Measures and High-Stakes Decisions: A Framework for Combining
Measures. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practices, 22(2), 32-41.

Porter, A., & Chester, M. D. (2002). Building a High-Quality Assessment and Accountability Program:
The Philadelphia Example. In D. Ravitch (Ed.), Brookings Papers on Education Policy 2002 (pp. 285-
337). Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution.

Chester, M. D., & Beaudin, B. Q. (1996). Efficacy Beliefs of Newly Hired Teachers in Urban Schools.
American Education Research Journal, 33(1), 233-257.

Chester, M. D., & Pecheone, R. L. (1992). Assessment-Based Licensing of School Principals. The
International Journal of Educational Management, 6(3), 31-39.

Chester, M. D. (1990). The Acid Test of Black Dominance. In D. Bell, T. Higgins, & S-H. Suh (Eds.),
Racial Reflections: Dialogues in the Direction of Liberation. U.C.L.A. Law Review, 37(6).

Teamwork in the Middle Grades: Learning to Fly. (1990). The Harvard Education Letter, 6(5).
Good Teaching: Do You Know It When You See It? (1989). The Harvard Education Letter, 5(3).
Inside Good High Schools: A Sense of Community. (1989). The Harvard Education Leftter, 5(4).
A License to Teach in Connecticut. (1989). The Harvard Education Letter, 5(3).

Chester, M. D. (1984). Curriculum Improvement: Theory into Practice. Connecticut Association of Boards
of Education Journal.
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SELECTED PAPERS and PRESENTATIONS

Chester, M. D. (2008). The Role of Evidence in Developing State Compliance Practices for No Child Left
Behind. Presentation to the National Academies Standing Committee on Social Science Evidence for
Use, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (2007). Achievement and Engagement in Secondary Education. Symposium discussant at
the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago.

Chester, M. D. (2007). College and Work Readiness: Raising Standards and Improving Assessments.
Panel presentation at the Alliance for Excellent Education’s Fourth Annual High School Policy
Conference: From No Child Left Behind to Every Child a Graduate, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (2007). Crosscutting Principles for the Use of Growth Models for Adequate Yearly
Progress. Presentation to the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Chicago.

Chester, M. D. (2007). Do States Really Have Different Proficiency Standards? And If So, Why Do We
Care? Symposium discussant at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Chicago.

Chester, M. D. (2007). Policy Considerations for Implementing a Value-Added Model. Presentation at the
Minnesota Value-Added Symposium, Roseville, Minnesota.

Chester, M. D. (2007). Which Schools Tend to Make Stronger Gains? Exploring the Relationship between
Status and Growth. Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference
on Large Scale Assessment, Nashville.

Chester, M. D. (2007). State Perspectives on Multiple Measures. Presentation to the National Academies
Board on Testing and Assessment Workshop on Multiple Measures, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (2006). Consequential Validity of NCLB: Research and Practice. Presentation to the
Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, San
Francisco.

Chester, M. D. (2006). Employing Growth for School Accountability. Presentation to the Annual Meeting
of the American Educational Research Association, San Francisco.

Chester, M. D. (2006). Toward a Theory of Action for State Education Policy in the Context of School
Improvement. Presentation to the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco.

Chester, M. D. (2006). Value-Added and Growth Models: Promises and Precautions. Presentation to the
Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, San
Francisco.

Chester, M. D. (2005). Challenges, Contributions, and Consequences of State Accountability Systems.
Presentation to the Annual Meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, Monteal,
Canada.

Chester, M. D. (2005). Do Graduation Tests Measure Up? A Closer Look at State High School EXxit
Exams. Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large
Scale Assessment, San Antonio.

Chester, M. D. (2005). Documenting the Validity of Accountability Systems. Presentation to the Council of
Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, San Antonio.
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PAPERS and PRESENTATIONS (continued)

Chester, M. D. (2005). NCLB and Decision Consistency — Contributions of State Design Features.
Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale
Assessment, San Antonio.

Chester, M. D. (2005). Using Student Growth Data for School Accountability. Presentation to the Council
of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, San Antonio.

Chester, M. D. (2004). Impact of NCLB Accountability Requirements: Were the First-Year Results as Dire
as Predicted? Presentation to the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Diego.

Chester, M. D. (2004). State Lessons from NCLB-AYP Year One: How Can Accountability Decisions Be
Improved. Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large
Scale Assessment, Boston.

Chester, M. D. (2004). The State of State Implementation. Discussant at the Leaving No Child Behind?
Option for Kids in Failing Schools conference of the American Enterprise Institute and the Thomas B.
Fordham Institute, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (2003). Benchmarking NCLB Standards. Presentation to the Annual Meeting of Education
Reporters, Writers and Editors, Chicago.

Chester, M. D. (2003). Implementing School Accountability and AYP Requirements under No Child Left
Behind. Presentation to the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Chicago.

Chester, M. D. (2003). Ohio’s Statewide Accountability Plan: Three Challenges. Presentation to the
Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, San
Antonio.

Chester, M. D. (2003). Opportunities and Challenges: Accountability for Students with Disabilities.
Presentation to the Council for Exceptional Children Annual Convention, Seattle.

Chester, M. D. (2002). Assessments that llluminate Instruction: Important, But Maybe Not Enough.
Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale
Assessment, Palm Desert, California.

Chester, M. D. (2002). Effective Use of Technical Advisory Committees in Large-Scale Assessment
Programs. Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large
Scale Assessment, Palm Desert, California.

Chester, M. D. (2002). Fourth grade promotion decisions in Philadelphia: Face, construct, consequential,
and predictive validity of multiple measures. Presentation to the Annual Meeting of the National
Council on Measurement in Education, New Orleans.

Chester, M. D. (2002). Overcoming the New Assessment Challenges of Title I. Presentation to the
Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, Palm
Desert, California.

Chester, M. D. (2001). Accountability Growth Expectations: Can Schools Meet Them? Presentation to the
Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, Houston.

Chester, M. D. (2001). Access and Achievement for Urban Students. Symposium discussant at the
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Seattle.

Chester, M. D. (2001). The Impact of State Accountability Systems on Districts and Schools: Are the
Results What Policymakers Intended? Presentation to the Education Commission of the States’
National Forum on Education Policy, Philadelphia.
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PAPERS and PRESENTATIONS (continued)

Chester, M. D. (2001). Innovations in Testing: Reliable and Valid Identification of K-3 Student Literacy
Achievement — Toward a Theory-Based, Data-Driven Continuum. Presentation to the Council of Chief
State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, Houston.

Chester, M. D. (2001). Interaction Among Standards, Assessments, and Accountability: Implications for
Publishers. Presentation to the Association of American Publishers School Division, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (2001). Promoting Higher Achievement: Incorporating Standards, Assessments, and
Accountability in State Policy. Presentation at the Best Practices Boot Camp of the Idaho State Board
of Education and Legislature, Boise, Idaho.

Chester, M. D. (2001). Tracing the Impact on Instructional Reform and Achievement of Ending Social
Promotion. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Seattle.

Chester, M. D. (2001). Using Data to Promote School and District Growth: Making the Most of Your
Accountability Results. Presentation at the Raising Standards and Performance for Low-Achieving
Students conference of the Comprehensive Center Region VI, Minneapolis, Minnesota.

Chester, M. D., Offenberg, R., & Denge Xu, M. (2001). Urban Teacher Transfer: A Four-Year Cohort
Study of the School District of Philadelphia Faculty. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, Seattle.

Chester, M. D., Orr, M., & Christman, J. (2001). Consequential Validity of Philadelphia’s Accountability
System: Triangulating Four Years of Multiple Sources of Evidence. Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Seattle.

Porter, A., & Chester, M. D. (2001). Doing Education Accountability Right. Paper presented at the Brown
Center on Education Policy Conference on Accountability and Its Consequences for Students: Are
Children Hurt or Helped by Standards-Based Reform. The Brookings Institution, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (2000). Follow-Up Study to 1998-99 Promotion/Retention Decisions and 1999 Summer
Programs. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, New Orleans.

Chester, M. D. (2000). The Impact of Summer Programs on Promotion/Retention Decisions and
Subsequent Achievement. Paper presented at the Summer Learning and the Achievement Gap: First
National Conference, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Maryland.

Chester, M. D. (2000). Standards, Assessment, and Accountability: Making it Work for All Students.
Presentation to the United States Department of Education conference on Improving America’s
Schools, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (2000). Using Research-Based Knowledge to Guide Educational Practice: Examples from
Two Districts. Symposium discussant at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, New Orleans.

Salinger, T., Chester, M. D., & Maraschiello, R. (2000). K-3 Assessments in Philadelphia: Innovation and
Realities. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
New Orleans.

Chester, M. D. (1999). Aligning School-Based Reforms with State (and District) Standards and
Assessments. Presentation to the United States Department of Education Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education Summer Institute on Comprehensive School Reform and Schoolwide
Programs, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (1999). Assessment and Accountability in the Early Grades. Presentation to the Council
of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, Snowbird, Utah.
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PAPERS and PRESENTATIONS (continued)

Chester, M. D. (1999). Philadelphia’'s Accountability System. Presentation to the United States
Department of Education Office of Elementary and Secondary Education Region VI Comprehensive
Regional Assistance Center — Madison, Wisconsin.

Chester, M. D. (1999). To What Extent are Districts Interested in District-Level NAEP Reporting.
Presentation to the National Research Council / National Academy of Sciences Board on Testing and
Assessment, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (1999). Urban Student Performance and Course-Taking Patterns. Symposium discussant
at the Annual Meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, Montreal, Canada.

Council of Great City Schools (1999). Strengthening the Milwaukee Public Schools: Interim Report of the
External Team on Research and Assessment. Submitted to the Milwaukee Public Schools.

Chester, M. D. (1998). Philadelphia Perspective on Title | Testing and Assessment. Presentation to the
National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences Board on Testing and Assessment,
Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (1998). Retention and High Stakes Testing: Will They Result in Improvements in Urban
Student Achievement? Presentation to the American Youth Policy Forum, Washington, DC.

Chester, M. D. (1998). Revisiting the Issue of Measuring and Reporting Student Growth in an Era of
Standards-Based Reform. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National Council on
Measurement in Education, San Diego.

Chester, M. D., & Simmons, W. (1998). School Practice Review in an Accountability Context. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Diego.

Chester, M. D. (1997). Applied Literacy in National Standards in the Other Content Areas. Presentation to
the Annual Conference of the International Reading Association, Atlanta.

Chester, M. D. (1997). Consequential Aspects of Stafte Assessments vis a vis Instructional Practices.
Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale
Assessment, Colorado Springs.

Chester, M. D. (1996). Other Forms of State Incentives for Professional Development:. Connecticut's
Incentive Program. Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers' IASA Implementation
Project Professional Development Conference, San Diego.

Chester, M. D. (1996). Determining English Language Arts and Reading Standards: If Someone's Gonna
Do It It Might as Well Be Us. Presentation to the annual convention of the International Reading
Association, New Orleans.

Chester, M. D. (1995). Benchmarking State Standards and Teacher Education and Certification.
Presentation at the National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification
conference on the Impact of National Standards on Teacher Education and Certification, Baltimore.

Beaudin, B. Q., & Chester, M. D. (1994). Effect of Teacher Beliefs on Persistence in Urban Schools.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New
Orleans.

Chester, M. D. (1994). Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC).
Presentation to the Council of Chief State School Officers’ National Conference on Large Scale
Assessment, Albuquerque.

Chester, M. D., & Jacobson, L. (1994). Toward a Content-Specific Approach to the Assessment of
Leadership. Paper presented to the International Congress on the Assessment Center Method, San
Francisco.
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PAPERS and PRESENTATIONS (continued)

Chester, M. D. (1993). Alternatives to Traditional Principal Preparation and Licensing: Exploring the Roles
of the Stakeholders. Presentation to Convention '93 of the University Council for Educational
Administration, Houston.

Chester, M. D. (1993). Exploring Teacher and Administrator Assessment in the Context of Delaware’s
New Curriculum Reforms. Presentation to the Delaware Principals’ Academy, Dover, Delaware.

Chester, M. D. (1992). Alterable Factors that Mediate the Induction-Year Experience of Teachers in
Urban Schools. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco.

Chester, M. D., & Pecheone, R. L. (1992). Proposal for an Outcome-Based School Administrator License.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San
Francisco. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 345 360)

Chester, M. D. (1991). Changes in Attitudes Within First-Year Teachers in Urban Schools. Paper

presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 331 804)
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CARRIE L. CONAWAY
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
75 Pleasant St « Malden, MA « 01248
cconaway@doe.mass.edu « 781-338-3108

WORK EXPERIENCE

Director of Planning, Research, and Evaluation
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2007 to present

Direct a unit providing research, analysis, and planning support to the state K-12 education agency.
Develop a policy research agenda linked to the Department’s strategic priorities: educator development,
curriculum and instruction, accountability and assistance, and supports for students and families.
Manage a team of analysts who write policy briefs, memoranda, and reports; analyze data to evaluate
program effectiveness; advise on research and evaluation projects and on survey design; and review
Department reports. Projects assigned to the group include:
e Developing a public website displaying trends in district and school performance, as a means of
district self-assessment and the first step in the state’s new school accountability system.
e Leading a cross-agency team to pilot-test and implement a growth model: a new way of
measuring individual student progress over time on the statewide MCAS tests.
e Developing a public, searchable database of all teacher union contracts statewide.
e Analyzing the disproportionate representation of minority students in special education.
Writing and managing a $2.9 million federal research grant to support a rigorous four-year
evaluation of the state Expanded Learning Time initiative.
e Managing a Harvard-based research team that evaluated the academic impact of charter and
pilot schools in the city of Boston.
Work with senior staff to strengthen and update the Department’s strategic plan. Produce analysis on
progress toward the agency’s vision, mission, and goals.
Coordinated the agency’s application for the federal Race to the Top grant program.

Deputy Director, New England Public Policy Center
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, 2004 to 2007

Proposed, developed, and served as second-in-command of a policy analysis research group whose
mission was to increase policymakers’ access to high-quality, timely, objective information on the
economic and policy issues that affect New England.

Developed a communication and research strategy to maximize the impact of the Center’'s work based on
input from legislators, policy researchers, and thought leaders throughout New England.

Conducted analyses of policy issues, led teams of research assistants, and produced reports and
presentations for general and technical audiences.

Handled most day-to-day aspects of Center operations. Managed the Center’s publication series and
produced conferences and special events.

Associate Editor, Regional Review
Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, 2001 to 2004

Researched and wrote feature-length analytical articles and edited two regular columns for a quarterly
economics magazine aimed at New England’s business leaders and decision-makers.

Hired and supervised research assistants and college interns.

Research Analyst
Case Western Reserve University, University of Minnesota, Minnesota Department of Economic Security, Kennedy
School of Government, and Harvard University, 1994 to 2001

Held progressively responsible analyst positions after college and during graduate school.

Designed research studies, managed data collection, analyzed data, and wrote research reports and
articles for general and technical audiences.
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Conaway resume, page 2

OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS AND RECOGNITION

e Serve on research advisory committees for the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education, the Department of Higher Education, The Education Resources Institute, and the Lincoln
Institute of Land Policy.

e Selected to participate in the Boston-area Education Policy Fellowship Program, 2009-2010.

e Created an interdepartmental task force to increase the number of minority applicants to economics
research positions at the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston. Served on the Bank’s Diversity Committee.

e Selected for the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston’s leadership development program. Received the Bank’s
top staff award three out of five years.

SELECTED PUBLICATIONS

Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
e Preliminary Report on Current Fiscal Conditions in Massachusetts Public Schools. January 2008.
e Supply and Demand of STEM Workers in Massachusetts. October 2007.
New England Public Policy Center, Federal Reserve Bank of Boston
e Ensuring Adequate Electrical Capacity for New England. Policy Brief 06-2, July 2006.
e Population Growth and Migration in New England. Preliminary memo, June 2006.
¢ The Challenge of Energy Policy in New England. Research Report 06-2, April 2006 and Working Paper
05-2, December 2005.
Regional Review, Federal Reserve Bank of Boston
e Paying the price: How family choices affect career outcomes, Q1 2005.
e Where does the time go? The division of household labor, Q1 2005.
e Objects of desire: Creating legacies, one collection at a time, Q4 2003/Q1 2004.
e Accidents will happen. So what improves workplace safety? Q3 2003.
e The pros and cons of pharmaceutical patents, Q1 2003.
e Doing well by doing time? Q4 2002.
e Preserving our past: Who should bear the cost of history? Q2 2002.
e Virtual university: Is online learning changing higher education? Q1 2002.
¢ The past, present, and future of the registered nurse workforce, Q3 2001.

Other publications
e College Readiness: Massachusetts Compiles the Data. Communities and Banking, Spring 2009.

¢ From Uncertainty to Optimism: Minnesota’s Rural Workforce in the 1990s. Minnesota Economic Trends,
December 1998.
¢ Women in the Workforce Factsheet. Minnesota Economic Trends, July 1998.

EDUCATION

M.A. in sociology and social policy, Harvard University, 2001.

M.A. in public affairs with concentrations in policy analysis and labor policy, Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs, University of Minnesota, 1998.

B.A. in sociology (with high honors), Oberlin College, 1994.
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~ Jeffrey M. Nellhaus
(b)(6)
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Ine]lhausﬁi’ldue.mnss.edu
OBJECTIVE

My objective is to partner with others to lead improvements in the public education
system so every child can achieve proficiency at each grade level and graduate from
high school prepared for post-secondary education or a skilled job.

QUALIFICATIONS

Nationally recognized for expertise in student assessment and accountability systems
Strong advocate for all children to get the support they need to meet high educational
standards

s Extensive experience developing and leading the implementation of standards-based
education reforms

e Ability to work collaboratively and effectively with local educators, policymakers,
governors, legislators, advocacy groups, business and community leaders.

e Demonstrated ability to lead and manage a large state agency, including strategic and
operational planning

¢ In-depth knowledge of Massachusetts and national educational laws and regulations

SELECTED ACCOMPISHMENTS

e Led the design, development and implementation of the Massachusetts
Comprehensive Assessment System, including policies related to implementation of
the state’s high school graduation standard and exams

* Served as Acting Commissioner of the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education which includes over 550 employees and a budget of over $4
billion annually serving nearly 1 million students in over 1,800 schools and 350
school districts

e Increased the Massachusetts Department of Education capacity in the areas of
information management systems, targeted assistance, student assessment, and
planning, research and evaluation.

s Led the refinement of the Massachusetts English Language Arts, Mathematics, and
Science and Technology/Engineering Curriculum Frameworks

¢ Served on the U.S. Department of Education’s Growth Model Peer Review
Committee

¢ Co-authored with the Chancellor of the Massachusetts Board of Higher Education
proposal to the National Governor’s Association, which resulted in an award of $2
million. The award led to the development of a recommended course of studies for
high school (MassCore), a school-to-college information management system, and
the initial development of a comprehensive web-based tool for educational planning,
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EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

Massachusetts Department of Education, Malden, MA

Deputy Commissioner of Education Present

Acting Commissioner of Education 2007-2008

Deputy Commissioner of Education 2005-2007

Associate Commissioner for Curriculum and Assessment 1999-2004

Director of Student Assessment 1994-1998

Policy and Planning Specialist 1986-1993
Metropolitan Indochinese Children and Adolescent Services, Boston, MA

Project Coordinator 1984-1985
The Experiment in International Living, Phanat Nikom, Thailand

Program Manager and Teacher Trainer 1982-1984
Common Ground Restaurant, Brattleboro, Vermont

Manager 1979-1982
Leland and Grey Union High School, Townshend, Vermont

Chemistry and Mathematics Teacher 1974-1978
The Peace Corps, India

Science Teacher Trainer 1970-1972

SELECTED CONSULTENCIES

NAEP Validity Studies Panel, American Institutes for Research

NAEP Technical Advisory Committee on Standard Setting, ACT, Inc.

Growth Model Peer Review Committee, U.S. Department of Education

Technical Advisory Committee, Student Assessment, Maine Department of

Education

e Technical Advisory Committee, Student Assessment, Rhode Island Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education

¢ National Technical Advisory Panel on Assessment and Accountability, Kentucky
Legislative Research Commission

e Provincial Expert Panel, Student Assessment, Ontario, Canada

e Maryland, Alaska, Connecticut, and South Carolina Departments of Education

EDUCATION

e Harvard Graduate School of Education, M.Ed., 1986
e Antioch New England Graduate School, M.S. in Science Teaching, 1974
e University of Massachusetts, B.S., Chemistry, 1970

RECOGNITIONS

e Manuel Carballo Award for Excellence in Public Service, Governor Jane Swift, 2004
e Friend of Education Award, Massachusetts Secondary School Administrators
Association, 2004

e Distinguished Community Service Award, Jobs for Youth, 2006
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ROBERT “BOB” BICKERTON

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:

Massachusetts Department of Education, Malden 2/88 — present

Sr. Associate Commissioner of Education

Center for Lifelong Learning, Assessment, Educator Quality & Technology
Provide statewide strategic and policy leadership for:

o Adult & Community Learning Services

e Student Assessment,

e Educator Preparation, Quality and Licensure

e Information Services & Technology.
These offices manage a combined $135 million, including high stakes and formative student
assessments, the approval of 1,000 educator preparation programs in 70 Massachusetts
colleges and universities, the licensure and license renewal of over 80,000 preK-12 and adult
education teachers, all department information and instructional technologies, data
collections and analysis (including development and implementation of an enterprise wide
education data warehouse) and over 200 adult learning centers, family literacy, transitions to
higher education, and workplace education programs.

Director, Adult & Community Learning Services

First director of this office, established in 1988 by the Board of Education to meet its priority
for more effective and expanded adult basic education services. Starting with $7 million in
total state and federal funding and a “patchwork quilt” of services, this office has made
extraordinary progress restructuring and building a fully integrated ABE service delivery
system of more than 200 adult literacy, adult secondary, English for speakers of other
languages, family literacy, workplace education, transitions to higher education and distance
learning programs staffed by over 2,500 adult educators and supported with $43 million in
total resources. Key characteristics of the system we have developed include standards based
design, content and performance criteria, fully WEB/Internet based assessment, data and
program management systems, a very successful/ entrepreneurial approach to fund raising
and program development, and increased policy integration with several other state agencies.
Initiated, supported and/or led several interagency initiatives including the “Massachusetts
Family Literacy Consortium” (memoranda of agreements across 14 state education,
employment & training, health & human service agencies), served on the executive
committee of the MA Workforce Investment Board, helped craft our state’s WIA Unified
Plan, and brought all major pK-12 education associations together to forge common ground
in pursuit of higher levels of educator effectiveness.

City of Boston Transportation Department, Boston2/86 - 1/88

Deputy Commissioner

Responsible for overall management of three divisions within the Transportation
Department: Traffic Management & Engineering, Operations and Enforcement, which
together comprise over 85% of the BTD's 518 employees. I also played an integral role in
planning for, securing required personnel and fiscal resources (+55%), and negotiating
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contracts to implement a number of innovative programs. My role required extensive
coordination with other City and State agencies, the Mayor and City Council, formulating
policy and development of implementation plans.

ADULT EDUCATION TEACHING, DIRECTING,COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP:

Jamaica Plain Community Schools, City of Boston10/84 - 2/86
Regional Director in this racially/ethnically/linguistically diverse community

Quincy School Community Council, Inc., Boston C.B.O. 9/81 - 10/84
Executive Director in a changing Boston Chinatown neighborhood

Community Learning Center, Cambridge P.S. & City of Cambridge 9/74 - 8/81
Administrator/ABE Math Teacher

Boston State College, Flexible Admissions Program, Boston 12/74 - 6/76
Math Coordinator/Teacher

Education Warehouse, Cambridge C.B.O. 10/72 - 8/74

ABE Volunteers Supervisor & Trainer

College of Public & Community Service, Univ. of Mass., Boston 2/74 - 8/74

Curriculum Developer and Math Instructor

Tutoring Plus, Inc., Cambridge C.B.O. 12/70 - 6/72
Youth Activities Coordinator & Tutor

EDUCATION & CERTIFICATION:

Antioch University/Cambridge College, Cambridge, MA M.Ed 8/78
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA  Architecture 6/73
MA Teachers Certification in Secondary Math #0231745 9/78
APPOINTMENTS:

Commissioner, National Commission on Adult Literacy 6/06 — 6/08
National Council of State Directors of Adult Education, and National Adult Education
Professional Development Consortium, President, Executive Committee, and 11/91 — 6/06
National Legislative Chair (represented field in negotiations with Congress) 11/93 - 10/97
Jamaica Plain Community Programs, member, Governing Board 9/86 - 2/88
Jamaica Plain Neighborhood Council, by appointment of Mayor Flynn 10/85 - 2/86
Massachusetts Committee on Adult Education, Co-Chair 6/82 - 6/85
Coalition For Cambridge, by appointment of Mayor Frances Duehay 12/80 - 8/81
Forest Hill Neighbors, a Jamaica Plain, Boston Neighborhood Association 2/80-11/81
KLH Child Development Center, member, Board of Directors 3/75-4/76
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__ David Haselkorn
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{B}{_E} .:uu.n.,ut.: LT R d
[ = [7T811338-3562(w)
dhaselkorn@doe.mass.edu | ()(6)

Qualifications Summary

Innovative national education and non-profit leader with highly successful program development,
research, policy, advocacy, public service marketing, and national media track record. Substantial policy,
rescarch. strategie planning, fundraising. polling. and philanthropic experience at the national, regional,
state, and institutional levels. Strong conceptual and creative abilities with significant experience in
education reform at the national level. Senior-level college administrative expenience. as change agent

Experience

4/2009-Present Associate Commissioner

4/07-3/2009

1/05-3/07

Educator Policy, Preparation, Licensure, and Leadership Development
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education

Oversee the Center for Educator Policy, Preparation. Licensure. and Leadership
Development for Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.
Provide policy direction and leadership for all phases of the educator career continuum
for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. Lead/supervise three units and a staft of more
than 50. Member of the strategic leadership team (senior staff) for the Department,
recognized as one of the most effective and forward-looking SEA’s in the nation.

Senior Fellow

Director of Policy Studies
Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation

Direct Foundation’s new national teaching fellowship program, a national, state, and
locally based strategy to establish the equivalent of a “Rhodes Scholarship™ for high
school teaching. Lead Annenberg National Teaching  Fellowship and Ohio STEM
Teaching Fellowship work, Oversee the Foundation's policy research and policyv-related
studies, public opinion and focus group research, and outreach. Maintain contacts with
ke state and national policy leaders.

Implement comprehensive strategies for growing the Fellowship at the state and national
levels. Work with kev state and university leaders to establish high quality climcally
based Master’s programs at leading national universities, Develop key policies and
processes for outreach. recruitment. admissions, program development, mentoring, and
induction. Dircet evaluation strategics. Represent the Foundation before a vanety of
external audiences. Serve as a member of the Foundation's Senior Staff. Help raise more
than %6 million in supporting funds for the Fellowship from leading national and regional
grant makers,

Vice President, Strategic and Policy Initiatives
Lesley University

A-29



5/02 - 1/05

Advise University President on national policies, strategic positioning, advocacy, public
relations, development, and strategic planning. Identify new business opportunities and
nurture partnerships with states, districts, and national organizations. Represent the
University before national audiences. Provide strategic guidance on foundations, federal
relations, and communications. Oversee development of revised mission, University
strategic vision, and a variety of new programs. Direct University initiatives related to
Leadership for Social Change. Supervise Office of Public Affairs. Co-direct TEAC
accreditation team. Help develop new PhD program in Leadership and Social Change.
Advise/draft articles, op-eds/speeches for University President.

Dean, National Education Programs and Policies/
Associate Director, Center for Distance and Online Learning
Lesley University

Create an enhanced national presence for the Center and the University, oversee

1/91 - 4/02

9/88 - 1/91

quality assurance processes for off-campus programs serving 8000 teachers in 23 states.
Work closely with on and off-campus faculty and administration to help Lesley identify
and meet the evolving teacher education and development needs of individuals, school
districts, and states. Help guide new state entry and develop new partnerships.

President, Recruiting New Teachers, Inc.
Executive Director, Recruiting New Teachers, Inc.

Lead unique national public service campaign designed to raise esteem for teaching;
encourage individuals (particularly prospective candidates of color) to enter pathways
into teaching; and foster improved local, state, and national policies and practices towards
teacher recruitment, development, and diversity. Establish RNT as a leading voice for
these issues in the national school reform arena.

Direct award-winning national public service advertising campaign designed to increase
participation in the teacher profession. Oversee all aspects of most successful response
campaign in the history of the Advertising Council (1,400,000 calls in eight years, $200-
plus million in donated advertising placements).

Grow organization from one to twenty-two employees. Increase budget from $350,000
to $2.5 million annually. Oversee all RNT publications, PSAs, research/policy
initiatives, national conferences, technical assistance efforts, and other program
development. Establish RNT Urban Helpline, career counseling hotline serving the
nations 50 largest urban school systems. Create RNT National Center for Precollegiate
Teacher Recruitment, and the National Center for Teacher Recruitment, a unique
federally funded national online clearinghouse and job bank portal.

Initiate networks, coalitions, and partnerships with major national education
organizations. Represent RNT before national groups, U.S. Congress, and state
legislatures advocating improved educational human resource development, school
reform, and educational equity. Consult with a variety of organizations, states,
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4/88-6/97

1995-1997

11/85-4/88

foundations, school districts, and the federal government on teacher development and
diversity issues. Develop successful 5-city AmeriCorps project: The Urban Education
Service Corps (securing $1,000,000 in funding from the National Corporation for
National and Community Service). Lead statewide strategic planning task force for
teacher recruitment in California resulting in more than $100 million in new state funding
for teacher recruitment and induction in the Golden State. Assist in drafting major
teacher quality and recruitment provisions of federal Title II Post-Secondary Education
Reauthorization.

Raise over $20 million to fund the RNT campaign from leading national foundations,
corporations, states, and the federal government. Work with prominent national board
members to sustain and extend the reach of the organization via board development,
fundraising, strategic planning, fiscal oversight, and board advocacy.

Senior Advisor for Education Policy and Initiatives to David Rockefeller, Jr.

Advise the Chairman of the Rockefeller Financial Services, Inc. (and former Chair,
Rockefeller Brothers Fund) on strategies and issues related to education policy,
philanthropy, the arts, and the environment. Represent Mr. Rockefeller on boards and
committees; provide staff assistance for his ongoing work in education, collaborate on
articles, speeches, etc. Maintain contacts with national, state, and local leaders involved
in educational reform and philanthropy. Assist Mr. Rockefeller in administering his
personal philanthropy.

Senior Policy Advisor, National Commission on Teaching &
America's Future (NCTAF).

Provide strategic counsel to NCTAF’s Executive Director and staff on national

reform, communications, public engagement, and key advocacy issues. Help in shaping
the Commission’s policy, public outreach, and funding activities. Help in shaping the
Commission’s policy, public outreach, and funding activities. Author background drafts
on teacher recruitment, selection/hiring, and induction.

Director of Communications/Assistant to the President
Lesley College (Cambridge, Massachusetts)

Advise President on policies relating to institutional quality and coherence, national
affairs, educational policy, affirmative action, marketing, strategic planning, and
advancement.

Draft major speeches, policies, and position papers on teacher education, undergraduate
curriculum reform, national education and labor policies, and the future of higher
education.

Member of College Senior Management and Planning Teams, responsible for developing
three-year strategic and operating plans for the institution. Co-chair academic policy sub-
committee. Develop first institution-wide mission statement.' Responsible for all college

""Educating for the Professions That Put People First."
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publications, media relations, and public relations programs. Oversee $500,000
publications budget, $170,000 office budget, and manage four person staff. Redesigned
publications resulted in 40% increase in inquiries. College media profile dramatically
increased (+2600%) over previous years.

2/83-11/85 Director of Communications/Assistant to the President
Bradford College

Senior college administrator at co-educational 425-student liberal arts college. Major
architect, along with the President, in developing a national profile for Bradford's
innovative "Practical Liberal Arts" curriculum. Developed programs to enhance the
Bradford Plan in such areas as school/College collaborations, arts enrichment, critical
discourse (writing, reading, speaking, and thinking skills across the curriculum), faculty
development, and the co-curriculum.

Initiated and directed major gifts program resulting in more than $1 million dollars in
successful grants from federal, corporate and foundation sources (NEH, FIPSE, EXXON,
Ford Foundation, etc.). (Prior level of foundation giving was $600 annually )
Responsible for all College publications, media relations, government, community, and
public relations programs. Directed commencement, College special events, and lecture
series.

Significant national, regional, and local media visibility. CASE award winner for News
and Information Programs. Bradford College named one of the most innovative colleges
in American by U.S. News and World Report. 46% increase in inquiries; 29% increase
in applications.

1/82-1/83 Research Associate
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching

One of four staff members for the Foundation's "Study of the American High School"
(published as High School by Emest L. Boyer), a nation-wide educational reform project.
Collaborated in design of study's research agenda, focused interview guides, site visit
protocols, and Foundation-initiated secondary school grants program. Analyzed field
reports and made site visits on Foundation's behalf. Researched and wrote monographs
and chapter drafts for High School. Prepared briefing material and policy papers for the
National High School Advisory Panel and Carnegie Foundation President. Represented
study before public and professional groups.

10/79 - 1/81 Freelance Writer
Jack Morton Productions
Paras/Kahane Productions

Conceived, wrote, and assisted in the production of trade association, corporate, and non-

profit multimedia, film, filmograph, and video presentations. Developed other freelance
communication projects; speech writing; proposal development; and brochure writing
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and design.

10/79 - 6/80  Paralegal/Researcher
Hogan and Hartson

Assisted the firm's Community Service (pro bono) Administrator with legal and non-legal
research and writing. Major areas of research: federal laws relating to education, housing
discrimination, Section 504, and equal employment opportunity.

4/78-10/79 Confidential Assistant to the Director
Office for Civil Rights
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

Provide personal assistance as reader and traveling aide to the Director, who was visually
impaired. Staff participant in many of the decade's major civil rights debates including
the Adams' litigation (post-secondary desegregation), Chicago School desegregation, and
promulgation of Section 504 and Title Nine regulations. Assignments included, but were
not limited to: substantive research; assistance in speech preparation, and correspondence
preparation for the Director; assistance in copyediting material submitted for Federal
Register publication and national dissemination.

8/75-12/75  Writer/Editor
Applied Urbanetics, Inc.

Editor and project coordinator, Catalog of National Institute of Education (NIE)
Education Products 1985. Overall editorial and production responsibility for two-
volume catalog of NIE-funded research projects.

Publications

Darling-Hammond, L and Haselkomn, D, “Reforming Teaching: Are We Missing the Boat?” Education
Week (Commentary),Vol, XXVIII(27), 2009.

Levine, A. and Haselkorn, D., “Teaching at the Precipice: Strengthening Teacher Retention and
Recruitment for the Long Haul.” Education Week (Commentary), Vol. XXVIII(11), 2008.

Encore Performances: Tapping the Potential of Midcareer and Second-Career Teachers (Haselkorn, D.
and Hammermness, K. Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation. 2008).

Teaching as a Second Career (Findings from a national opinion survey). Survey research: Peter D, Hart
research Associates. Introduction and commentary: David C. Haselkorn. Woodrow Wilson National
Fellowship Foundation. 2008).

McKenna, M. and Haselkorn, D, “NCLB and the Lessons of Columbine” USA Today Magazine,
Vol.133 (2720), 2005.

“Why Shortcuts to Teaching Are Not the Rx We Need to Solve the Nation’s Teacher Shortages™
Education Week (Commentary), Vol. XXI(11), 2001.
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The Essential Profession: American Education at the Crossroads (Haselkorn, D. and Harris, L. Recruiting
New Teachers, Inc. 2001).

The Essential Profession: California Education at the Crossroads (Haselkorn, D. and Harris, L. Recruiting
New Teachers, Inc. 2001).

How to Become a Teacher: A Complete Guide (Haselkorn, D. and Calkins, A., Recruiting New Teachers,
Inc. 2000).

Learning the Ropes: Urban Induction Programs and Practices in the United States (Fideler, L. and
Haselkorn, D., Recruiting New Teachers, Inc. 1999).

“Teacher Recruitment, Selection, and Induction: Policy Influences on Supply and Quality of Teachers™
(Darling-Hammond, L., Berry, B., Haselkorn, D. and Fideler, L.). In Darling Hammond, L. and Sykes,

G. (ed.), Teaching as the Learning Profession (Jossey-Bass, 1999).

The Essential Profession: A National Survey of Public Attitudes Toward Teaching, Educational
Opportunity, and School Reform (Haselkorn, D. and Harris, L., Recruiting New Teachers, Inc. 1998).

The Essential Profession: A Survey of Public Attitudes in California Toward Teaching, Educational
Opportunity, and School Reform (Haselkorn, D. and Harris, L. Recruiting New Teachers, Inc. 1998).

Take This Job and Love It: Making the Mid-Career Move To Teaching (Recruiting New Teachers, ¢t al.
Recruiting New Teachers, and Inc. 1998).

“Attracting, Preparing, and Supporting Teaching’s Next Generation,” (U.S. Department of Education.
1997).

“Shaping the Profession that Shapes America’s Future, Initial Ideas for Teacher Development Across
America and the Reauthorization of Title V of the Higher Education Act” (Haselkorn, et al. U.S.
Department of Education. 1997).

“Tackling America’s Teacher Deficit,” Education Week (Backpage Commentary), Vol. XV (41), 1997.

Shaping the Profession That Shapes California’s Future: The California Statewide Teacher Recruitment
Action Plan (Haselkorn, et al. California Commission on Teaching, 1997).

"Breaking the Class Ceiling," Education Week (Backpage Commentary), Vol. XV(41), 1996.

Breaking the Class Ceiling: Paraeducator Pathways to Teaching (Recruiting New Teachers, Haselkom,
D. and Fideler, L. 1996).

"Teacher Recruitment, Selection, and Induction.” Background Paper for the National Commission on
Teaching and Americas Future (Haselkorn, D. and Berry, B., 1996)

Haselkorn, D. and Calkins, A. "Why Be a Teaching Professional: What Your Guidance Counselor Never
Told You," Peterson's Guide to Colleges for Careers in Teaching. Princeton' Peterson's Guides (1996).

"The Schools We Want, The Teachers We Need," Quality Teaching, Vol. 4 (1), 1994,
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Careers in Teaching Handbook (Recruiting New Teachers, Haselkorn, D, and Calkins, A. 1993).

State Policies to Improve the Teacher Workforce: Shaping the Profession that Shapes America's Future
(Haslkorn, et al. Recruiting New Teachers, Inc. 1993).

Teaching's Next Generation: A National Studv of Precollegiate Teacher Recruitment Programs
(Haselkorn, et al. Recruiting New Teachers, Inc. 1993).

Ranslow, P .B., and Haselkorn, D. "Bradford College: Curriculum Reform and Renewal," Opportunity in
Adversity: How Colleges Can succeed in Hard Times. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1986.

Editor, "Opportunity for Excellence: The Lessons Learned by Five Colleges" (Conference Report of Ford
Foundation Liberal Arts Project, 1985).

Levine A ., and Haselkorn, D ; "Liberal Education's Civic Agenda," The Forum For Liberal Education
Vol. 7 (4), 1985.

Levine, A, and Haselkorn, D. "For the Sake of the Children: The Demise of Education Consensus in
America," National Forum, Vol. 64 (2), 1984.

Awards

2001 Distinguished Achievement Award for Excellence in Education Publishing of the Association of
Education Publishers for How To Become a Teacher: A Complete Guide.

1999 Distinguished Achievement Award for Excellence in Education Publishing of the Association of
Education Publishers for Take This Job and Love It: Making the Mid-Career Move to Teaching.

1997 National Academy for Television Arts and Sciences, Finalist for National PSA Emmy
Award.(I Teach)

1994 Distinguished Achievement Award for Excellence in Education Publishing of the Education Press
Association for Teaching's Next Generation.

1994 Distinguished Achievement Award for Excellence in Education Publishing of the Education Press
Association for Careers in Teaching Handbook.

1993  Bronze Effie (American Marketing Association Award for Excellence and Effectiveness in Public
Service Advertising).(Heroes)

1992 Best of New York Citation of Excellence of the American Advertising Federation.(Heroes)
1992 Special recognition Award of The Council of the Great City Schools.

1992 Point of Excellence Award for Distinguished Contributions in Education of the Kappa Delta Pi.
1993  Kohl International Teaching Award.

1992  National Education Association Award for Advancement of Learning Through Broadcasting.

A-35



1991 National Academy for Television Arts and Sciences, Finalist for National PSA Emmy
Award. (Be a Teacher. Be a Hero))

1984  Council for the Advancement and Support of Education (CASE) Exceptional Achievement
Award for News and Information Programs.

Other Experience

Board Member, National Board for Professional Teaching Standards and member of Executive Committee (2003-
2009),

Chair, Ad Hoc Committee on Governance, National Board for Professional Teaching Standards

Member, Chancellor’s Blue Ribbon Advisory Panel on Human Resources, NYC Public Schools

Keynote Speaker California Statewide Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA) Conference, 2008
Advisor, Ensuring Access Panel, Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning (2005-2006)

Panelist and Presenter, AACTE Annual Meeting (2005)

Panelist/Presenter National Academy of Education-sponsored Town Meeting on NCLB (2004)
Presenter/Facilitator, Blackboard Invitational Summit on Online-Learning (2004)

Panelist, National Clearinghouse on Alternative Teacher Certification (2004).

Panelist, AERA Symposium on Alternative Routes to Teaching (2003).

Keynote Speaker, Florida Teacher Quality, Recruitment, and Retention Symposium (2003).

Panelist and Presenter, Hechinger Institute Colloquium on Politics and the Press (2002).

Panelist and Presenter, Education First Washington Policymaker Forum in No Child Left Behind (2002).
Panelist and Presenter, American Youth Policy Forum Capitol Hill Seminar on Teacher Quality and ESEA (2002).

Keynote Presenter, Texas State Teacher Recruitment Interagency Planning Committee, Texas Education Agency
(2001).

Guest Speaker, Hawaii Business Roundtable, Hawaii Senate and Assembly Education Committees, and Hawaii
Teaching Standards Board (2001).

Panelist, AERA Symposium on Teacher Recruitment (2001).

Keynote Speaker, Broward County Academy of Teaching Excellence/South Florida Annenberg Project District-wide
Professional Development Workshop (2001).

Keynote Speaker, L.A. Community College District Symposium on Teacher recruitment and Retention (2001).
Plenary Speaker, ECS/NGA Title II Technical Assistance Workshop (2001).

Keynote Speaker, Minnesota Teacher Quality Policy Forum (2000).
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Keynote Speaker, California Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning, Fall Forum (2000).

Keynote Speaker, Performance Institute, National Summit on Recruiting, Hiring, Training, and Retaining Quality
Teachers (2000).

Expert Witness, U.S. House of Representatives Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education Hearings on Teacher
Quality (2000).

Session Moderator, "Teacher Quality: A Conversation Among Southern Governors,” Southern
Governors Association Summit (2000).

Keynote Speaker, Lesley University Board of Trustees Annual Meeting (2000).
Keynote speaker, California Education Policy Seminar (1999).

Presenter/Leader, Harvard Graduate School of Education Faculty Discussion Group:
“Teacher Recruitment, Induction, and Development” (1999).

Keynote speaker, DeWitt Wallace Reader’s Digest Fund Pathways to Teaching Careers
National Scholars Conference (1999).

Consultant/Member, [1linois Task Force on Minority Teacher Recruitment (1999).

Presenter, Education Week Editorial Board Quality Counts Planning Meeting (1999).

Presenter, Shaping America’s Future, an AFT/NEA Conference on Teacher Quality (1998).

Panelist/Expert, National Association of State Boards of Education Task Force on Teacher Quality (1998).
Keynote Speaker/Convener, 5™ Annual Pathways to Teaching Conference, (1998).

Keynote Speaker, California Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning, Fall Forum (1998).

Lead Facilitator: A Conversation on Teacher Quality/The Council of the Great City Schools Annual Meeting (1998).
Keynote Speaker, California Intersegmental Coordinating Council Symposium on the Future of Teaching (1997).
Keynote Speaker, California Education Policy Seminar (1997).

Presenter, National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (Launch of Commission Report 1996).
Keynote Speaker, Project Induct—North Carolina Statewide Induction Program (1996).

Co-founder, Urban Education Service Corps, Urban Teacher Collaborative (national alliance for teacher
development with the Council of Great City Schools, and the Council of Great City Colleges of Education).

Co-convener, (with the OERI, NABSE, and Phi Delta Kappa) "Ensuring Excellence and Diversity in the Teaching
Profession, a National Shareholders Conference" (1996).

Consultant Convener, California Commission on Teacher Credentialing Task Force on Statewide Teacher
Recruitment Strategies, (1996).

"America's Teacher Diversity Imperative," Plenary Address, Tenth Annual National Conference on Recruitment and
Retention of Minorities in Education (1996).
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Keynote Speaker, The 1996 Beginning Teacher Induction Network Conference (1996).
Keynote Speaker, American Association of School Personnel Administrators Annual Meeting (1996).

"Recruitment for Diversity," Convener and Moderator, Plenary Symposium Panel, American Association of
Colleges of Teacher Education Annual Meeting (1996).

"Urban Education's Professional Development Challenge," Panel Presentation, American Association of Colleges of
Education Annual Meeting (1996).

“Teaching at Its Best,” Panel Presentation, National Association of State Boards of Education Annual Meeting
(1990).

Panel Convener and Moderator "Urban Education's Professional Development Challenge: Issues and Opportunities.
“ Council of the Great City Schools of Education, 1995.

"America at the Crossroads: Precollegiate Teacher Recruitment and the Promise of Reform.” Keynote Address
Third Annual Pathways to Teaching Careers Precollegiate Teacher Recruitment Conference, (1995).

Conference Convener/Keynote Speaker: California's Teacher Development and Diversity Challenges (co-sponsored
with the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, 1994).

Keynote Speaker, First Annual Paraeducator Pathways to Teaching Careers Conference (1995).
Presenter, California Education Policy Seminar (1995).

"Shaping The Profession That Shapes America's Future," Keynote Address, Missouri State School Superintendent's
Annual Meeting (1994).

"Systemic Teacher Development" Keynote address State Education Leadership Conference, Consortium for Policy
Research in Education, Harvard Graduate School of Education - September, 1993.

"America's Education Human Resource Challenges," Keynote address, National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education State Accreditation Teams Annual Meeting, Washington, D.C., - December 1993.

Co-convener (with National Conference of State Legislatures), "State Policies to Improve the Teacher
Workforce,”1992.

Panel Convener, "Systemic Approaches to Human Resource Development," Council of Great City Schools 1992
Annual Meeting.

Former Trustee, Teaching Matters, New York, NY.
Former Trustee, The Shady Hill School, Cambridge, MA.

Consultant/Advisor, "Testing Assumptions: A National Survey of Teachers' Attitudes Towards School Reform" (LH
Research for the Ford Foundation).

Member, National Advisory Panel, National Partnership for Excellence and Accountability in Teaching (NPEAT).
Member, National Advisory Group, NCATE Professional Development Schools Standards Project.

Advisory Panel Member, Center for Early Adolescence Panel on Strengthening Teacher Preparation for the Middle
Grades.
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Member, Advisory Board, New Teacher Recruitment and Retention Project, Teachers College, Columbia University.
Member, Advisory Board, Danforth Foundation, Dorothy Danforth Compton Fellowship Program.

Member, Advisory Board, National Foundation for the Improvement of Education Study of Professional Education.
Member, Advisory Board, Cambridge College (Cambridge, MA).

Member, Advisory Board, National Center for Transition to Teaching.

Member, California Public Education Partnership.

Member, Advisory Board, California Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning

Board Associate, National Center for Education and the Economy (1988-1993).

Member, Blue Ribbon Panel on Attracting Minorities into Teaching Mathematics of the SUMMA Project,
Mathematical Association of America.

Project Director and Conference Coordinator, Ford Foundation-sponsored conference on the future of liberal arts
colleges, 12/84.

Presenter, Pathways to Teaching Careers, a National convocation on increasing diversity in teaching sponsored by
the DeWitt Wallace-Reader's Digest Fund.

Consultant/Initiator: School Choice: a national study of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching
(Princeton, NJ, 1992).

Consultant, National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.

Invited Speaker, American History of Education Society Annual Meeting. (Topic: Reform Movements in American
Secondary Education, 1982).

Presidential political campaign policy and transition team experience.

Congressional Intern, The Honorable Dante B. Fascell (ret.), 1970.
Education

Attended Bennington, St. Johns, and Sarah Lawrence Colleges. No degree.

A-39



Karla Brooks Baehr
[(b)(6)

978.937.7647 (work)
kbaehr@lowell k12 ma.us

WORK HISTORY
7/08 — present Deputy Commissioner
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education

7/00 - 6/08: Superintendent of Schools
Lowell (MA) Public Schools

9/95 - 1/00 Assistant Professor
Lesley University School of Education
Graduate Programs in Educational Administration
and Teaching, Learning and Assessment
Cambridge, MA

8/98 — 8/99: Interim Superintendent of Schools
Lexington (MA) Public Schools

7/86 — 8/95: Superintendent of Schools
Wellesley (MA) Public Schools

7/83 — 6/86: Associate Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction
Wellesley (MA) Public Schools

7/78 - 6/83: K-12 Professional Personnel and Curriculum Administrator
Acting Superintendent of Schools (7/81-12/81)
Administrative Assistant to the Superintendent
(7/78-6/79)
Franklin (MA) Public Schools

9/76 - 6/78: Junior High School Social Studies/Language Arts Teacher
9/72 - 6/75: Arlington (MA) Public Schools
9/70 - 6/72: High School Social Studies Teacher

Methuen (MA) Public Schools
SELECTED PRESENTATIONS AND WORKSHOPS

Special Education: a systems approach to closing the achievement gap, keynote address at the Third
Annual Special Education Day sponsored by SPEDCO, November 2007

The Hancock Case, a superintendent’s perspective, address at the Legislators’ Breakfast sponsored
by EDCO, the Greater Boston Education Collaborative, spring 2004

Two-fers', ‘trade offs" and other ways to make budget building (and cutting) a tool for school
improvement, guest lecture, Graduate School of Education, UMass Lowell, 2004

Leading as Teaching, keynote address at the Annual Conference of the Massachusetts Association of
Secondary School Principals (MASSP), July 2003
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The Lowell Program: an urban public school-university partnership, presentation at the National
Staff Development Council’s Annual Conference, December 2002

Leading as Teaching, keynote address at the “Aspiring Leader Conference”, sponsored by the
Massachusetts Department of Education, October 2002

Core Course Redesign Proposal, presentation to the faculty at Lesley College, May 1998

An Integrated College/Public School Model for Staff Development, Annual conference,

Technology Learning and Staff Development for the 21% Century, Washington, D.C., May
1997, (co-presenter)

Collaboration: a key fo reform, keynote address for the third annual MASCD High School
Conference, Milford, MA, September 1995

High School-College Connections: a Dialogue, The College Board National Forum,

Washington, DC, October, 1994 (co-leader)

High School College-Connections, Harvard Graduate School of Education, January 1994,
(co-organizer and moderator for a three-day national Dialogue for leaders from
nineteen high school-college/university teams from across the U.S.)

The Press and Public Schools, Boston University, 1993-1995 (guest lecturer)

Facing Tomorrow: a conversation with educational leaders, Harvard Graduate School of
Education, May 1993 (moderator)

Getting Started with Systems Thinking in the Schools, American Association of School
Administrators (AASA) Annual Conference, Orlando, February 1993 (co-presenter)

Systems Thinking and its Implications for Special Education, AASA Annual Conference,

Orlando, February 1993 (co-presenter)

Making Change, opening address at annual conference of the Technology Education
Association of Massachusetts, Worcester, January 1993 (speaker)

On Purposes and Beliefs, Keynote address, 4MAT Renewal Conference, Chicago, June 1992

Impacts of resource constraints. school finance elections in Massachusetts, American Education
Finance Association Annual Conference, New Orleans, March 1992 (presenter)

Total quality: some implications for businesses and schools, keynote address, Partnerships for
Excellence Conference sponsored by Department of Education and Business Roundtable,
Southboro (MA), March 1992

An approach to improving African-American achievement, address at METCO Directors’ annual
Conference, Boston, May 1990

Workshops on urban economics and local history for Tufts University and Massachusetts Council
for the Social Studies in Boston area school districts, 1975-1979

PUBLICATIONS

“Leading as Teaching”, Perspectives, (Massachusetts ASCD), fall, 2004 (lead author)

“Using Systems Thinking to Improve Student Learning”, Quality Network News, AASA,
July/August, 1994 (co-author)

“Systems Thinking About Learning: The Paradigm Shift”, Quality Goes to School, AASA,
1993 (co-author)

“Spending Matters”, Boston Sunday Globe, November 3, 1991

Governing Yourself, Chicago, SRA, 1980: junior high school civics textbook (co-author)

Boston in the Colonial Period, Cambridge, ABT, 1979: text and activity book on urban
history (co-author)

“Creating a Textbook: Linking Process and Content”, Curriculum Review, August, 1978
(co-author)
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SELECTED PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS & ACTIVITIES

Alumni Council, Harvard Graduate School of Education, member, 1989-1993; Chair, 1992-93

Boston Public Schools, School Improvement Coach, 1999-2000

Empowering Multicultural Initiative (EMI), an eight-town collaborative formed in 1990 to raise
academic achievement of African-American students, funded in 1994 through a Goals
2000 grant, Board Chair, 1991-95

Harvard Alumni Association, appointed representative of Harvard Graduate School of
Education, 1993-95

Harvard Graduate School of Education, The Harvard Seminar for New Superintendents, faculty
member, 1996-98

Harvard Graduate School of Education, Urban Superintendents Program, mentor, 2003-2004

Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents (MASS), member, 1981, 1986 - 2008

Massachusetts Commission on the Common Core of Learning, member, 1993-94

Massachusetts Department of Education, Stakeholder Working Group on Accountability,
representative of Urban Superintendents’ Network, 2007 - 2008

Massachusetts High Technology Council’s K-/2 Education Leadership Group, member, 2007 —
2008

The Readiness Project, Subcommittee on Accountability and Assistance, Co-chair, 2007-2008

Tri-County Superintendents’ Regional Roundtable, Chair, 1989-90

Urban Superintendents’ Network (Massachusetts), Co-Facilitator, 2000-2008

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
Ed.D. Boston University 1991 major: educational administration

Dissertation: A Study of Proposition 2 Y2 Override Voting to Support
Public Schools in Massachusetts” Municipalities in 1990

Ed M. Harvard University 1976 major: education

A.B. Middlebury College 1970 major: history
The Phi Beta Kappa Senior Prize

Other Coursework and Training

M.IT. Institute on Systems Dynamics 1991
Efficacy Institute Efficacy Training for Administrators 1991
AASA Leadership for Learning Organizations 1992
AASA Statistical Methods for Total Quality Schooling 1993
Schoolworks Massachusetts Charter School Inspection Training 1999
EDCO Leading the Learning: Professional Practice in a

Standards-Based Environment, a 45-hour course

taught by Dr. Louise Thompson 1999

COSI Spanish Language Institute 2001 & 2002
Research for Better Teaching

The DNA of School Leadership 2004 & 2005

National Institute for School Leadership (NISL)
Executive Development Program for Principals 2006 - 2008
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Appendix AS: Priority Districts and Schools

District

Level 4 Schools and Districts

School

Boston

Agassiz Elementary School
Blackstone Elementary School
Dearborn Middle School

Elihu Greenwood Elementary School
English High School

Harbor School

Jeremiah E. Burke High School

John F. Kennedy Elementary School
John P. Holland Elementary School
Orchard Gardens K-8 School

Paul A. Dever Elementary School
William Monroe Trotter Elementary School

Fall River

Henry Lord Middle School
John J. Doran Elementary School
Matthew J. Kuss Middle School

Holyoke

Morgan Elementary School
William J. Dean Technical High School

Lawrence

Arlington Elementary School
South Lawrence East Middle School

Lowell

Charlotte M. Murkland Elementary School

Lynn

E.J. Harrington Elementary School
William P. Connery Elementary School

New Bedford

John Avery Parker Elementary School

Springfield

Alfred G. Zanetti Montessori Magnet School
Brightwood School

Chestnut Accelerated Middle School

Elias Brookings K—5 School

German Gerena Community School

High School of Commerce

Homer Street School

John F. Kennedy Middle School

M. Marcus Kiley Middle School

White Street School

Worcester

Chandler Elementary Community School
Union Hill School
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Urban Superintendents Network
participating districts

Boston*
Brockton*
Cambridge

Chelsea

Chicopee

Everett
Fall River*
Fitchburg
Framingham
Haverhill
Holyoke*
Lawrence*
Leominster
Lowell *
Lynn*
Malden
New Bedford*
Pittsfield
Revere
Somerville
Springfield*

Taunton
Worcester*

* Commissioner’s Districts
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Appendix A6: Readiness Centers Initiative Fact Sheet

Readiness Centers Initiative

Governor Patrick’s Education Action Agenda included a recommendation to establish regional
Readiness Centers, multipurpose and collaborative centers focused on improving the quality of teaching
both across the education continuum and across Massachusetts. The Executive Office of Education
(EOE) established six Readiness Centers in October 2009, and they are managed and operated by
regional consortia of partners that include public and private institutions of higher education, school
districts, early education and out-of-school-time providers, educational collaboratives, non-profit
organizations, and business and community partners.

Core Functions of the Readiness Centers

* Provide high-quality professional development and instructional services to educators in early
education and out-of-school-time programs, K-12 institutions, and higher education institutions to
address both local/regional needs and statewide priorities

* Convene stakeholders from early education, elementary and secondary education, higher education,
and other sectors to collaboratively address key education priorities, leverage resources, build
statewide capacity, and increase integration and coherence across the education continuum

The Readiness Centers are beginning to provide professional development and instructional services to
address local/regional needs and the following statewide priorities: 1) closing persistent achievement
gaps among different groups of students; 2) improving the quality of instruction for English language
learners, students receiving special education services, and in STEM courses of study; 3) using data
more effectively to assess student progress and inform instruction; and 4) improving the quality of early
education and out-of-school-time services in Massachusetts. In addition, they are leveraging existing
relationships and building new partnerships among stakeholders to improve the delivery mechanisms
through which services are provided to educators and also collaboratively address the following
education priorities: 1) developing and implementing a rigorous and aligned P-20 curriculum;

2) developing and retaining an effective educator workforce; 3) improving reading proficiency for
children from birth through grade three; 4) increasing college and career readiness; and 5) increasing
student engagement and success in STEM fields of study.

Each Readiness Center is also providing a site and basic operational support for a District and School
Assistance Center that is providing targeted assistance and focused professional development to selected
districts and schools that are identified pursuant to regulations of the Board of Elementary and
Secondary Education.

Leadership and Governance

In collaboration with the Departments of Early Education and Care (EEC), Elementary and Secondary
Education (ESE), and Higher Education (DHE); the Standing Committee on Professional Education for
the State Colleges Council of Presidents (SCOPE); and other partners, the EOE has established an
organizational structure to sustain this initiative. The Readiness Centers Network includes all of the
regional partners and state representatives, and supports successful partnerships among the Readiness
Centers by disseminating information about effective professional development models and instructional
1
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practices and developing strategies that address common needs across all regions. In addition, the
Readiness Centers Coordinating Committee, which includes representatives from each region and also
state representatives, is the leadership team for this initiative.

The six Readiness Centers and the primary regional partners are as follows.

Berkshire Readiness Center — Massachusetts College of Liberal Arts, Berkshire Community College,
and the Berkshire Compact for Higher Education

Central Massachusetts Readiness Center — Fitchburg State College, Massachusetts Elementary School
Principals’ Association, Worcester State College, Mount Wachusett Community College, Quinsigamond
Community College, Ashburnham Westminster Regional School District, Auburn Public School
District, Fitchburg Public Schools, Dudley-Charlton Regional School District, Worcester Public
Schools, FLLAC Educational Collaborative, and the French River Education Center

Greater Boston Readiness Center — Framingham State College, University of Massachusetts Boston,
Wheelock College, Massachusetts Bay Community College, and the Greater Boston Regional
Collaboratives Organization

Northeast Regional Readiness Center — Salem State College, University of Massachusetts Lowell, North
Shore Community College, Middlesex Community College, Northern Essex Community College,
Merrimack College, Endicott College, and Gordon College

Pioneer Valley Readiness Center — Westfield State College, University of Massachusetts Amherst,
Hampshire Educational Collaborative, and the Lower Pioneer Valley Educational Collaborative

Southeastern Massachusetts Readiness Center — Bridgewater State College, University of Massachusetts
Dartmouth, Bristol Community College, Cape Cod Community College, Massasoit Community College,
Massachusetts Maritime Academy, Brockton Workforce Investment Board, New Bedford Workforce
Investment Board, Southeast Collaboratives Regional Organization, Lighthouse Superintendents’

Group, and the Lighthouse Assistant Superintendents’ Group

Impact and Added Value

The Readiness Centers are having positive impact and adding value by:

* Increasing the effectiveness of educators across the continuum and across Massachusetts by
increasing the quality, alignment, and coherence of professional development/instructional services;

* Maximizing the power of collaboration and convening local, regional, and state stakeholders to
address critical issues in education;

* Building new mechanisms for sharing information about best practices and effective models; and

* Building local, regional, and statewide capacity to create a truly coherent and seamless education
system in Massachusetts.

For additional information about the Readiness Centers initiative, please contact Saeyun Lee in the EOE
at saeyun.lee@state.ma.us.
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Appendix A7: Readiness Centers Network Fact Sheet

Readiness Centers Network

The Readiness Centers Network (RCN) is promoting and supporting the development of effective
partnerships among the entities that are managing and operating six Readiness Centers in Massachusetts.

Primary Functions

* Disseminate information about best practices and replicable professional development, instructional,
and other educational models to the regional partners for the Readiness Centers and other
stakeholders across the state

* Establish mechanisms that will promote effective and consistent communication among the regional
partners

= Support the development and implementation of strategies that can address common goals across the
regions (including increasing the quality, alignment, and coherence of professional development and
instructional services; allocating existing resources more efficiently and effectively; and leveraging
existing relationships and developing new partnerships among stakeholders to achieve the primary
goals of the Readiness Centers initiative)

= Support the assessment of progress to date, both with regard to the establishment of the Readiness
Centers and the impact of services and activities on student, educator, and other outcomes

The RCN is also serving as the primary system through which the Executive Office of Education (EOE)
and the Departments of Early Education and Care (EEC), Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE),

and Higher Education (DHE) are providing technical assistance and support to the regional partners.

Leadership and Membership

The RCN was established and is being managed by the EOE with the support of several partners:
representatives from EEC, ESE, and DHE; Carol Keirstead, RMC Research Corporation; Jan Phlegar,
Learning Innovations at WestEd; and Frederick Clark, the Standing Committee on Professional
Education (SCOPE) for the Council of State College Presidents.

The members of the RCN include representatives from the regional partners for the Readiness Centers,
including but not limited to members of the governing boards or executive committees for each region,
and the Executive Director for each Readiness Center. Each region must be represented by a diverse
array of stakeholders from early education and care, elementary and secondary education, and higher
education. Representatives from the EOE, EEC, ESE, DHE, and SCOPE are also serving as members of
the RCN.

1
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Roles and Responsibilities of the State Partners

To oversee the establishment and management of the RCN and ensure that stated goals are being
achieved, the EOE (in collaboration with state and regional partners) is identifying evolving priorities,
defining and coordinating the efforts of the contributing partners, convening the regional partners on a
regular basis, and coordinating the delivery of statewide technical assistance and support. In addition,
the EOE is actively seeking fiscal and other resources to sustain the Readiness Centers initiative in the
short- and long-term.

EEC, ESE, and DHE are supporting the RCN by providing information related to early education and
care, elementary and secondary education, and higher education respectively to the regional partners as
needed or requested; and working in collaboration with the EOE to achieve stated goals.

Carol Keirstead and Jan Phlegar are supporting the RCN by providing technical assistance to EOE staff
members (and EEC, ESE, and DHE staft members as appropriate), assisting with the design of initial
RCN meetings, facilitating/documenting RCN meetings, and disseminating the proceedings and
products to all participants.

SCOPE is supporting the RCN by leveraging existing partnerships among the state colleges to advance
the goals of the Readiness Centers initiative, contributing to the development of a common rubric to
evaluate professional development activities, and contributing to the creation and maintenance of the
RCN website that will provide information and also link proposed websites for the Readiness Centers.
SCOPE will also support the organization of a statewide annual research and practice conference for
multiple stakeholders.

The outcomes have included the development of a cohesive vision for the Readiness Centers initiative,
increased collaboration among the regional partners and state agencies, the development of strategic
plans for meeting the goals of the Readiness Centers initiative and the RCN, and the creation of
preliminary outcomes and measures to guide the first phase of implementation.

Schedule of RCN Meetings

The EOE convened the first RCN meeting on Friday, November 13, 2009, and subsequent meetings
were convened in December 2009 and also March and April 2010.

The EOE will convene at least three RCN meetings per year, and will also organize an annual
conference. In addition, in collaboration with the EEC, ESE, DHE, and other partners, the EOE will
continue to disseminate information (including guidance documents and information about best
practices) to the RCN members as appropriate.

For more information about the RCN, please contact Saeyun Lee in the EOE at saeyun.lee(@state.ma.us.
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Appendix A8

District and School Assistance Center (DSAC) Regions
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A-4

Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education Last Updated:1/27/2010




Appendix A9: Race to the Top Program Management Structure
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Appendix A10: Job Descriptions for Program Management Staff

Implementation manager

Provides general oversight on implementation; drives results through effective program
management; establishes goals and benchmarks for all projects; coordinates with staff embedded
in program units; ensures district accountability and support.

Grants and administration manager
Coordinates grant review with program units; disburses funds; reports on and monitors grants;
provides assistance to districts on grant requirements; oversees all operational functions.

Fiscal officer

Provides fiscal accountability; reports on and monitors budgets; manages contracts issued under
RTTT; reviews and processes all fiscal documents funded from RTTT; maintains internal
spending plan and monitors expenditures to ensure proper reconciliation of funds.

Research and evaluation manager

Designs the overall evaluation strategy for the grant; designs and manages individual program
evaluations to measure effectiveness of policies and programs; identifies effective and
ineffective practices and key learnings from program implementation.

Policy analyst

Supports effective implementation through performance measure tracking and reporting,
advisory memos, etc; develops reports and analysis to support accountability for progress and
performance.

Data analyst
Provides data for federal and state reporting, program monitoring, evaluation, and research
purposes; conducts other data analysis.

Data systems program manager
Oversees all data systems implementations for RTTT initiatives.

IT project manager
Oversees development and implementation of all information technology projects funded
through Race to the Top.

Communication specialist

Develops a communications strategy and implements it with the field; disseminates best
practices and lessons learned; coordinates advisory group meetings and convening events with
participating districts; produces publications.

Administrative assistant
Supports the OSPRE team in all the above functions.
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Appendix A11: Budget Summary and Project Budgets, With Narrative

BUDGET PART I: BUDGET SUMMARY TABLE

Budget Part I: Summary Budget Table
(Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d))

Budget Categories

. Personnel

Project
Year 1

$2.973.000

Project
Year 2

$3.363.890

Project
Year 3

$3.297.138

Project
Year 4

$2.783.454

Total

$12,417,482

. Fringe Benefits

$1,041,441

$1,189,755

$1,201,892

$1,023,356

$4.456,445

. Travel

$397.562

$339.062

$317.142

$317.140

$1.370.906

. Equipment

$441,434

$700,889

$171,710

$0

$1,314,033

. Supplies

$121.700

$33.050

$28.150

$56.900

$239 800

. Contractual

$22.508,049

$18,156,337

$17,749,610

$13,343,535

$71,757,531

. Training Stipends

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

. Other

$434.810

$1,757,908

$125,147

$92,000

$2.409.865

. Total Direct Costs (lines
1-8)

$27.917.996

$25.540.891

$22.890.790

$17.616.385

$93.966.062

10. Indirect Costs

$1,765,282

$2.177.679

$1,770,396

$1,508,920

$7.222.278

11. Funding for Involved
LEAs

$175.800

$175.800

$87.900

$0

$439.500

12. Supplemental Funding
for Participating LEAs

$3,755,564

$6.079.231

$6.679,199

$6.858,167

$23,372,160

13. Total Costs (lines 9—
12)

$33.614,643

$33.973,601

$31.428.284

$25.983.472

$125.000,000

14. Funding Subgranted to
Participating LEAs (50%
of Total Grant)

$33,614,643

$33,973,601

$31,428,284

$25,983,472

$125,000,000

15. Total Budget (lines 13—

$67,229,285

$67.947,203

$62.856,568

$51.966,944

$250.000,000
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BUDGET PART I: BUDGET SUMMARY NARRATIVE

Massachusetts’ proposed Race to the Top budget totals $250 million. The budget includes
$23.4 million in supplemental funding for participating LEAs, an allocation from the state’s
share of funds to support LEAs in implementing critical initiatives. This budget focuses on
investments that will continue to reap benefits after the four-year grant period, rather than
activities that will be difficult to sustain without grant funding. We have also chosen to contract
for many services rather than add agency staff, maintaining a lean central office by leveraging
the expertise and capacity of our state’s technology, business, and nonprofit sectors. Further, we
will coordinate, reallocate, or repurpose approximately an additional $33.8 million (19% of
available funds) and 53.0 FTEs (10% of agency staff) from federal and state funding sources to
support our proposed activities (see Appendix A10). We have included $9.2 million (3.7% of the
budget) for independent program evaluation to support our commitment to holding ourselves
accountable for results, identifying best practices, and making work available nationally for
others to learn from.

The list of projects is included on the following page. The project-level budget narrative
includes a project-level budget table with 4-year costs in the required budget categories for each
project, as well as a detailed description of and justification for the line-item costs. The project-
level descriptions also include information on projected state-LEA cost-sharing, in the form of
the estimated percentage of total costs that the state will contribute to specific line items and
projects. In addition, the project-level budget narratives include information on other funding
sources (e.g., Title IG) that will be used to leverage Massachusetts’ proposed Race to the Top

investments.
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List of Projects Included in the Project-Level Budget Narrative

Project Name Proposal Other Total
Section* Associated Costs**
Criteria*
1. Overall program and grant management (A)(2)(1) (A)-(E) $16,557,678
2. Disseminate the Common Core Standards (B)3) $582,858
3. Create a unified PreK-12 teaching and (B)(3) (©)(3), (D)(5) $10,284,234
learning system
4. Expand implementation of proven secondary (B)3) (E)(2) $3,289,775
school programs, policies, and incentives
6. Transform state data systems (C)2) (A)-(E) $10,690,257
7. Invest in the data systems and technology O)Q3) (B)(3), (D)(5) $12,522,114
necessary to support the statewide PreK—-12
teaching and learning system
8. Strengthen and expand educator training and (©)3) (A)-(E) $4,854,971
supports for data use
9. Improve teacher and principal effectiveness (D)(2) $17,772,666
based on performance
10. Ensure equitable distribution of effective (D)(3) (E)2) $11,404,495
teachers and principals
11. Improve the effectiveness of teacher and (D)) $9,335,676
principal preparation programs
12. Provide effective support to teachers and (D)(5) (B)(3), (C)(3), $8,141,044
principals (E)(2)
13. Develop a specialized corps of turnaround (E)(2) (D)(3), (D)(5) $5,005,507
teacher and leader teams
14. Build capacity of proven partners to support (E)(2) $2,488.,465
struggling schools
15. Build district capacity to intervene in (E)(2) (C)2) $6,784,860
struggling schools
16. Develop, attract, and manage lead partners (E)(2) $3,785,400
and turnaround operators to execute the restart
model at Level 4 and 5 schools
17. Support Innovation Schools H3) $1,500,000

*Note that most of the proposed projects are interconnected across multiple Race to the Top
criteria, as described in the proposal narrative. The above table lists the proposal section in which
the description of each project is primarily located in one column; the next column lists other

associated criteria.

**Total costs include state direct and indirect costs and Supplemental Funding for Participating

LEAs, but do not include the 50% of the budget subgranted to Participating LEAs.
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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: 07/01/2009 To: 06/30/2010

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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INDIRECT COST RATE AGREEMENT @@ ‘! ii

STATE EDUCATION AGENCY

ORGANIZATION: DATE: JUL 31 2000
Massachusetts Department of AGREEMENT NO. 2008-204
Education
350 Main Street FILING REFERENCE: This replaces
Malden, MA 02148 previous Agreement No. 2006-180A

dated October 14, 2008

The purpose of this Agreement is to establish indirect cost rates for use in
awarding and managing of Federal contracts, grants, and other assistance
arrangements to which Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87
applies. The rates were negotiated by the U.S. Department of Education
pursuant to the authority cited in Attachment A of OMB Circular A-87.

This agreement consists of four parts: Section I - Rates and Bases; Section
IT - Particulars; Section III - Special Remarks; and, Section IV -Approvals.

Section I - Rate(s) and Base(s)

Effective Period Coverage
TYPE From To Rate Base Location Applicability
Fixed 07-01-08 06-30-09 14.3% 1/ All Restricted 2/
Fixed 07-01-08 06-30-09 24.4% 1/ All  Unrestricted 3/
Predetermined 07-01-09 06-30-10 14.3% 1/ All Restricted 2/
Predetermined 07-01-09 06-30-10 24.4% 1/ All  Unrestricted 3/

1/ Total direct cost less: capital expenditures, alterations, renovations,
flow-through funds, and the portion of each competitive bid sub-award
in excess of $25,000 regardless of the period covered by that sub-

: award. .

2/ For use on Federal programs which require use of a restricted rate as
defined by 34 CFR 75.563 and 34 CFR 76.563.

3/ For use on Federal programs which do not require the use of a
restricted rate as defined by 34 CFR 75.563 and 34 CFR 76.563.

Treatment of Fringe Benefits: Fringe benefits applicable to direct salaries
and wages are treated as direct costs. However, in accordance with Office of

Management and Budget Circular A-87, Attachment BA£8L(dJ£3),,payment&ﬂtoﬂ,:wﬂj

separating employees for unused leave are treated as indirect costs.

Capitalization Policy: Items of equipment costing $1,000 or more with a
useful life in excess of one year are capitalized.
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ORGANIZATION: '~ MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Page 02

Section ITI - Particulars

SCOPE: The indirect cost rate(s) contained herein are for use with grants,
contracts, and other financial assistance agreements awarded by the Federal
Government to the Massachusetts Department of Education and subject to OMB Circular
A-87.

LIMITATIONS: Application of the rate (s) contained in this agreement is subject to
all statutory or administrative limitations on the use of funds, and payment of
costs hereunder is subject to the availability of appropriations applicable to a
given grant or contract. Acceptance. of the rate(s) agreed to herein is predicated
on the conditions: (A) that no costs other than those incurred by the State
Education Agency were included in indirect cost pools as finally accepted, and that
such costs are legal obligations of the State Education Agency and applicable under
the goVerning cost principles; (B) that the same costs that have been treated as
indirect costs are not claimed as direct costs; (C) that similar types of
information which are provided by the State Education Agency, and which were used
as a basis for acceptance of rates agreed to herein, are not subsequently found to

be materially incomplete or inaccurate; and (D) that similar types of costs have

accorded consistent accounting treatment.

ACCOUNTING CHANGES: Fixed or predetermined rates contained in this agreement are
based on the accounting system in effect at the time the agreement was negotiated.-
When changes to the method of accounting for cost affect the amount of
reimbursement reéulting from the use of these rates, the changes will require the
prior approval of the authorized representative of the cognizant negotiation
agency. Such changes include, but are not limited to, changing a particular type

of cost from an indirect to a direct charge.

FIXED RATE: The negotiated rate is based on an estimate of the costs which will be
incurred during the period toc which the rate applies. When the actual costs for
such period have been determined, an adjustment will be made in a subsequent
negotiation to compensate for the difference between the cost used to establish the
fixed rate and the actual costs.

NOTIFICATION TO OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES: Copies of this document may be provided to
other Federal agencies as a means of notifying them of the agreement contained

herein.

PR gy Armaa 3 T,

U RUDITTUTE A ratE iR ‘this Agresnént contains amounts from a ¢ost’ allocatisn plan,

future audit adjustments which affect this cost allocation plan will be compensated
for during the rate approval process of a subsequent year.

A-57

Failure to obtain such approval may

i
H
1
¢
1
i




COPY

ORGANIZATION: MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Page 03

Section IIT - Special Remarks

1.

This Agreement is effective on the date of approval by the Federal
Government .

Questions regarding this Agreement should be directed to the
Negotiator.

Approval of the rate(s) contained herein does not establish acceptance
of the Organization's total methodology for the computation of indirect
cost rates for years other than the year(s) herein cited.

Section IV - Approvals

For the State Education Agency: For the Federal Government:

Massachusetts Department of US Department of Education
Education OCFO/FIPAQ/ICG

350 Main Street _ 830 First Street, NE

Malden, MA 02148 Washington, DC 20202-4450

%M <[ 4027/ J@M/ %’&W

/E}éhatuzgfr‘

Mary Gougisha

Name ANTHONY P, DeLORENZO Name
CHIEF FISCAL OFFICER
Director, Indirect Cost Group
Title Title
G- - A0 7 JUL 371 2000
Date Date

T e T e eyl J) Brickman
Negotiator

(202) 377-3831
Telephone Number
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BUDGET PART II: PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE

Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Overall program and grant management
Associated with Criteria: (A)(2)(1)

Budget Categories

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

1 Personnel $695,000 $715,850 $737,326 $759,445 $2,907,621
2. Fringe Benefits $243.459 | $250,762 | $258285 | $266,034 | $1,018,540
1 Travel $60,240 $60,240 $60,240 $60,240 $240,960
4. Equipment $5.000 $0 $0 $0 $5,000
5. Supplies $46,600 $11,500 $11,500 $11,500 $81,100
6. Contractual $3,042,500 | $2,487,500 | $2,387,500 | $2,387,500 | $10,305,000
7. Training Stipends 30 $0 $0 30 $0
8 Other $117,000 $67,000 $67,000 $67,000 $318,000
9. Total Direct Costs $4,209.799 | $3.592.852 | $3,521.851 | $3,551.719 | $14.876.220
(lines 1-8)

10, Indirect Costs $433,051 | $413,056 | $414,032 | $421319| $1,681,458
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $4,642.849 | $4,005,908 | $3,935,882 | $3,973,038 | $16,557,678

12)
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Project Name: Overall program and grant management
Associated with Criteria: (A)(2)(1)

1) Personnel

Implementation manager: The state will hire 1 FTE to provide general oversight on
implementation; drive results through effective program management; establish goals and
benchmarks for all projects; coordinate with staff embedded in program units; and ensure
district accountability and support.

Research and evaluation manager: The state will hire 1 FTE to design the overall
evaluation strategy for the grant; design and manage individual program evaluations to
measure effectiveness of policies and programs; and identify effective and ineffective
practices and key learnings from program implementation.

Policy analyst: The state will hire 1 FTE to support effective implementation through
performance measure tracking and reporting, and advisory memos; and to develop reports
and analysis to support accountability for progress and performance.

Operations and grant manager. The state will hire 1 FTE to oversee all operational
functions; coordinate grant review with program units; disburse funds; report on and
monitor grants; and provide assistance to districts on grant requirements.

Fiscal officer: The state will hire 1 FTE to provide fiscal accountability; report on and
monitor budgets; manage contracts issued under RTTT; and maintain internal spending
plan and monitor expenditures to ensure proper reconciliation of funds.

Communication specialist: The state will hire 1 FTE to develop a communication
strategy and implement it with the field; disseminate best practices and lessons learned;
coordinate advisory group meetings and convenings with participating districts; and
produce publications.

IT project manager: The state will hire 1 FTE to oversee all data systems
implementations for RTTT initiatives.

Data analyst: The state will hire 1 FTE to provide data for federal and state reporting,
program monitoring, and evaluation; and to conduct other data analysis for research
purposes.

Administrative assistant: The state will hire 1 FTE to support the project management
team in all the above functions.

Note that all personnel estimates in all project budgets include an estimated inflation rate of
3% in Years 2-4.
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Position % Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE Salary

Implementation | 100% | $85,000 | $85,000| $87,550| $90,177 | $92,882 | $355,608
manager
Research and 100% | $80,000 | $80,000 | $82,400 | $84,872 | $87,418 | $334,690
evaluation
manager
Policy analyst | 100% | $65,000 | $65,000| $66,950| $68,959| $71,027| $271,936
Operations and | 100% | $85,000 | $85,000 | $87,550| $90,177| $92,882 | $355,608
grant manager
Fiscal officer 100% | $85,000 | $85,000| $87,550| $90,177| $92,882| $355,608
Communication | 100% | $65,000 | $65,000| $66,950| $68,959| §71,027 | $271,936
specialist
IT project 100% | $110,000 | $110,000 | $113,300 | $116,699 | $120,200 | $460,199
manager
Data analyst 100% | $65,000 | $65,000| $66,950| $68,959 | $71,027| $271,936
Administrative | 100% | $55,000 | $55,000 | $56,650| $58350| $60,100 | $230,099
assistant
2) Fringe Benefits

Position Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

Benefit %

Total 35.03% $243,459 | $250,762 | $258,285 | $266,034 | $1,018,540
3) Travel

e Grant and project management: To visit participating districts for program monitoring,
site visits, and other program management support functions. Assumes six staff each
make two instate trips per month at 100 miles per trip at $0.40 per mile, and other staff
make 3 instate trips per year at 100 miles per trip at $0.40 per mile.

o USED travel: Assumes OSPRE director plus two staff will need to attend out-of-state
meetings with US ED twice per year.

e Professional development: Travel for professional development of RTTT staff members.
Assumes each staff person attends one conference or similar event per year at $2,000 per

trip.
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o [External advisory council: Estimated costs of travel expenses for External Advisory
Group. Assumes one in-person meeting per year (and one conference call), with 8
national members at $2,000 per trip plus 2 international members at $4,000 per trip.

Travel #oftrips | Costper | Year1 | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 Total
Trip ()
Grant and 24x6 $40 | $6,240| $6,240| $6240| $6240| $24,960
project people,
management | 3x4 people
US ED 2x3 people $2,000 | $12,000 | $12,000 | $12,000| $12,000 ]| $48,000
travel
Professional | 1x9 people $2,000 | $18,000| $18,000 | $18,000 | $18,000 | $72,000
development
External 1x8 $2,000 | $24,000 | $24,000 | $24,000| $24,000] $96,000
advisory national, natl.,
council 1x2 $4,000
international intl.

4) Equipment
o Audience voting system: A system to accommodate gathering audience feedback at
stakeholder meetings and regional networking sessions for up to 150 audience members.

Equipment Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year3 Year 4 Total
Item
Audience Gather $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
voting audience
system feedback
S) Supplies
Supplies Detail Costof | Year1 | Year2 | Year3 | Year 4 | Total
Item
Office Basic office $500 per | $4,500 | $4,500 | $4,500 | $4,500 | $18,000
supplies supplies for staff person
per year
Conference | Name tags, $5,000 |  $5,000 | $5,000 | $5,000| $5,000 | $20,000
supplies folders, and other per year
non-printed
materials for
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conferences

Desktop
computer
equipment

Desktop
computers and
monitors

$1,400
per
person

$12,600

$0

$0

$0

$12,600

Printers

One black-and-
white and one
color printer to
meet the needs of
9 new employees,
plus 3 additional
printers to support
the work of other
RTTT-embedded
staff

$2,000

$10,000

$0

$0

$0

$10,000

Software

For research and
evaluation
manager and
policy analyst

$1,500

$4,500

$0

$0

$0

$4,500

Other
supplies

Other supplies
needed to support
project work

$2,000

$2,000

$2,000

$2,000

$2,000

$8,000

Copier

Project
management staff
and other RTTT-
embedded staff
will require one
black-and-white
networked copier

$8,000

$8,000

$0

$0

$0

$8,000

6) Contractual
e Graphic design: Contract with graphic designer to design overall “look and feel” for
RTTT materials and to design individual print products as needed.
o (Copyediting: Copyediting services for publications and other written materials.
o Meeting logistics: Contract to manage logistics for convening advisory groups.

o Professional development for all staff involved in RTTT: Contract for professional
development for all ESE staff involved in RTTT on effective project management and
organizational change management.
o  Grant management addition: Contract to build an addition to the grant management

system to allow reporting on progress against grant activities and goals
o Contract management: Vendor to manage IT contracts, procurement, and RFPs.
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o DSAC LEA support: Contracts to hire 6 half-time staff, based in DSACs, to support LEA
implementation of RTTT plans and dissemination of best practices

o Program evaluation: Budget to evaluate all project initiatives as described in (A)(2).

Product/ Cost per | Amount Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Procure- | of Time
ment

Graphic $80,000 n/a $20,000 $20,000 | $20,000 | $20,000 $80,000
design
Copyediting $40,000 n/a $10,000 $10,000 | $10,000 | $10,000 $40,000
Meeting $30,000 n/a $7,500 $7,500 $7,500 $7,500 $30,000
logistics
Professional | $300,000 n/a $250,000 $50,000 $0 $0 $300,000
development
Grant $250,000 n/a $250,000 $0 $0 $0 $250,000
management
addition
Contract $405,000 n/a $205,000 | $100,000 | $50,000 | $50,000 $405,000
management
Program $9.2M n/a $2.3M $2.3M $2.3M $2.3M $9.2M
evaluation
7) Training Stipends

None
8) Other

o Other conference costs: Covers cost of space rental and food for the annual half-day
technical assistance sessions; meetings of external and implementation advisory groups;

and other convenings of participating LEAs.
o Printing: Covers cost of printing technical assistance and best practices materials,

including materials for conferences.

o Professional development fees for RTTT project management staff: Professional

development of RTTT project management staff. $1,000 per staff person per year for
conference registration fees, purchasing materials, etc.
o Project management software: Server-based project management software to support
effective coordination and implementation of projects.

Other
Expenditure

Cost per
Item

# of
items

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

A-64




Other Varies n/a| $30,000] $30,000 | $30,000| $30,000| $120,000
conference
costs
Printing Varies n/a| $28,000 | $28,000 | $28,000| $28,000]| $112,000
Professional | $1,000 per 9 per $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $36,000
development | person year
fees
Project $50,000 n/a | $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $50,000
management
software
9) Total Direct Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.
10) Indirect Costs
Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Cost
Rate
24.40% Approved by US ED. $433,051 | $413,056 | $414,032 | $421,319 | $1,681,458

24.4% applied to total

direct costs except for
contractual costs applied
to first $25,000 annually
and not on equipment

11) Funding for Involved LEAs

None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

None

13) Total Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.

A-65




PROJECTS DESCRIBED IN SECTION B

Project Name

Proposal Section

2. Disseminate the Common Core Standards

B)3)

3. Create a unified PreK—12 teaching and learning system

(B)3)

4. Expand implementation of proven secondary school programs,

policies, and incentives

®)3)
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table
Project Name: Disseminate the Common Core Standards
Associated with Criteria: (B)(3)

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

Budget Categories

1. Personnel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2. Fringe Benefits $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3. Travel $39,500 $0 $0 $0 $39,500
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
6. Contractual $422,000 $50,000 $0 $0 $472,000
7. Training Stipends $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Other $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $30,000
9. Total Direct Costs $491,500 $50,000 $0 $0 $541,500
(lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs $35,258 $6,100 $0 $0 $41,358
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $526,758 $56,100 $0 $0 $582,858
12)
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Project Name: Disseminate the Common Core Standards

Associated with Criteria: (B)(3)

1) Personnel
None

2) Fringe Benefits
None

3) Travel

o Meetings to conduct comparative analyses of standards: 5 day-long meetings at $1,500
each to analyze Common Core standards and compare to Massachusetts English
Language Arts and Mathematics Curriculum Frameworks.

o Meetings to augment the K—12 Common Core standards with unique Massachusetts

standards: Four meetings to decide what (if any) Massachusetts will add to the Common
Core standards ($2,000 per meeting for room, food, travel, and substitute reimbursement
for 20 attendees at each meeting).
o Fall 2010 overview sessions: 12 meetings to disseminate standards through DSACs or
webinars led by existing staff ($2,000 per meeting).

Travel # of Cost Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
trips per
Trip
®

Meetings to conduct n/a n/a $7,500 $0 $0 $0 $7,500
comparative analyses
of standards
Meetings to augment n/a n/a $8,000 $0 $0 $0 $8,000
the K-12 Common
Core standards with
unique Massachusetts
standards
Summer 2010 n/a n/a| $24,000 $0 $0 $0 ] $24,000

overview sessions

4) Equipment
None

S) Supplies
None
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6) Contractual

o Uploading new standards online: Loading Common Core standards into Massachusetts’

standards database and coding online content to new standards.

o Dissemination workshops: 12 2-day discipline-specific workshops held in summer 2010
involving 50 people at each workshop. These sessions will be held at DSACs, led by
consultants at $6,000 per meeting.

o Creating guidance documents for dissemination: ESE staft and discipline-specific
Curriculum Framework Advisory Panels work with consultants to produce guidance
documents on applications of the Common Core standards.

Product/ Cost per Amount Year 1 Year2 | Year3 | Year4 Total
Service Procurement | of Time
Uploading new | $200,000 1 year $150,000 | $50,000 $0 $0 [ $200,000
standards online
Dissemination $6,000 per 12 2-day $72,000 $0 $0 $0 $72,000
workshops workshop workshops
Creating $200,000 1 year $200,000 $0 $0 $0[ $200,000
guidance
documents for
dissemination
7) Training Stipends
None
8) Other
Product/ Cost per # of Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Item Items
Printing $5 per copy 6,000 $30,000 | $0 $0 $0 $30,000
copies of
standards
manuals
for LEAs
9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
10) Indirect Costs
Indirect Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Cost Rate
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24.40%

Approved by US ED.
24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment

$35,258

$6,100

$0

$0

$41,358

11) Funding for Involved LEAs

None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

None

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
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oet Categories

Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table
Project Name: Create a unified PreK—12 teaching and learning system

Associated with Criteria: (B)(3)

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

 beiiia $470000 | $516.600 | $632.523 ] $651.498 [ $2.270621
2. Fringe Benefits $164,641 | $192,349 | $268,478 | $276,532 $902,001
1 Travel $228,100 $228,100 $228,100 $228,100 $912,400
4 Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $17,200 $3,550 $3.,550 $37,150 $61,450
6. Contractual $2.154,151 | $1,604,012 | $610,000 | $520,000 | $4,888.163
7. Training Stipends 30 30 30 30 30
8. Other $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $100,000
9. Total Direct Costs $3.059,092 | $2.569.611 | $1.767.651 | $1.738.281 | $9,134.635
(lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs $251,306 | $266,106 | $311,747 | $320,440 | $1,149,599
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $3,310,398 | $2,835,718 | $2,079,398 | $2,058,721 | $10,284 234

12)
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Project Name: Create a unified PreK—12 teaching and learning system
Associated with Criteria: (B)(3)

1) Personnel

Model Curricula

o Administrator for Design Teams: The state will hire 1 FTE to oversee the Curriculum
Design Team coordinators and design the state plan for development, implementation,
and evaluation of model curriculum units over the four years of the project. This position
would also build ESE internal capacity to continue model curriculum development post-

RTTT.

o  Curriculum Design Team coordinators: The state will hire 2 FTEs to work with the
administrator to oversee development, implementation, and evaluation in the 7 content
areas for which they are responsible. These positions would also conduct training for
current ESE staff and for LEAs in curriculum design.

o Publisher: The state will hire 1 FTE responsible for proofreading, editing materials,
assisting with design, and posting online documents. This position would also be the
department liaison for online technology resources associated with model curricula.

Assessment Tools — Formative/Interim Assessments

« Online testing coordinator: The coordinator will be responsible for overseeing all aspects
of selecting and coding items for the interim and formative item banks, the creation of
model interim assessments, and will serve as the "business lead" liaison to the technical
team that will build/modify and deploy online assessments and concomitant linkages to
and reports generated by ESE data systems for all levels of users.

o Help desk specialists: The state will hire .5 FTE in year 2 and 2 FTE in years 3 & 4 to
assist in the rollout and implementation of the teaching and learning system.

Assessment Tools — Extended Performance Tasks

e Project manager/contractor liaison: The state will hire 1 FTE to coordinate with ESE
and contractors on program design, development, and implementation. The manager will
also oversee contractor deliverables, focusing on K—12 academic areas.

o Vocational/technical task specialist: The state will hire .5 FTE to manage development of
the vocational/technical performance tasks.

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

FTE | Salary

Model Curricula: 100% | $90,000 | $90,000 | $92,700 | $95,481 | $98.345 | $376,526

Administrator for

Curriculum Design

Teams

Model Curricula: 2 $65,000 | $130,000 | $133,900 | $137,917 | $142,055 | $543,872

Curriculum Design | FTEs

Team coordinators | at
100%
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Model Curricula: 100% | $50,000 | $50,000 | $51,500 | $53,045 | $54,636 | $209,181
Publisher
Formative/Interim 100% | $80,000 | $80,000 | $82,400| $84,872 | $87.418 | $334,690
Assessments:
Online Testing
Coordinator
Formative/Interim 50% | $65,000 $32,500 | $133,900 | $137,917 | $304,317
Assessments: Help | yr2/
desk specialists 200%
yIs
3.4
Extended 100% | $80,000 | $80,000 | $82,400| $84,872 | $87.418 | $334,690
Performance Tasks:
Project manager/
contractor liaison
Extended 50% | $80,000 | $40,000 | $41,200 | $42,436| $43,709 | $167,345
Performance Tasks:
Vocational/technical
task specialist
2) Fringe Benefits
Position Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %
Total 35.03% $164.641 | $192.349 | $268,478 | $276,532 | $902,001
3) Travel

Model Curricula

o Staff travel: $1,000 allocated for instate travel and $2,000 for out-of-state travel per FTE
for training and conferences in Years 1 and 2. In Years 3 and 4, $2,000 allocated for
instate travel and $1,000 for out-of-state travel per FTE.

o Meetings for content areas: Space rental for 5 days in the summer and 2 days during the

school year for 285 attendees ($30,000 per day for rental, food, technology, and

materials).

Assessment Tools — Formative/Interim Assessments:

o Online testing coordinator: $500 for instate trips; $2,000 for 1 out-of-state trip.

o (Convening interim assessment advisory committee: An advisory committee comprised of
a total of 12 individuals (practitioners and assessment experts) will be convened 3-4
(primarily) "day trips" per year in schools & other no-space cost settings.

Assessment Tools — Extended Performance Tasks
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e Project manager/contractor liaison: This position will travel regionally to contractor
meetings. This position will attend at least one out-of-state professional development
event each year.

o Vocational/technical task specialist: This position will have more limited travel,

predominantly instate to support implementation and professional development.

Travel # of trips | Costper | Year1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Trip ()

Model Curricula: | 20 instate | $50 per $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 | $36,000
Staff travel trips per | instate

year, 1 trip;

out-of- $2,000

state trip | per out-

per year | of-state

per FTE | trip
Model Curricula: | n/a n/a $210,000 | $210,000 | $210,000 | $210,000 | $840,000
Meetings for
content areas
Formative/ 10 instate | $500 per $2,500 $2,500 $2,500 $2,500 | $10,000
Interim trips and | instate
Assessments: 1 out-of- | trip;
Technical state trip | $2,000
specialist/ per year | per out-
contractor liaison of-state

trip
Formative/ n/a n/a $3,600 $3,600 $3,600 $3,600 | $14,400
Interim
Assessments:
Convening
interim
assessment
advisory
committee
Extended 40 instate | $50 per $2,500 $2,500 $2,500 $2,500 | $10,000
performance trips; 1 trip
tasks: out-of- instate;
Project manager/ | state trip | $2,000
contractor liaison | per year | per trip
out-of-
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state
Extended 10 $50 $500 $500 $500 $500 $2,000
performance instate
tasks: trips per
Vocational/techn | year
ical task
specialist
4) Equipment
None
S) Supplies
Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year | Year 4 Total
Item 3
Model Basic office $500 per $2,000 | $2,000| $2,000 $2,000 | $8,000
Curricula: supplies for person per
Office staff year
supplies
Model Desktop $2,000 per $8,000 $0 $0 $0 | $8,000
Curricula: computers person
Desktop and monitors
computer
equipment
Model Laptop 35 teams $35,000 | $35,000
Curricula: computers for | @ $1,000
Computers teacher teams | per team
Formative/ Basic office $500 per $200 $50 $50 $50 $350
Interim supplies for person per
Assessments: | staff year
Office
supplies
Formative/ Desktop & $1,400 per $2,200| $1,400| $1,400 $0 | $5,000
Interim laptop desktop/
Assessments: | computers $2,200 per
Desktop and monitors | laptop
computer
equipment
Extended Basic office $500 per $400 $100 | $100 $100 $700
performance | supplies for person per
tasks: Office
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supplies staff year

Extended laptop $2,200 per $4.400 $0 $0 $0 | $4,400
performance | computers person

tasks: and monitors

Desktop

computer

equipment

6) Contractual
Model Curricula

« National experts: National experts will be brought in to lead trainings at curriculum
development sessions at $4,000 per day for 10 days in Years 1-2, decreasing to 5 days for

Years 3-4.

o Standards and revision alignment: Standards Revisions and Alignment; Consultants to
revise MA standards to align them with the Common Core; meetings for approximately
30 members of Curriculum Framework Review Panels; Year I: English Language
Proficiency, Arts, Health; Year II: History, Career and Vocational Technical Education,
Year III Foreign Language

Digital Library

o WGBH: Identify new resources, maintain and update existing resources; develop a
metadata exchange, cataloguing, and integrated search process to include other state
partners' resources; create online community of practice and a Teacher TV library of best
practices and videos; develop an online tutorial for teachers to document best practices
and disseminate statewide; provide online and face-to-face awareness session on how to

use the resources; expand bandwidth for the system

Formative/Interim Assessments
o Assessment contractor: The contractors will be responsible for selecting and coding items
for the interim and formative item banks, the creation of psychometrically sound interim
assessments, and ensure compatibility with the technical infrastructure and linkages
required by the teaching & learning system (see section C).
Extended Performance Tasks
o Assessment contractor: The contractor will be responsible for seeding, refining,
validating and distributing EPTs. Also responsible for convening and supporting regional
forums (in no-space cost settings), EPT-ADCs, developing and deploying online
trainings, reports, and for auditing scoring of sample of student tasks and producing
technical analyses and reports.

Product/ Cost per | Amoun Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Procure- t of
ment Time
Model Curricula: $4,000 per | 10 days $40,000 | $40,000 | $20,000 | $20,000| $120,000
National experts day | in each
of
Years
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1-2;5
days in
each of

Years

3-4

Model Curricula: $120,000
Standards and
revision

alignment

3 years

$40,000

$40,000

$40,000

$0

$120,000

Digital Library: $2,077,258

WGBH

4 years

$324,151

$574,012

$150,000

$100,000

$1,148,163

Formative/Interim | $1,500,000
Assessments:
Assessment

contractor

4 years

$1,200,000

$600,000

$100,000

$100,000

$2,000,000

Extended
performance
tasks:
Assessment
contractor

$1,500,000

4 years

$550,000

$350,000

$300,000

$300,000

$1,500,000

7) Training Stipends
None

8) Other
None

9) Total Direct Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.

10) Indirect Costs

Indirect | Relevant Application
Cost
Rate

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

24.40% Approved by US ED.
24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for

contractual costs applie

and not on equipment

to first $25,000 annually

d

$251,306

$266,106

$311,747

$320,440

$1,149,599
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11) Funding for Involved LEAs
None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
None

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Expand implementation of proven secondary school programs, policies, and
incentives

Associated with Criteria: (B)(3)

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

oet Categories
| Perconnal $75,000 |  $77,250 |  $79,567|  $81,954 |  $313,771
2. Fringe Benefits $26,272 $27,061 $27,872 $28,708 $109,913
3 Travel $14.000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $44.000
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $2,500 $500 $500 $500 $4,000
6. Contractual $200,000 |  $190,000 |  $290,000 |  $150,000 $830,000
7. Training Stipends 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $317,772 $304,811 $407,939 $271,162 $1,301,684
(lines 1-8)
10, Indirect Costs $40,936 |  $46,314 |  $47,077 |  $41,764 $176,091
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding $410,000 | $620,000 | $580,000 | $202,000 | $1,812,000
for Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9- $768.708 | $971.125| $1.035016| $514.926| $3.289.775
12)
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Project Name: Expand implementation of proven secondary school programs, policies, and

incentives

Associated with Criteria: (B)(3)

1) Personnel

College and Career Readiness
o College and Career readiness program coordinator: This individual will be coordinate
the implementation and management of the STEM Early College High School, Pre-AP
Program Development Initiative.

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE | Salary
College Career and | 100% | $75,000 | $75,000 | $77.250| $79,567 | $81,954 | $313,771
Readiness:
Program
coordinator
2) Fringe Benefits
Position Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %
Total 35.03% $26,272 | $27,061 | $27.872| $28,708 | $109,913
3) Travel
College and Career readiness
o Qut-of-state travel. Travel costs for two out-of-state conferences per year.
o Kick-off conference: Conference for STEM Early College High Schools
o [n-state travel: Ongoing annual networking and technical assistance sessions
o [n-state network meetings: There will be 2 meetings conducted each year.
Travel # of Costper | Year1 | Year2 | Year3 | Year 4 Total
trips Trip ()
College and 1 per $2,000 $2,000| $2,000| $2,000| $2,000 $8,000
Career year
Readiness:
Out-of-state
travel
College and n/a n/a $4,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,000
Career
Readiness:
Kick-off
conference
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College and
Career
Readiness:

In-state travel

n/a

n/a

$2,000

$2,000

$2,000

$2,000

$8,000

College and
Career
Readiness:

In-state network

meetings

n/a

n/a

$6,000

$6,000

$6,000

$6,000

$24.000

4) Equipment

None

S) Supplies

Supplies

Detail

Cost of
Item

Year 1

Year 2

Year

Year 4

Total

College and
Career
Readiness:
Office

supplies

Basic office
supplies for
staff

$500 per
person per
year

$500

$500

$500

$500

$2,000

College and
Career
Readiness:
Laptop
computer
equipment

Desktop
computers
and monitors

$2,000 per
person

$2,000

$0

$0

$0

$2,000

6) Contractual
College and Career Readiness
o STEM ECHS Technical assistance: ESE will hire a Technical assistance partner to
support implementation of the STEM ECHS model in 6 schools.
o ECHS coordination: Interagency agreement with DHE to coordinate the ECHS programs
across campuses and to develop policies to support dual enrollment.
Competency Tracking

o Implementing/maintaining tracking system: The contractor will upgrade and refine the
vocational educational Competency Tracking system to improve accessibility and speed.

Product/ Cost per Amount | Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Procurement | of Time
College and $400,000 | 4 years | $100,000 | $100,000 | $100,000 | $100,000 § $400,000
Career
Readiness:
Technical
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assistance
partner

College and
Career
Readiness:
ECHS
coordination

$180,000

3 years

$100,000

$40,000

$40,000

$0

$180,000

Competency
Tracking:

Implementing/

maintaining
tracking
system

$250,000

4 years

$0

$50,000

$150,000

$50,000

$250,000

7) Training Stipends

None

8) Other
None

9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

10) Indirect Costs

Indirect | Relevant Application

Cost
Rate

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

24.40% Approved by US ED.

24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment

$42,936

$46,314

$47,077

$41,764

$176,091

11) Funding for Involved LEAs

None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
College and Career Readiness
o Technical assistance and implementation support — STEM community college model:
Grants to districts to start up a STEM Early College High School on a community college
campus (or at a high school in collaboration with a community college). Courses may be
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delivered online or by high school faculty approved by the participating college. The

school may have a grade 9-12, 11-12, or other grade configuration.

o Technical assistance and implementation support — University model: Grants to districts
to start up a STEM Early College High School on a university or 4-year college campus.
This is a grade 9-12 configuration.

o Pre-AP training and alignment: Funding to support pre-AP programs and services

through teacher professional development and curriculum alignment in middle and high
schools (grades 6 through 10).

Activity Cost per
Activity

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

College and n/a
Career
Readiness:

TA and
implementation
support — STEM
community
college model

$75,000

$125,000

$100,000

$0

$300,000

College and n/a
Career
Readiness:

TA and
implementation
support —
University
model

$75,000

$135,000

$120,000

$90,000

$420,000

College and
Career
Readiness: Pre-
AP training and
alignment

$260,000

$360,000

$360,000

$112,000

$1,092,000

13) Total Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.

Additional notes on cost-sharing:

College and Career Readiness: The LEAs will share in the cost of the STEM ECHS
implementation, both the community college and the university models as well as in the costs for
technical assistance activities and the Pre-AP training and alignment.
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BUDGET PART I: PROJECTS DESCRIBED IN SECTION C

Project Name

Proposal Section

6. Transform state data systems

©)(2)

7. Invest in the data systems and technology necessary to support the | (C)(3)
statewide PreK—12 teaching and learning system
8. Strengthen and expand educator training and supports for datause | (C)(3)
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table
Project Name: Transform state data systems

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

Project Project Project Project

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Budget Categories a b c d
| Personnel $593,000 $754,990 $560,155 $0 $1,908,145
2. Fringe Benefits $207,728 $264,473 $196,222 $0 $668,423
3 Travel $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $36,000
4. Equipment $170,434 $98.880 |  $171,710 $0 $441,033
5. Supplies $22,800 $6,500 $3,000 $500 $32,300
6. Contractual $1,269,313 $897,150 $804,825 $112,500 $3,083,788
7. Training Stipends 30 0 $0 $0 $0
8 Other $260,310 $45,908 $30,647 $0 $336,865
9. Total Direct Costs $2,532,585 | $2,076,910 | $1,775,560 $121,500 $6,506,554
(lines 1-8)
10 Indirect Costs $303,252 $288,133 $219,362 $8,296 $819,043
11. Funding for Involved $175,800 $175,800 $87,900 $0 $439,500
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding $1,170,064 | $1,170,064 $585,032 $0 $2,925,160
for Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9- $4,181,701 | $3,710,907 | $2.667,854 $129,796 | $10,690,257
12)
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Project Name: Transform state data systems
Associated with Criteria: (C)(2)

1) Personnel

Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000
Anticipated Users — Transition to a Data Mart Architecture
e Project manager: The state will hire 1 FTE in Years 1-3 to oversee the delivery of P-16

expansion, including all elements from the timeline in section (C)(2).

o Sr. Business/data analyst: The state will hire 1 FTE in Year 1 and .5 FTE in year 2 to
develop and validate user reports and analytical tools. This position will analyze data
from National Student Clearinghouse and develop requirements for other data sources.

e Business/data analyst: The state will hire 1 FTE in Year 1 and .5 FTE in year 2 to
develop and validate user reports and analytical tools. This position will analyze data
from National Student Clearinghouse and develop requirements for other data sources.

ETL developer: Expand data model, create ETL and develop cubes.

Report developer: Develop reports for finance and kind of community data
QA/data analyst: Write test plans and verify reports.
COGNOS architectymodeler: This position will redesign the Education Data Warehouse

data model to accommodate finance, discipline and kind of community data.
Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000
Anticipated Users — Enhance Utility to the Field

e Project manager: The state will hire 1 FTE in Years 1-3 to manage vendor and
implement dashboards and reports for portal.

Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000
Anticipated Users — Expand SIF

o Data collections specialist. The state will hire 1 FTE to support data collections
Improve the Usability of ESE’s Public Website

e Project manager: The state will hire 1 FTE in Years 1-3 to oversee improvements to and
streamlining of ESE website

Position % FTE Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Salary
Data Mart 100% in $85,000 | $85,000 | $87,550 | $90,177 $0 | $262,727
Architecture: Years 1-3
Project
manager
Data Mart 100% in $65,000 | $65,000 | $33,475 $98.,475
Architecture: Yr 1,
Sr. 50% in
Business/data | Yr2
analyst
Data Mart 100% in $55,000 | $55,000 | $28,325 $0 $0 | $83,325
Architecture: Year 1;
Business/data 50% in

A-86




Position % FTE Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Salary
analyst Yr2
Data Mart 50% in $85,000 | $42,500 | $87,550 | $90,177 $0 | $220,227
Architecture: Yr 1,
ETL developer | 100% in
Years 2-
3
Data Mart 50% in $85,000 | $42,500 | $175,100 | $90,177 $0 | $307,777
Architecture: Year 1;
Report 200% in
developer Year 2;
100% in
Yr3
Data Mart 50% in $60,000 | $30,000 | $61,800 | $63,654 $155,454
Architecture: Yr 1,
QA/data 100% in
analyst Years 2-
3
Data Mart 50% in $120,900 | $60,000 | $61,800 $0 $0 | $121,800
Architecture: Years 1-
COGNOS 2
architect/
modeler
Enhance 100% in $70,000 | $70,000 | $72,100 | $74,263 $0 | $216,363
Utility: Years 1-3
Project
manager
SIF: 100% $63,000 | $63,000 | $64,890 | $66,837 $0 | $194,727
Data
collections
specialist
Improve 100% $80,000 | $80,000 | $82,400| $84,672 $247.272
Usability:
Project
manager
2) Fringe Benefits
|| Position || Fringe || Year 1 || Year 2 || Year 3 || Year 4 || Total ||
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Benefit %

Total

35.03%

$207,728

$264,473

$196,222

30| $668,423

3) Travel

Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000
Anticipated Users — Transition to a Data Mart Architecture
o Staff travel: Two Statewide Longitudinal Data Systems conferences per year with two

attendees; one national conference per year with one attendee.

Travel # of trips Costper | Year1 | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 Total
Trip ($)
Transition to a 2 SLDS $1,500 per $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 | $36,000
Data Mart conferences | SLDS
Architecture: per year for | conference
Staff travel 2 people; 1 | per
national person;
conference | $3,000 per
for 1 national
person conference
4) Equipment
Equipment Detail Costof | Year1 | Year2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Item
Transitiontoa | 3 servers for $25,000 | $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $25,000
Data Mart additional
Architecture: capacity
Racks and
network
equipment
SIF: Reporting $25,274 $12.637 $37911
server
SIF: ODS $30,258 | $60,549 $90,807
servers
SIF: $50,550 $0 [ $101,094 $0| $151,644
Z1S servers
ODS/ Validator $25,275 $50,547 $75,822
SAN/switch $38,340 $38,340
upgrade
Racks $14,077 $7,432 $21,509
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S) Supplies

Supplies Detail Costof | Year1 | Year2 | Year3 | Year Total
ITtem 4
Transition to a Basic office $500 per | $3,500 | $3,500 | $2,000 $0 ] $9,000
Data Mart supplies for | person per
Architecture: staff year
Office supplies
Transition to a Desktop $1,400 per | $7,000 $0 $0 $0 ] $7,000
Data Mart computers person
Architecture: and
Desktop computer | monitors
equipment
Transition to a Developer $3,000 per | $6,000 $0 $0 $0 ] $6,000
Data Mart desktop person
Architecture: computer
Developer and monitor
computer
equipment
Transition to a 1 SPSS $1,500 $0 | $1,500 $0 $0 | $1,500
Data Mart license for
Architecture: the business
Statistical analyst
software license
Enhance Utility: | Basic office $500 per $500 $500 $0 $0 | $1,000
Office supplies supplies person per
year

Enhance Utility: | Desktop $1,400 per | $1,400 $0 $0 $0 | $1,400
Desktop computer | computers person
equipment and

monitors
SIF: Basic office $500 per $500 $500 $500 $0 | $1,500
Office supplies supplies person per

year

SIF: Desktop $1,400 per | $1,400 $0 $0 $0 ] $1,400
Desktop computer | computers person
equipment and

monitors
Improve Basic office $500 per $500 $500 $500 $1,500
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Usability: Office | supplies person per

supplies year

Improve Laptop $2,000 | $2,000 $2,000
Usability: Laptop | computer

6) Contractual

Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000

Anticipated Users — Transition to a Data Mart Architecture

o Network administrator: To manage and administer user rights and other network systems.
Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000

Anticipated Users — Enhance Utility to the Field

e Building portals: Contract with vendor to provide services for ETL developer,

Framework Manager and Business Analyst/QA.

e Designing portals: Consultants to create dashboards and conduct user testing for portals.
o Training for dashboards:
o FEffort for RFI. Evaluate the recommendation — 3 people 1.5 months & evaluation and

pilot 5 months
Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000
Anticipated Users — Expand SIF
o District SIF implementation: Expand SIF implementation statewide to the remaining 311

LEAs.

Improve the Usability of ESE’s Public Website

o Analyze business process of data uploads to profiles: Vendor to document and streamline
data shared through ESE, design architecture for data, analyze requirements and write
applications for process improvements, write test cases and conduct usability testing, and
analyze the business process of data uploads and automate these processes. Vendor will
also work to make website more intuitive to navigate.

o Improve usability of profiles: Developer to finalize web design. This vendor will
differentiate access to confidential data for users, develop specifications for providing
parent access to data, and determine feasibility and cost of providing parent access to

data.

Product/
Service

Cost per
Procure-
ment

Amount
of Time

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

Transition to a
Data Mart
Architecture:
Network
administrator

$15,000

$0

$0

$0

$15,000

Enhance
Utility: Build

$540,000

$0

$82,500

$345,000

$112,500

$540,000
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portals

Enhance
Utility:
Design portals

$25,000

$0

$0

$0

$25,000

Enhance
Utility:
Training for
dashboards

$10,000

$10,000

Enhance
Utility: Effort
for RFI

$100,000

$100,000

SIF: District
SIF
implementation

3 years

$243.400

$158,400

$79,200

$481,000

Improve
Usability:
Analyze
business
process

3 years

$398,205

$243,750

$170,625

$0

$812,580

Improve
Usability:
Improve
usability of
profiles

3 years

$477,708

$412,500

$210,000

$0

$1,100,208

7) Training Stipends
None

8) Other

Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000

Anticipated Users — Enhance Utility to the Field

o Software for dashboards

Improve the Education Data Warehouse to Better Support the Needs of its 80,000

Anticipated Users — Expand SIF

e Oracle processor license: With diagnostic pack; 1* year support.
SQL server standard processor license:

[ ]
o SQL server EE processor license:
[ ]

Other software: Windows 2008 server license, backup exec agent, SSL certs.
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Other Cost of Item Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Expenditure
Enhance $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
Utility:
Software
SIF: Oracle $166,950 $166,950
processor
licenses
SIF: SQL $10,711 $21,422 $32,133
server
standard
processor
license
SIF: SQL $22,322 $44,643 $66,965
server EE
processor
license
SIF: $10,327 $1,265 $9,225 $0 $20,817
software for
ODS
9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
10) Indirect Costs
Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Cost
Rate
24.40% Approved by US ED. $303,252 | $288,133 | $219,362 $8,296 | $819,043
24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment
11) Funding for Involved LEAs
Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity
SIF: District SIF | n/a $175,800 $175,800 $87,900 $0 $439,500
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Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity

implementation

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity

SIF: District SIF | n/a $1,170,064 | $1,170,064 $585,032 $0 | $2,925,160

implementation

13) Total Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Invest in the data systems and technology necessary to support the statewide

PreK—-12 teaching and learning system
Associated with Criteria: (C)(3)

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

oet Categories
1. Personnel $170,000 | $175,100 | §$180,353 | §$185,764 $711,217
2. Fringe Benefits $59,551 $61,338 $63,178 $65,073 $249,139
3. Travel $3,000 $0 30 $0 $3,000
5. Supplies $3,800 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $6,800
6. Contractual $2,203,125 | $2,761,875 | $2,495,625 | $1,396,875 | $8,857,500
7. Training Stipends $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Other $0 | $1,620,000 $0 $0 | $1,620,000
9. Total Direct Costs $2,439.476 | $5,009,313 | $2,740,156 | $1,648 712 | $11,837,656
(lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs $70,785 |  $466,330 $72,780 $74,563 $684,458
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
for Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9- $2.510261 | $5475.642 | $2.812,936 | $1,723,275| $12.522.114
12)
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Project Name: Invest in the data systems and technology necessary to support the statewide
PreK-12 teaching and learning system
Associated with Criteria: (C)(3)

1) Personnel

Develop a “Test Builder Engine” that Enables Educators to Assemble, Score, and
Access Results from Assessments
e Project manager: The state will hire 1 FTE in Years 1-3 to manage the overall

development process for the 'test builder' for interim and formative assessments.
Develop and Implement a Digital Library
o Project Manager: The state will hire 1 FTE in Years 1-3 to manage the digital library

implementation
Position % FTE | Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Salary
Test Builder: 100% in | $85,000 | $85,000 | $87,550 | $90,177 | $92,882 | $355,608
Project manager | Years 1-
3
Digital Library: | 100% in | $85,000 | $85,000 | $87,550 | $90,177 | $92,882 | $355,608
Project manager | Years 1-
3
2) Fringe Benefits
Position Fringe Benefit % | Year1 | Year2 Year3 | Year 4 Total
Total 35.03% $59,551 | $61,338 | $63,178 | $65,073 | $249,139
3) Travel

Develop a “Test Builder Engine” that Enables Educators to Assemble, Score, and
Access Results from Assessments
o Travel to LEAs for installation/trainings/input: Expected costs of travel to participating

LEAs to gather LEA input and to assist in installation and initial training.

Travel # of Costper | Year | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 | Total
trips Trip (8) 1
Test Builder: $3,000 $0 $0 $0 ] $3,000
Travel to LEAs for
installation/trainings/input
4) Equipment
|| Equipment || Detail || Cost of || Year || Year 2 || Year || Year || Total ||
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Item 1 3 4
Develop Hardware for $175,000 $0 | $175,000 $0 $0 | $175,000
“test application and
builder’for | database server
interim and | for development,

formative test, and
assessments | production
environments
Digital Servers, racks & $215,000 $215,000 $215,000
Library: network
equipment

S) Supplies

Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 | Total
Item
Office Basic office $500 per $1,000 | $1,000| $1,000| $1,000| $4,000
supplies supplies for staff | person per
year
Desktop Desktop $1,400 per $2,800 $0 $0 $0 | $2,800
computer | computers and person
equipment | monitors

6) Contractual

Develop a “Test Builder Engine” that Enables Educators to Assemble, Score, and

Access Results from Assessments

o Develop “test builder” for interim and formative assessments. Contract to build an
interim/formative assessment platform.

o Network administrator: To administer user access and other network systems.

Develop and Implement a Digital Library

o Build the Digital Library platform: This contractor will build and implement the Digital
Library platform to host and organize content created through the model curriculum
development process and the Digital Library materials vetting process, as described in

section (B)(3).
Product/ Cost per | Amount Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Procure- | of Time
ment

Test Builder: | $5,220,000 | 4 years | $1,076,250 | $1,620,000 | $1,567,500 | $956,250 [ $5,220,000
Develop “test
builder” for
interim and
formative
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assessments

Test Builder:
Network
administrator

$3,750

$3,750

$3,750

$3,750

$15,000

Digital
Library:
Build the
Digital
Library
platform

$3,622,500 | 4 years

$1,123,125

$1,138,125

$924,375

$436,875

$3,622,500

7) Training Stipends

None

8) Other

Other

Expenditure

Cost of Item

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

Oracle
licenses

Test Builder:

$560,000

$560,000

$560,000

Test Builder:
Single sign-on

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

OCR
processing

Test Builder:

$100,000

$100,000

$100,000

Digital
Library:
Oracle
licenses

$560,000

$560,000

$560,000

Digital
Library:

Single sign-on

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

10) Indirect Costs

Indirect
Cost

Relevant Application

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total
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Rate

24.40% | Approved by US ED. $70,785 | $466,330| $72,780 | $74,563 | $684,458
24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment

11) Funding for Involved LEAs
None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
None

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Strengthen and expand educator training and supports for data use
Associated with Criteria: (C)(3)

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

Project Project Project Project
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
get Categories (a) (b) (©) (d)

1 Personnel $65,000 $141,950 $72,100 $38,625 $317,675
2. Fringe Benefits $22,770 $49,725 $25,257 $13,530 $111,282
3 Travel $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $4,000
4. Equipment $266,000 $0 $0 $0 $266,000
5. Supplies $1,900 $4,000 $500 $250 $6,650
6. Contractual $950,000 $330,000 | $1,530,000 | $1,165,000 $3,975,000
7. Training Stipends $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $1,306,670 $526,675 | $1,628.857 | $1,218,405 $4,680,607
(lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs $46,523 $54,089 $48,521 $25,231 $174,364
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
for Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9- $1,353,193 $580,764 | $1,677378 | $1,243,636 $4,854,971
12)
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Project Name: Strengthen and expand educator training and supports for data use
Associated with Criteria: (C)(3)

1) Personnel
[ ]

Training program manager: The state will hire 1 FTE in Years 1-2 and 0.50 FTEs in

Year 3 to develop specifications of the data training program and select the data use
training vendor (described in the contractual section).

Moodle developer: The state will hire 1 FTE in Years 1-2 and 0.50 FTEs in Years 3-4 to

configure and maintain Moodle, the learning management system that hosts online

training.
Position % FTE Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Salary
Training 100% in $65,000 | $65,000 | $66,950 | $33,475 $0 | $165,425
program Years 1-2;
manager 50% in
Year 3
Moodle 100% in $75,000 $0 | $75,000 | $38,625| $38,625| $152,250
developer Year 2;
50% in
Years 3-4
2) Fringe Benefits
Position Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %
Total 35.03% $22.770 | $49,725 ] $25257| $13,530| $111,282
3) Travel

Staff travel for training program manager: 20 trips each year at $50 per trip for attending

trainings on data use.
Travel #oftrips | Costper | Year1 | Year2 | Year3 | Year 4 Total

Trip ()

Staff travel for 20 trips $50 per $1,000] $1,000| $1,000| $1,000| $4,000

training program trip

manager

4) Equipment

Equipment Detail Costof | Year1 Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 Total
Item

Servers for | 3 servers at $18,000 | $54,000 $0 $0 $0 $54,000

training $18,000 per
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modules server
Servers for | $500,000 for $200,000 | $200,000 $0 $0 $0| $200,000
Moodle additional
server capacity
Racks and $12,000 $12,000
network
equipment
S) Supplies
Supplies Detail Costof Item | Year | Year | Year | Year | Total
1 2 3 4
Office Basic office $500 per $500 | $1,000| $500 $250 ] $2,250
supplies supplies for staff person per year
Desktop Desktop computers | $1,400 per $1,400 $0 $0 $0 | $1,400
computer | and monitors person
equipment
Developer | Developer desktop | $3,000 per $0 | $3,000 $0 $0 | $3,000
computer | computers and person
equipment | monitors

6) Contractual
e  Training developer: Contractor to develop 10 new training modules on data use and
analysis, with a portion of costs delayed until Year 3 when development of the teaching
and learning system will be complete.
e Vendor for creating online courses: Contractor to implement online delivery for 16
training modules (6 existing offline modules plus the 10 new modules described above),
with a portion of costs delayed until Year 3 when development of the teaching and
learning system will be complete.

Product/
Service

Cost per
Procurement

Amount Year 1

of Time

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

Training
developer

n/a

n/a

$180,000

$0

$120,000

$0

$300,000

Vendor for
creating
online
courses

n/a

n/a

$240,000

$0

$80,000

$0

$320,000

Vendor to
evaluate

$200,000

$200,000
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scalability
and create
design for
Moodle
Vendor to $1,000,000 | $1,000,000 | $2,000,000
deliver
training
Training 6 DSAC $330,000 | $330,000 | $330,000 | $165,000 | $1,155,000
support positions to
support
training with
districts
7) Training Stipends
None
8) Other
None
9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
10) Indirect Costs
Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Cost
Rate
24.40% Approved by US ED. $46,523 | $54,089 | $48,521 | $25,231 | $174,364
24.4% applied to total

direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment

11) Funding for Involved LEAs

None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

None

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

A-102




PROJECTS DESCRIBED IN SECTION D

Project Name Proposal Section
9. Improve teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance | (D)(2)

10. Ensure equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals | (D)(3)

11. Improve the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation (D))
programs
12. Provide effective support to teachers and principals (D)(5)
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Improve teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance
Associated with Criteria: (D)(2)

oet Categories

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

1 Porsonnel $235,000 $242,050 $249.312 $256,791 $983,152
2. Fringe Benefits $82.231 $84.790 $87.334 $89.954 $344.398
2 Tovel $2.882 $2.882 $2.882 $2.880 $11.526
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $7.200 $1,500 $1,500 $1,500 $11.700
6 Contractual $5,005,000 | $3,285,000 | $2,920,000 | $2,920,000 | $14,130,000
7. Training Stipends 30 30 30 30 30
8 Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $5,332,403 | $3,616,222 | $3,261,027 | $3,271,125 | $15480,777
(lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs $153,086 | $147,018 | $144211| $146,674 $591,889
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding $0 $700,000 $550,000 $450,000 $1,700,000
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $5.485.489 | $4.464.140 | $3,955238 | $3.867.799 | $17.772.666

12)
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Project Name: Improve teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance

Associated with Criteria: (D)(2)

Note: This project budget includes all six strategies outlined in Section D2, given the
overlapping nature of the strategies. Those strategies are:
Measuring student growth for each individual student
Differentiating levels of effectiveness
Using effectiveness measures in educator evaluation
Ensuring evaluations include timely and constructive feedback from principals,
including data on student growth
Using evaluations to inform decisions
Reinforcing effectiveness and continuous improvement through state-level reforms

1.

2.
3.
4

wn

6.

1) Personnel
e Project manager (Strategies 1-6): The state will hire 2 FTEs to oversee implementation

of all strategies described in Section D2 to strengthen effectiveness, including work to

define measures, refine evaluation guidelines, and create new tiered licensure system.

The project managers will work with key personnel in the Center for Educator Policy,

Preparation and Licensure.

o Policy analyst (Strategies 1-6): The state will hire 1 FTE to support the program manager
through secondary research on effective policy and practice from other states, which will
be used to inform ongoing work to strengthen educator effectiveness.

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE Salary
Project 200% $85,000 | $170,000 | $175,100 | $180,353 | $185,764| $711,217
manager
Policy 100% $65,000 $65,000 $66,950 $68,959 $71,027 | $271,936
analyst
2) Fringe Benefits
Position | Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %
Total 35.03% $82.231 | $84,790| $87,334| $89,954| $344,398
3) Travel
Travel # of trips Costper | Yearl Year2 | Year3 | Year4 Total
Trip ($)
In-state travel for $2,882 $2,882 $2,882 $2,880 | $11,526
project manager

A-105




4) Equipment
None

S) Supplies

Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 | Total
Item
Office Basic office $500 per $1,500 | $1,500| $1,500| $1,500| $6,000
supplies supplies for staff | person per
year
Desktop Desktop $1,400 per $4,200 $0 $0 $0 | $4,200
computer | computers and person
equipment | monitors
Software | 1 SPSS license $1,500 $1,500 $0 $0 $0] $1,500
for the policy
analyst

6) Contractual

Develop statewide evaluation framework and tools (Strategies 2, 3): Contract to convene
Evaluation Task Force and other stakeholder meetings, develop "default" evaluation
system, rubrics, models for using test builder engine, evidence of student growth, and
other tools to measure effectiveness.

EPIMS update (Strategy 3): ESE will contract with an IT consultant to make necessary
updates to EPIMS to collect evaluation data from LEAs.

Expand data collection for evaluations (Strategy 3): ESE will contract with database
developers to expand data collection related to teacher/principal evaluations.

Technical assistance and training on the evaluation framework (Strategy 4): ESE will
contract with vendor(s) to develop a training module on the new evaluation system, as
well as other training materials and convenings as needed.

Implementation support staff (Strategy 4): ESE will issue contracts to support 3 strategic
HR systems / evaluation specialists in each of the 6 DSACs, plus 3 additional specialists
serving the Commissioner's Districts, to support implementation statewide.

Develop licensure system (Strategy 6): ESE will contract with national expert(s) to
develop licensure tiers, performance assessments and career ladders for teacher leaders
and principals.

Superintendent induction program: Contract to develop a strand in the superintendent
induction program related to strengthening HR systems, supervision and evaluation

Product/
Service

Amount Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

of Time

Cost per
Procureme
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nt
Develop $2,000,000 | 1 year $2,000,000 $0 $0 $0 | $2,000,000
statewide
evaluation
framework
and tools
EPIMS $250,000 2 years $125,000 $125,000 $0 $0 $250,000
update
Expand data | $30,000 1 year $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $30,000
collection
for
evaluations
Technical $900,000 1 year $250,000 $450,000 $100,000 $100,000 $900,000
assistance
and training
Implementa- | $1,200,000 | 4 years $2,100,000 | $2,100,000 | $2,100,000 | $2,100,000 | $8,400,000
tion support | * 7
staff locations
Develop $2,000,000 | 4 years $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 | $2,000,000
licensure
system
Superinten- | $550,000 3 years $0 $110,000 $220,000 $220,000 $550,000
dent
induction
program
7) Training Stipends
None
8) Other
None
9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
10) Indirect Costs
Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Cost
Rate
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24.40% Approved by US ED.
24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for

first $25,000 annually
not on equipment

contractual costs applied to

and

$153,086 | $147,918

$144,211 | $146,674

$591,889

11) Funding for Involved LEAs
None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
o Aligning HR systems with evaluations (Strategy 5): Funding for 3 LEAs to implement

new evaluation systems, re-align HR and implement alternative compensation programs.

o Technical assistance on evaluation system and HR alignment (Strategies 3, 5): Funding

for LEAs piloting HR alignment to contract technical assistance over the first two years.

Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity

Aligning HR | $1.5M towards $0 $600,000 $450,000 $450,000 | $1,500,000

systems with | pilot costs

evaluations

Technical $200k over 2 $0 $100,000 $100,000 $0 $200,000

assistance to | years

LEAs

13) Total Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.

Additional notes on cost-sharing

Technical assistance for all Participating LEAs to customize evaluation systems (Strategy
3): ESE will provide funding to support evaluation, including a portion of implementation costs
and technical assistance. LEAs will be encouraged to use RTTT funding towards technical
assistance for the implementation of evaluation systems at all Participating LEAs in Year 4.

Training on evaluation for principals and teachers (Strategy 4): ESE will provide
supplemental funding for training materials and support staff for the new evaluation systems.
LEAs will be encouraged to fund costs for training principals and teachers on the new evaluation

systems in the same year.

A-108




Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Ensure equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals
Associated with Criteria: (D)(3)

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

Project Project Project Project

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Budget Categories a b [ d
1 Personnel $75,000 $77,250 $79,568 $81,955 $313,772
2. Fringe Benefits $26,273 $27,061 $27,872 $28,709 $109,914
3. Travel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $1,900 $500 $500 $500 $3,400
6. Contractual $1,275,000 $625,000 $675,000 $575,000 $3,150,000
7. Training Stipends 3 " o 3w "
8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $1,378,173 $729,811 $782,940 $686,163 $3,577,086
(lines 1-8)
10 Indirect Costs $49,574 $43,874 $44,637 $39,324 $177,409
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding $62,500 | $1,279,166 | $2,179,167 | $4,129,167 $7,650,000
for Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9- $1,490,247 | $2,052,.851 | $3,006,744 | $4,854,654 | $11,404,495
12)
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Project Name: Ensure equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals
Associated with Criteria: (D)(3)

Note: This project budget includes multiple strategies outlined in Section D3, given the
overlapping nature of the strategies. The strategies in D3 are:

1. Publish and monitor data regarding educator effectiveness

2. Expand the supply of effective educators through recruitment and preparation

initiatives

3. Concentrate strategic placement of effective educators in turnaround schools

4. Increase the retention of effective teachers
This project budget includes funding for Strategies 1, 2, and 4, while the budget for Strategy 3
falls under the budget for the project “Develop a specialized corps of turnaround teacher and
leader teams” as described in section (E)(2).

1) Personnel
e Project manager (Strategies 1, 2, 4): The state will hire 1 FTE to oversee recruitment and
distribution initiatives at ESE, including the RFP process for preparation programs.

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE Salary

Project 1FTEs | $75,000 | $75000] $77250] $79,568 [ $81,955| $313,772

manager at
100%
2) Fringe Benefits
Position | Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %

Project 35.03% $26,273 | $27,061 | $27.872 | $28,709| $109,914
manager
3) Travel

None

4) Equipment
None

S) Supplies

Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 | Total
Item
Office Basic office $500 per $500 $500 $500 $500 | $2,000
supplies supplies for staff | person per
year
Desktop Desktop $1,400 per $1,400 $0 $0 $0 | $1,400
computer | computer and
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equipment

monitor person

6) Contractual

Uleach (Strategy 2): STEM Prep. - 1 site set-up that will run after the grant period 1.
increase in teachers prepared in the STEM areas; 2. 250 new teachers prepared in the
STEM fields through grant period.

Marketing Campaign (Strategy 2): Expand the pool of prospective teachers in high need
fields and hard to staff schools and help to raise esteem for teaching as a profession. Link
to new USED recruitment effort.

o Diversity summit (Strategy 2): Will assist to develop policies and programs to increase
the cultural competence of existing workforce, increase pool of diverse candidates and
close the achievement gap.

o Mass Tel LS (Strategy 4): Will assist school leaders & teachers to develop positive
working conditions and will be an important asset to recruit & retain effective teachers.

($100,000 per survey)

o Online SPED and ELL courses (Strategy 2): -Increases pool of licensed candidates and
reduces the number of waivers. Funds to develop online course through new T&L
platform and Readiness centers, plus related expenses

Product/ Costper | Amount | Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Procure- | of Time
ment
UTeach $2M 4 years $500,000 | $500,000 | $500,000 | $500,000 $2M
Marketing $500,000 | 4 years $275,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 | $500,000
Campaign
Diversity $50,000 1 year $0 $50,000 $0 $0 $50,000
summit
Mass TeLLS | $100,000 1 year $100,000 $0| $100,000 $0 | $200,000
per survey
Online SPED | $200,000 | 4 years $400,000 $0 $0 $0 | $400,000
& ELL
courses
7) Training Stipends
None
8) Other
None
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9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

10) Indirect Costs

Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

Cost

Rate

24.40% Approved by US ED. $49,574 | $43,874 | $44,637| $39,324| $177,409
24.4% applied to total

direct costs except for

contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and

not on equipment

11) Funding for Involved LEAs

None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

o Create and support a cadre of mentors (Strategy 4): Develop online courses for mentors
of ELL, SPED and STEM field teachers.

e National Board certification (Strategy 4): Develop a new core of “master educators” by
supporting up to 200 teachers and principals through National Board certification (200
teachers @ $2500 per certification).

o [Incentives for Highly Effective Educators (Strategies 2 & 4): Provide incentives for
Board certified educators to work in high-need schools in Years 1 and 2 (payment to be
structured over 4 years, to represent a recruitment and retention incentive). For Years 3

and 4, this will be available to educators classified as ‘highly effective’ in the new

evaluation system. The state will contribute 63% of the RTTT funds. These will be
supplemented with School Turnaround Grant funds.
o Reimbursement for SPED & ELL courses: Beginning in Year Two of the grant, we will
offer teachers reimbursements for the costs of taking this coursework, taking the MTEL,
and anything else needed to add (this is geared to teachers who hold a license already) a
SPED or ELL license. Cost per teacher is $2K: - In Year Two, we will support 100
teachers in each field (SpEd/ELL) — total cost: $800K - In Year Three, we will support

150 teachers in each field — total cost: $1.2M - In Year Four, we will support 200

teachers — total cost: $1.6.

Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity
Create and $5,000 per $0 $416,667 $416,667 $416,667 | $1,250,000
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support a mentor for 2
cadre of years of
mentors induction
National $2,500 per $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 |  $250,000
Board teacher
certification | certification
Incentives for | $2.55M (State $500,000 | $2,050,000 | $2,550,000
Highly share)
Effective (matched with
Educators $3M SIG
funds)
Reimburse- | $3.6M $0| $800,000 | $1,200,000 | $1,600,000 | $3,600,000
ment for
SPED & ESL
courses

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

Additional notes on cost-sharing:

Mass TeLLLS (Strategy 4): ESE will provide funding to conduct two surveys over the course of
the Race to the Top grant. LEAs will be encouraged to use a portion of their funds towards the
design, implementation and monitoring of school-level intervention plans on working conditions,
based on findings from the Mass TeLLLS reports.

School Climate Incentives

Districts and schools will have opportunity to pursue a number of initiatives (linked to district
reviews and other indicators such as student surveys) to improve school climate, including:

- a teacher developer ($5,000 pay differential to these developers) to assist with novice teachers,
development IPDP.

- SAM ($75K per school)

- Take One! (fees range from $395-355 per person)

- Teacher collaboration

- Targeted school climate improvements suggested from TeLLS
- Other
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Improve the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs
Associated with Criteria: (D)(4)

oet Categories

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

1 Personnel $150,000 $204,500 $234,135 $241,159 $829.794
2. Fringe Benefits $52,545 $71,636 $82,017 $84,478 $290,677
3. Travel $1,920 $1,920 $0 $0 $3,840
5. Supplies $3,800 $1,000 $3,100 $1,500 $9.400
6. Contractual $785,800 $836,640 $772,500 $202,500 $2597.440
7. Training Stipends 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $994,065 | $1,327,696 | $1,091,752 $529,637 $3,943,151
(lines 1-8)

10 Indirect Costs $81,317 $104,690 $114,498 $92.021 $392.525
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding |  $1,250,000 | $1,250,000 | $1,250,000 | $1,250,000 [ $5,000,000
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $2.325382 | $2.682.386 | $2.456.250 | $1.871.659| $9,335676

12)
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Project Name: Improve the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs

Associated with Criteria: (D)(4)

1) Personnel

e Project manager: The state will hire 2 FTEs to oversee work to create new preparation
program standards, including preparation and expansion RFPs, and serve as liaison to

programs.

o ELAR project manager: The state will hire 1 FTE in Years 3-4 to oversee IT updates to

ELAR based on changes to licensure system.

o Data analyst: The state will hire 1 FTE in Year 2 to document requirements for process.

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE Salary
Project 200% $75,000 | $150,000 | $154,500 | $159,135| $163,909| $627,544
manager
ELAR 100% $75,000 $0 $0 $75,000 $77,250 | $152,250
project
manager
Data 100% $50,000 $50,000
analyst
2) Fringe Benefits
Position | Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %
Total 35.03% $52,545 ] $71,636 | $82,017 | $84,478 | $290,677
3) Travel
o Meetings with pilot group: Two ESE staff members will meet monthly with the
preparation programs in the program approval pilot in Years 1 and 2.
Travel # of Cost Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
trips per
Trip ($)
Meetings 24 for $80 $1,920 $1,920 $0 $0 $3,840
with pilot each
group person
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4) Equipment

Equip- Detail Costof | Year1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
ment Item
Equipment | Application $200,000 $0 | $200,000 $0 $0 | $200,000

for ELAR | server,
integration | database

server, web
server for
production,
testing and
development
to implement
integration

Racks and $12,000 $12,000

network
equipment

S) Supplies

Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 | Total
Item
Office Basic office $500 per $1,000 | $1,000| $1,700| $1,500| $5,200
supplies supplies for staff | person per
year
Desktop Desktop $1,400 per $2,800 $0 | $1,400 $0 | $4,200
computer | computers and person
equipment | monitors

6) Contractual

Refine Effectiveness Indicators: Based on work in (D)(2) and in consultation with
national experts, refinement of effectiveness indicators to include and be used in
approving and rating preparation programs.- Stronger preparation programs and ability to
improve or close ineffective programs

Technical assistance on new program and reporting requirements and ELAR changes:
Technical assistance (statewide conferences) to all 90 sponsoring organizations for
transition of new regulations, requirements, and ELAR changes.

Statewide Report cards on educator preparation programs posted annually on DESE
website: Annual report cards on prep programs. Sharing best practices.

ELAR updates - Business analyst: Contract with business analyst to conduct ELAR
reports based on changes to licensure, program approval, and reporting.

ELAR updates - Developer: Personnel to develop updates to ELAR database based on
changes in licensure, program approval, and reporting.
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ELAR updates - Quality assurance specialist: Personnel to oversee quality assurance for
ELAR updates based on changes to licensure, program approval, and reporting.

ELAR integration into Data Warehouse - Consultants: Consultants to provide set-up for
each district, in addition to training, security, and integration of ELAR with the Education
Data Warehouse.

o ELAR integration into Data Warehouse - Business analyst and quality assurance
specialist: Contract 1 business analyst to produce reports and 1 quality assurance
specialist to test integrity of data.

o ELAR integration into Data Warehouse - Technical writer: Contract technical writer for

documentation of integration.

o  MEPID - Documentation: Contract for requirement documentation and analysis needed

to create unique identifier for educators (Massachusetts Educator Personnel ID).

o  MEPID - System design: Contractor to design system that allows for 26 new ELAR fields

and produces associated reports.

o  MEPID - Quality assurance: Contractor to verify integration and assignment of unique

identifier for educators.

Product/
Service

Cost per
Procurement

Amount
of Time

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

Refine
Effectiveness
Indicators

$150,000

2 years

$75,000

$75,000

$150,000

Technical
assistance

$100,000

1 year

$0

$0

$0

$100,000

$100,000

Statewide
Report cards

$100,000

n/a

$0

$50,000

$50,000

$0

$100,000

ELAR updates
- Business
analyst

$82,500

1 year

$0

$0

$82,500

$0

$82,500

ELAR updates
- Developer

$240,000

2 years

$0

$0

$120,000

$120,000

$240,000

ELAR updates

- Quality
assurance
specialist

$165,000

2 years

$0

$0

$82,500

$82,500

$165,000

ELAR
integration
into Data
Warehouse -
Consultants

$1,000,000

3 years

$400,000

$300,000

$300,000

$0

$1,000,000
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ELAR
integration
into Data
Warehouse -
Business
analyst and
quality
assurance
specialist

$487,500

3 years 1
FTE, 2
years 1
FTE

$195,000

$195,000

$97,500

$0

$487,500

ELAR
integration
into Data
Warehouse -
Technical
writer

$270,000

3 years

$90,000

$90,000

$90,000

$0

$270,000

MEPID -
Documentatio
n

$180,900

n/a

$60,300

$120,600

$0

$0

$180,900

MEPID -
System design

$121,500

n/a

$40,500

$81,000

$0

$0

$121,500

MEPID -

Quality
assurance

$50,040

n/a

$0

$50,040

$0

$0

$50,040

7) Training Stipends

None

8) Other
None

9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

10) Indirect Costs

Indirect | Relevant Application

Cost
Rate

Year 1 Year 2

Year 3 Year 4

Total

24.40% Approved by US ED.
24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to

$81,317 | $104,690

$114,498 | $92,021

$392,525
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not on equipment

first $25,000 annually and

11) Funding for Involved LEAs
None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
o Teacher preparation program expansion grants: Support expansion of proven models

of success in recruiting and effective preparing individuals w/ high academic
achievement, diverse candidate, high-need school placement and retention (in

addition, through accountability system, close those programs with repeated failure to
demonstrate success) Work with Readiness Centers to help identify and promote
effective programs and effective practices Require IHEs to partner with high-need

LEAs to qualify.

e Principal residency prep competitive grant. Regional residency models of preparation
using Readiness Ctrs and DSACs for placement in high need - 50 new principals

($60k/prioncipal)
Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity
Teacher $5M split with $875,000 $875,000 $875,000 $875,000 | $3,500,000
preparation LEAs
program
expansion
grants
Principal $3M split with $375,000 $375,000 $375,000 $375,000 | $1,500,000
residency LEAs
prep
competitive
grant

13) Total Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.

Additional notes on cost-sharing:

e Principal prep competitive grant and Teacher prep program expansion grants: The
LEAs will share in the cost of the Teacher Preparation Competitive Grant and the
Teacher Preparation Program Expansion Grants to ensure strong collaboration among

preparing entities and districts, ensure district investment in the program, and
strengthen prospects for long term sustainability.

A-119




Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Provide effective support to teachers and principals
Associated with Criteria: (D)(5)

oet Categories

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

1. Personnel $80,000 $82,400 $84,872 $87,418 $334.690
2. Fringe Benefits $28,024 $28,865 $29,731 $30,623 $117,242
3. Travel $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $16,000
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $2,500 $500 $500 $500 $4,000
6. Contractual $2,070,160 | $1,870,160 | $1,870,160 | $1,670,160 | $7,480,640
7. Training Stipends $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Other $2,500 $0 $2,500 $0 $5,000
9. Total Direct Costs $2,187.184 | $1,985.925 | $1.991.763 | $1,792.701 | $7.957.572
(lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs $46,854 $46,547 $47,971 $42,100 $183,471
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $2,234.038 | $2,032.471 | $2,039.734 | $1.834.801 | $8.141,044

12)
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Project Name: Provide effective support to teachers and principals
Associated with Criteria: (D)(5)

1) Personnel
o Professional development coordinator: This full-time position will coordinate all PD

and training provided through RTTT, develop tools to evaluate the effectiveness of
PD based on the NSDC framework, and disseminate best practices.

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE Salary
Professional | 100% | $805,000 $80,000 $82,400 $84.872 $87,418 | $334,690
development
coordinator
2) Fringe Benefits
Position | Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %
Total 35.03% $28,024 | $28,865| $29,731 | $30,623 | $117,242
3) Travel
Travel # of Cost Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
trips per
Trip ()
In-state and $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $16,000
out-of-state
travel
4) Equipment
None
S) Supplies
Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 | Total
Item
Office Basic office $500 per $500 $500 $500 $500 | $2,000
supplies supplies for staff | person per
year
Laptop $2,000 $2,000 $2,000
computer
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6) Contractual
o Professional Learning Communities expansion: Hire consulting services and technical
assistance to support expansion of Professional Learning Community tools developed by
ESE to LEAs. The state will contribute 20% of estimated total costs.
o  DSAC personnel: Provide grants to DSACs to hire additional personnel at 12 DSACs.
o Funding for Readiness Centers: Provide grants to fund Readiness Centers to initiate
professional development focused on Teaching/Learning and P-16.

Product/ Cost per Amount | Year1l Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Procurement | of Time
Professional | $800,000 3 years $400,000 | $200,000 | $200,000 $0| $800,000
Learning
Communities
consultant
services
DSAC $60,000 per | 4 years $920,160 | $920,160 | $920,160 | $920,160 | $3,680,640
personnel FTE, plus
fringe benefits
Funding for | $125,000 per | 4 years $750,000 | $750,000 | $750,000 | $750,000 | $3,000,000
Readiness Readiness
Centers Center per
year
7) Training Stipends
None
8) Other
o  NSDC survey: ESE will conduct the National Staff Development Council’s Standards
Assessment Inventory in a representative subset of 100 schools in Years 1 and 3.
Other Costper | #ofitems | Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Expenditure Item
NSDC survey | $25 per 100 $2,500 $0 $2,500 $0 $5,000
school schools
per
survey

9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
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10) Indirect Costs

Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

Cost

Rate

24.40% Approved by US ED. $46,854 | $46,547| $47,971| $42,100| $183,471
24.4% applied to total

direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment

11) Funding for Involved LEAs
None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
None

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
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Additional notes on cost-sharing:

ESE will fund multiple initiatives to provide support for teachers and principals: creating
capacity at the DSACs and Readiness Centers; developing online and video modules that will be
accessed by educators statewide; and providing funding for principal training and expansion of
the Professional Learning Community tools developed at ESE.

LEAs will be encouraged to spend their portion of Race to the Top funds towards additional
professional development opportunities, based on their local needs. The following is a list of
potential additional supports.

o Summits on interim/formative assessments: Conducting summits in the Eastern and
Western parts of MA to instruct participants on how to integrate interim/formative
assessments into curriculum and instruction.

o LEA training and professional development summit on curriculum embedded tasks:
Summer institutes for district assessment staff and district curriculum coordinators
attending to be trained as trainers. Train participants in the administration of tasks and on
scoring student responses.

o Summits on high priority professional development areas: Over the course of Race to the
Top, conduct summits in each of the high-priority professional development areas.

o [n-person training for Competency Tracking System: Face-to-face meetings at the
DSAC:s for general training and orientation, with one representative from each district.

o Professional development for staff using the Digital Library: Contracts with professional
development providers (and/or non-profit educational organizations) to develop and
provide training services to district administrators, curriculum coordinators, and teachers
in participating LEAs on the use of the Digital Library.

o Contracting with local educators to provide regional technical assistance on model
curriculum: Contracted educators in each content area and grade level in each
DSAC/region will support local schools with implementation of model curriculum; each
educator will be paid an annual stipend.

o Supplemental professional development and support for select districts on
interim/formative assessments: Supplemental professional development and support for
districts with existing interim and formative assessment systems to support transition to
ESE's new platform.

o Additional district level training on teaching and learning system: Additional support for
teachers and principals in urban districts; districts to choose professional development
programs.

o Expand offerings for high priority areas: Increased participation in professional
development programs current offered at the DSACs, with a focus on high priority
professional development needs.
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PROJECTS DESCRIBED IN SECTION E

Project Name Proposal Section
13. Develop a specialized corps of turnaround teacher and leader teams | (E)(2)
14. Build capacity of proven partners to support struggling schools (E)(®)
15. Build district capacity to intervene in struggling schools E)2)
16. Develop, attract, and manage lead partners and turnaround operators | (E)(2)
to execute the restart model at Level 4 and 5 schools
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Develop a specialized corps of turnaround teacher and leader teams
Associated with Criteria: (E)(2)(i1)

oet Categories

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

1 Personnel $150,000 $154,500 $159,135 $163,909 $627,544
2. Fringe Benefits $52,545 $54,121 $55,745 $57.417 $219,828
3 Travel $12,000 $0 $0 $0 $12,000
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $5,800 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $8.800
6. Contractual $900,000 | $1,050,000 |  $400,000 $0 | $2,350,000
7. Training Stipends 30 30 30 30 30
8 Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $1,120,345 | $1,259,621 $615,880 $222,326 | $3,218,173
(lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs $65,964 $63,348 $58,775 $54,248 $242,334
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding $310,000 | $331,000 | $452,000 | $452,000 | $1,545,000
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $1.496,300 | $1,653,969 | $1,126655| $728,574| $5,005,507

12)
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Project Name: Develop a specialized corps of turnaround teacher and leader teams
Associated with Criteria: (E)(2)(i1)

1) Personnel
e Project managers: The state will hire 2 FTEs to manage the turnaround teacher and
turnaround leader pipelines to coordinate the process of program design, fund
distribution, and regional rollout. They will be responsible for the details of the initiative
proposed in the plan associated with (E)(2).

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE Salary
Project 2FTEs | $75,000] $150,000| $154,500] $159,135] $163,909 | $627,544
managers | at
100%
2) Fringe Benefits
Position | Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %
Project 35.03% $52,545 1 $54,121 | $55,745 | $57,417 | $219,829
managers
3) Travel

o (Convening of experts: To facilitate the programs, ESE will hold a 3-day convening for 20
experts and providers in the summer of 2010, at a cost of $200/person/day.

Travel # of Costper | Year1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
trips Trip ($)
Convening | 20x1 $600 per $12,000 $0 $0 $0 $12,000
of experts | person person
4) Equipment
None
S) Supplies
Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 | Total
Item
Office Basic office $500 per $1,000 | $1,000| $1,000| $1,000| $4,000
supplies supplies for staff | person per
year
Desktop Desktop $1,400 per $2,800 $0 $0 $0 | $2,800
computer | computers and person
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equipment | monitors

Printer Shared printer $2,000 $2,000 $0 $0 $0 ] $2,000
for project
managers

6) Contractual
o Consulting design support: Consulting to support design of teacher and leader programs.
e Regional grants: Capacity-building grants to institutions of higher education, residency
programs, and other training/induction providers in each of 4 regions (1 in Year 1, 2 in
Year 2, 1 in Year 3). Intended to support allocation of 4 FTEs across providers in each
region for that year to start the programs.

Product/ Cost per Amount | Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 | Year 4 Total
Service | Procurement | of Time
Consulting | $750,000 1 year $500,000 | $250,000 $0 $0] $750,000
design
support
Regional | $400K/region | 1 year $400,000 | $800,000 | $400,000 $0 | $1,600,000
grants per
region

7) Training Stipends

None
8) Other

None
9) Total Direct Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.
10) Indirect Costs
Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Cost
Rate
24.40% Approved by US ED. $65,964 | $63,348 | $58,775| $54,248 | $242,334

24.4% applied to total

direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment
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11) Funding for Involved LEAs

None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
o Teacher recruitment: Funding for providers to recruit and screen proven, experienced
teachers (50 in Year 1, 100 in Year 2, 150 each in Years 3-4). The state will contribute
20% of estimated total costs.
e Principal recruitment. Funding for providers to recruit and screen proven, experienced
principals via "executive search" (10 in Year 1, 11 in Year 2, 12 in Years 3-4). The state
will contribute 20% of estimated total costs.
e Principal support and training: Funding for providers to for training, induction, and
associated stipends for principals (10 in Year 1, 11 in Year 2, 12 in Years 3-4). The state
will contribute 20% of estimated total costs.

Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity

Teacher $10,000 per | $100,000 | $100,000| $200,000| $200,000| $600,000

recruitment teacher

Principal $35,000 per $70,000 $77,000 $84.000 $84,000 |  $315,000

recruitment principal

Principal $70,000 per | $140,000 | $154,000| $168,000| $168,000] $630,000

support and principal

training

13) Total Costs

See Project-Level Budget Table.
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table
Project Name: Build capacity of proven partners to support struggling schools
Associated with Criteria: (E)(2)(i1)
Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(i)(d

oet Categories
1 Personnel $75,000 $77,250 $79,568 $81,955 $313,772
2. Fringe Benefits $26,273 $27,061 $27,872 $28,709 $109,914
3 Travel $1,280 $1,280 $1,280 $1,280 $5,120
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5 Supplies $1,900 $500 $500 $500 $3,400
6. Contractual $356,000 $434,000 $434,000 $434,000 $1,658,000
7. Training Stipends $0 $0 $0 $0 30
8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $460,453 $540,091 $543,220 $546,443 $2,090,206
(lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs $80,386 $105,186 $105,950 $106,736 $398,258
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
for Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9- $540,839 $645,277 $649,170 $653,179 $2,488 465
12)
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Project Name: Build capacity of proven partners to support struggling schools
Associated with Criteria: (E)(2)(i1)

1) Personnel
e Priority Provider manager: The state will hire 1 FTE to manage the Priority Provider
program, coordinating the process of identifying, vetting, and distributing Race to the
Top grants to qualified supporting partners who fulfill the 11 essential conditions for
school turnaround. S/he will be responsible for the details of the initiative to invest in
school improvement supports proposed in the plan associated with (E)(2).

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE Salary

Priority | 100% | $75,000] $75,000] $77,250| $79,568 | $81,955| $313,772
Provider
manager

2) Fringe Benefits

Position | Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %

Priority 35.03% $26,273 | $27,061 | $27.872 | $28,709| $109,914

Provider

manager

3) Travel

o District and school visits: To assist in evaluating the effectiveness of supporting partners,
the Priority Provider manager will make 8 district/school visits per quarter, averaging 100
miles at $0.40/mile.

Travel # of Costper | Year1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
trips Trip ()
District 32x1 $40 $1,280 $1,280 $1,280 $1,280 $5,120
and school | person
visits

4) Equipment
None

S) Supplies

Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 | Total
Item
Office Basic office $500 per $500 $500 $500 $500 | $2,000
supplies supplies for staff | person per
year
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Desktop
computer
equipment

Desktop
computer,
monitor, and
printer for

Priority Provider

Manager

person

$1,400 per

$1,400

$0 $0

$0

$1,400

6) Contractual
As described in the proposal narrative, it is expected that the per-school costs for supports in
Level 4 schools will be funded by Title IG grants. The state will invest its funds in startup costs
associated with program design, and will contribute 40% of the estimated total costs necessary to
scale up data usage, ELO, and social-emotional supports to new LEAs through capacity-building

grants.

e Process development and assessment: Vendor contract to build the Priority Provider
process, as described in detail in section E(2)(i1).

o Capacity-building grants: Capacity-building grants to partners who provide support on
social-emotional conditions, extended learning opportunities, and effective data usage to
scale up to new districts ($80,000 per partner per district). 8 grantsin Year 1, 12 each in
Years 2-4. The state will contribute 40% of estimated total costs.

Product/
Service

Cost per
Procurement

Amount
of Time

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total

Process

development

and
assessment

$250,000

5,000
hours

$100,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$250,000

Capacity-
building
grants

$1,408,000

n/a

$256,000

$384,000

$384,000

$384,000

$1,408,000

7) Training Stipends

None

8) Other
None

9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

10) Indirect Costs

Indirect
Cost
Rate

Relevant Application

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Total
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24.40% | Approved by US ED. $80,386 | $105,186 | $105,950 [ $106,736 | $398,258
24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment

11) Funding for Involved LEAs
None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
None

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
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oet Categories

Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table
Project Name: Build district capacity to intervene in struggling schools

Associated with Criteria: (E)(2)(i1)

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

| Perconnal $140,000 | $144200] $148526[ $152.982 $585,708
2. Fringe Benefits $49,042 $50,513 $52,029 $53,590 $205,173
1 Travel $20,640 $20,640 $640 $640 $42,560
4 Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $3,800 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $6,800
6. Contractual $1,275,000 | $1,135,000 | $1,310,000 | $560,000 | $4,280,000
7. Training Stipends 30 30 30 30 30
8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $1,488.482 | $1351353 | $1.512.195| $768211| $5.120.241
(lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs $94,790 |  $113,790 | $110,335| $105,704 $424.619
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding $178,000 $354,000 $708,000 $0 $1,240,000
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $1,761,272 | $1,819,143 | $2,330,530 $873,915 $6,784,860

12)
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Project Name: Build district capacity to intervene in struggling schools

Associated with Criteria: (E)(2)(i1)

1) Personnel

o Project manager: The state will hire 1 FTE to identify, manage, and evaluate providers of
district-level support, as defined in the initiative described in (E)(2)(i1).
o  Wraparound zone coordinator: The state will hire 1 FTE to coordinate implementation of
the wraparound zones.

Position % Base Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
FTE Salary
Project 100% | $70,000 $70,000 $72,100 $74,263 $76,491 | $292,854
manager
Wraparound | 100% | $70,000 $70,000 $72,100 $74,263 $76,491 | $292,854
zone
coordinator
2) Fringe Benefits
Position | Fringe Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Benefit %
Total 35.03% $49,042 1 $50,513 | $52,029 | $53,590| $205,173
3) Travel

o District and school visits: To assist in evaluating the effectiveness of supporting partners,
the Priority Provider manager will make 4 district visits per quarter, averaging 100 miles
at $0.40/mile.

o (Convene state partners: 2-day convening in Years 1 and 2 of 100 partners from

MassPartners, MASS, and MASC on governance and leadership. Expected cost of
$200/person including travel and site costs.

Travel # of trips Cost Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
per
Trip ()
District 16x1 person $40 $640 $640 $640 $640 $2,560
and school
visits
Convene | 100x1person $200| $20,000 | $20,000 $0 $0 ] $40,000
state
partners

4) Equipment

None

S) Supplies
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Supplies Detail Cost of Year1 | Year2 | Year 3 | Year 4 | Total
Ttem
Office Basic office $500 per $1,000| $1,000| $1,000 | $1,000| $4,000
supplies supplies for staff | person per
year
Desktop Desktop $1,400 per $2,800 $0 $0 $0 ] $2,800
computer | computer, person
equipment | monitor, and
printer

6) Contractual

o Consulting design support: Consulting contract for design of the district systems of
support programs.

e Grants to state associations: Capacity-building grants based on 1 FTE per year each for 3
state associations over Years 1-4 to build support for governance and leadership.

o Consultant on wraparound zones: Consultant to support districts in implementing
wraparound zones in Years 1 through 3.

o Consultants on HR systems: Support for experts on HR systems to work with LEAs as
needed (4 in Year 1, 8 in Years 2-4). The state will contribute 20% of estimated total

COSts.
Product/ Cost per Amount | Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Procurement | of Time
Consulting $500K 1 year $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $500,000
design support
Grants to state | $960K 4 years $240,000 | $240,000 | $240,000 | $240,000 $960,000
associations
Consultant on 3 years $375,000 | $375,000 | $750,000 $0 | $1,500,000
wraparound
zones
Consultants on | $200K per 4 years $160,000 | $320,000 | $320,000 | $320,000 | $1,120,000
HR systems LEA per year
7) Training Stipends
None
8) Other
None

9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

A-136




10) Indirect Costs

Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Cost

Rate

24.40% Approved by US ED. $94,790 | $113,790 | $110,335| $105,704 | $424,619

24.4% applied to total
direct costs except for

contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and

not on equipment

11) Funding for Involved LEAs

None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
o Grants to support wraparound zones: Grants to LEAs to support wraparound zones (1

zonein Y1, 21in Y2, 4in Y3). Additional costs of implementation to be paid by district

local RTTT share and/or STG grants.

Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity

Grants to $178,000 $354,000 | $7,080,000 $0 | $1,240,000

support

wraparound

zones

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table

Project Name: Develop, attract, and manage lead partners and turnaround operators to execute the
restart model at Level 4 and 5 schools
Associated with Criteria: (E)(2)(i1)

Evidence for selection criterion (A)(2)(1)(d

oet Categories
1. Personnel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2. Fringe Benefits $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3 Travel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
6. Contractual $600,000 | $600,000 | $1,250,000 | $1,250,000 | $3.700,000
7. Training Stipends 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $600,000 $600,000 | $1,250,000 | $1,250,000 $3,700,000
(lines 1-8)
10 Indirect Costs $12,200 $12,200 $30,500 $30,500 $85,400
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs
12. Supplemental Funding $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
for Participating LEAs
13. Total Costs (lines 9- $612.200 | $612,200 | $1,280.500 | $1.280.500 | $3.785,400
12)
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Project Name: Develop, attract, and manage lead partners and turnaround operators to execute

the restart model at Level 4 and 5 schools

Associated with Criteria: (E)(2)(i1)

1) Personnel
None

2) Fringe Benefits

None

3) Travel
None

4) Equipment
None

S) Supplies
None

6) Contractual

a. Consulting design support. Consulting to support design of nonprofit management
organization.

b. Startup funding for management organization: ESE will coordinate with philanthropy to
identify and incubate an organization to manage and evaluate turnaround operators in the
state. The 3-year budget for this organization is projected at $6.6M. RTTT will fund
$1M of startup costs over Years 1 and 2, with philanthropy supporting the remainder of
the budget.

c. Turnaround operator per-school costs: Funding for school turnaround operators,
managed and evaluated by the new management organization. The state will fund the
estimated $250,000 per-school turnaround operator costs, with associated funding needs
covered by Title IG. The state expects to support 5 schools in each of Years 3 and 4.

Product/ Cost per Amount | Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Service Procurement | of Time

Consulting $200K 2 years $100,000 | $100,000 $0 $0 $200,000
design
support
Startup $1M 2 years $500,000 | $500,000 $0 $0 | $1,000,000
funding for
management
organization
Turnaround | $250K per 2 years $0 $0 | $1,250,000 | $1,250,000 | $2,500,000
operator per- | school per
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school costs | year

7) Training Stipends
None

8) Other
None

9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

10) Indirect Costs

Indirect | Relevant Application Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

Cost

Rate

24.40% Approved by US ED. $12,200 | $12,200 | $30,500| $30,500| $85,400
24.4% applied to total

direct costs except for
contractual costs applied to
first $25,000 annually and
not on equipment

11) Funding for Involved LEAs
None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
None

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.
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Budget Part I1: Project-Level Budget Table
Project Name: Planning and implementation support to LEAs launching Innovation Schools
Associated with Criteria: (F)(2)
Evidence for selection criterion (F)(2

Budget Categories

1. Personnel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2. Fringe Benefits $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3. Travel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
4. Equipment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5. Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
6. Contractual $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
7. Training Stipends $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8. Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9. Total Direct Costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
(lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
11. Funding for Involved $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
LEAs

12. Supplemental Funding $375.000 | $375.000 | $375.000 | $375,000 | $1.500,000
for Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9- $375,000 $375,000 $375,000 $375,000 $1,500,000
12)
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Project Name: Planning and implementation support to LEAs launching Innovation Schools

Associated with Criteria: (F)(2)

3) Personnel
None

4) Fringe Benefits

None

3) Travel
None

4) Equipment
None

S) Supplies
None

7) Contractual
None

7) Training Stipends

None

8) Other
None

9) Total Direct Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

10) Indirect Costs
None

11) Funding for Involved LEAs

None

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
Planning and implementation support for Innovation Schools: State share of costs for planning
and implementation support to LEAs launching Innovation Schools. The state will contribute

50% of estimated total costs

Activity Cost per Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Activity

Planning and $375,000 $375,000 $375,000 $375,000 | $1,500,000

implementation

support for
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Innovation
Schools

13) Total Costs
See Project-Level Budget Table.

Additional notes on cost-sharing:

Schools participating in this program may use RTTT funds to supplement any planning or
implementation costs beyond that covered by these grants.
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Appendix A12: Massachusetts Federal and State Accounts Under Consideration for
Coordination, Reallocation, or Repurposing to Support ESE's RTTT Proposal

Federal accounts

Account
Number

7043-7001
7043-1001
7043-2001
7043-4002
7043-3001
7060-2002
7038-0107
7043-1006
7043-7002
7043-6001
7043-2002
7043-2003
7044-0020
7047-9008
7043-6501
7035-0166

Account Name
IDEA (SPED)
Title 1
Teacher Quality(Title II-A)
After School - 21st Century
Title III- English Lang. Acquis.
Ed Tech State Grants (ARRA)
Adult Ed.
School Improvement Grants
Sped Early Childhood
Title VI State Assessments
Ed.Tech- Title II-D
Math & Science- Title II-B
Prog. Improvement
Learn & Serve America Competitive
McKinney Homeless
Even Start

Subtotal

State accounts

Account
number

7010-0005
7010-0033
7010-1022
7027-1004
7030-1002
7035-0002
7061-0029
7061-9200
7061-9400
7061-9404
7061-9408
7061-9412
7061-9611
7061-9804

Account name
Department of Education - Admin.
Consolidated Literacy Program
Certificate of Occupational Proficiency
P.D. for Eng. Language Acquisition
Kindergarten Grants
Adult Learning Centers
District and school accountability
DOE Information Technology - Admin.
Student Assessment (MCAS)
Supports to Close the Achievement Gap
Targeted Assistance to Schools & Districts
Expanded Learning Time Grants
After-School Grant Program
P.D. for Mathematics

Subtotal

Grand total
Percent of total

Ery BHAH AR AR AR

Admin & TA
share of total
FY10 award

5,732,969
20,841,909
1,734,887
910,081
591,956
527,283
1,683,647
2,934,571
1,000,000
7,665,358
214,174
238,708
1,160,000
250,000
257,164
60,625

45,803,332

FY10 budget

13,168,887
4,175,489
20,995
397,937
25,948,947
28,085,096
1,189,083
589,164
25,267,854
9,294,804
6,874,476
15,672,375
2,000,000
386,227

133,071,334

Approx % of
admin/TA to
be coord.

25%
25%
50%
25%
50%
10%
10%
100%
10%
10%
0%
50%
25%
25%
25%
25%

$ 12,608,162

Approx % of
line to be
coordinated

0%
50%
100%
50%
25%
10%
100%
10%
10%
25%
30%
5%
25%
50%

$ 21,241,015

$ 33,849,178
18.9%

Approx FTE to
be coordinated Comments

=
o

CO0O000OUNOOHONO G WE
OOOOOmOOOOOOmbO

Approx FTE to
be coordinated

o
o

C0OQOUKENRHOOO
OOObOOOOOOOOO

Math PD at DSACs on working with SWDs
DSACs, analysis support

Educator preparation

Coordinate with RTTT beginning in year 2

PD focus on common core and priority districts
Year 1 only: tools for tiered instruction in alt HS
Coordinate with wraparound strategy
Coordinate with school turnaround strategy
Coordinate with wraparound strategy
Formative & benchmark assessment
Coordinate with wraparound strategy

PD focus on common core and priority districts
PD focus on common core and priority districts
Coordinate with wraparound strategy
Coordinate with wraparound strategy
Coordinate with wraparound strategy

OSPRE & Commissioner's Office staff

PD focus on common core and priority districts
Fully funded in RTTT

PD focus on common core and priority districts
Coordinate with RTTT beginning in year 2
Coordinate with wraparound strategy

Key element of RTTT turnaround strategy
Coordinate on data collection

Formative and benchmark assessment
Coordinate with RTTT beginning in year 2
Office of School Redesign + others; incr in year 2
Middle schools may coord with Early College HS
Coordinate with RTTT beginning in year 2

PD focus on common core and priority districts
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Appendix A13: Stakeholder Letters of Support

A total of 165 stakeholders have signed letters of support for Massachusetts’ proposal. The
letters follow; below is a list of the organizations that have submitted letters in order of
appearance in the appendix.

Legislators
U.S. Congressional Delegation

(Phase 1 letter included here; Phase 2 letter to be hand-delivered to USED on June 1, 2010)
State Senate and House leadership and chairs of the Joint Committee on Education

Teachers and principals associations

Massachusetts Teachers Association

Massachusetts Elementary School Principals Association
Massachusetts Secondary School Administrators Association

Other K-12 education associations

Massachusetts Association of School Committees
Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents
Massachusetts Charter Public Schools Association
Massachusetts Parent Teacher Association
MassPartners for the Public Schools

Other education associations and agencies

Commonwealth Readiness Project co-chairs

Massachusetts Board of Higher Education

Massachusetts Department of Early Education and Care
Massachusetts Department of Higher Education
Massachusetts Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
Readiness Centers Network

State Colleges of Massachusetts

State Student Advisory Council

Community and civil rights groups

Black Leaders for Excellence in Education
Multicultural Dropout Outreach Collaborative
NAACP New England Area Conference

STEM stakeholders

Governor’s STEM Advisory Council, Lieutenant Gov. Timothy Murray
Massachusetts Biotechnology Council

National Center for Technology Literacy and Museum of Science

Robert H. Goddard Council

STEM Early College Pathway Initiative: Boston, Lowell, and Springfield
STEM Pipeline Fund
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Business associations
Massachusetts Business Alliance for Education
Massachusetts Competitive Partnership, Inc.

Nonprofits and other associations

Boston Plan for Excellence in the Public Schools
Mass Insight Education

Massachusetts 2020

Teachers 21

Foundations

Boston Education Funders
Boston Foundation

Nellie Mae Foundation
Strategic Grant Partners

Other
Robert Schwartz, Academic Dean, Harvard Graduate School of Education
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Congress of the United States
Washington, BE 20515

January 14, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
Secretary

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

Dear Secretary Duncan:

We are writing to enthusiastically endorse Massachusetts’ Phase I application for the Race to the
Top Fund.

As you know, Massachusetts is a national leader in education reform and improvement, and our
students consistently rank among the highest performers on U.S. and international measures of
reading, mathematics and science achievement. Still, we recognize the need to continue working
to close persistent achievement gaps and ensure that each and every one of our students receives
a world-class public education. Massachusetts’ Race to the Top application aims to accomplish
this goal by building on the strong foundation of our landmark 1993 Education Reform Act and
launching a second phase of major education reforms designed to propel student achievement to

new heights.

Massachusetts’ application emphasizes four ambitious yet achievable goals: providing all
students with a more personalized educational experience; developing and retaining an effective,
diverse, and culturally competent educator workforce; concentrating high-quality instruction,
additional supports for students and families, and tools for educators in the lowest-performing
schools; and increasing the readiness of all students for college and careers.

The application also articulates a series of bold and innovative strategies to reach each of the
above goals. For example, Massachusetts plans to establish a new teaching and learning system
that will give educators unprecedented access to formative, benchmark, and interim assessments
that are closely aligned to rigorous content standards. Our application will promote the
establishment of a greatly enhanced student data system that will allow educators to run
sophisticated, real-time reports assessing students’ academic mastery and continued learning

needs.

We hope to use Race to the Top funding to establish a new teacher licensure system to ensure
that teachers are expertly qualified in different domains, as well as a teacher career ladder that
will encourage educators to move into new leadership roles. Finally, we will use program
funding to implement dramatic new turnaround strategies authorized by the state legislation,
which you joined us in promoting last July. Taken together, we believe these initiatives will not
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only be a powerful impetus for dramatic change in Massachusetts, but also allow our state to
continue to serve as a national model for educational improvement and reform.

We appreciate the leadership that you and President Obama have shown to make this
unprecedented opportunity available to states and respectfully request that you will give
Massachusetts® application the fullest consideration.

Sincerely,
Edward J. Markey e d John F. Kerry
U.S. Representative U S. Benator

Paul G. Klrk
U.S. Senator

W. Olver

Representative

Bill Delahunt Jim P. McGoveffi
U.S. Representative ) U.S. Representative

Michael E. Capuano
U.s. Representative

Niki Tsongas %i
ive

U.S. Representati
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THE GENERAL COURT OF MASSACHUSETTS

STATE HOWUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053

May 27, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

On behalf of the Massachusetts General Court and the citizens of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, we are writing to express our enthusiastic support for Massachusetts’ Phase 2 proposal
to the Race to the Top Fund.

As you know, Massachusetts” students consistently outperform their national and international peers in
the areas of reading, math, and science on multiple measures of assessment. We are extremely proud
of our success to date, but also recognize that we have a tremendous amount of work to do to close
persistent achievement gaps and ensure that cach and every one of our students receives a high-quality
education. In 1993, our General Court put in place a strong foundation through enactment of the
landmark Bducation Reform Act, and this year our state legislature reaffirmed its support for education
reform through groundbreaking legislation enacted in January 2010. The Legislature’s support for 4n
Act Relative to the Achievement Gap ynderscores our belief in providing meaningful intervention tools
to address persistent underperformance in our schools, lifting charter school caps in our most
challenged districts, and promoting innovation in all Massachusetts schools and districts. These are
three essential steps Massachusetts is taking to achieve our educational goals and close achievement

gaps.

The Commonwealth’s Race to the Top proposal, coupled with the passage of the Achievement Gap
legislation, will allow us to catalyze an ambitious second phase of education reform in Massachusetts.
Our proposal emphasizes four ambitious and achievable goals: 1) attract, develop, and retain an
effective, academically capable, diverse, and culturally competent educator workforce; 2) provide
curricular and instructional resources that support teacher effectiveness and success for all students;

3) concentrate great instruction and support for educators, students, and families in our lowest
performing schools and their districts; and 4) increase our focus on college and career readiness for all
students.

The Commonwealth’s proposal articulates a series of bold and innovative strategies to reach each of
these goals that will not only be a powerful impetus for dramatic change in Massachusetts, but will
also allow our state to continue to serve as a national model for educational improvement and reform.

We are grateful to you and President Obama for providing this opportunity to the Commonwealth, and
we look forward to working to ensure a// of our students receive a high-quality educational experience.
On behalf of the Massachusetts General Court, we hope that you will grant your fullest consideration
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to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Race to the Top proposal. Please do not hesitate to contact us

if we can provide additional information.

Sincerely,

.....

Speaker Robert A. DeLeo
Massachusetts House of Representatives

Representative Martha M. Walz
Chairwoman

Massachusetts Joint Committes on
Education

President Therese Murray
Massachusetts State Senate

Senator Robert A. O’ Lieary
Chairman

Massachusetts Joint Committee on
Education
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Anne Wass, President
Paul F. Toner, Vice President
David A. Borer, Executive Director-Treasurer

Massachusetts Teachers Association

May 28, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan, Secretary of Education
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washington, D.C. 20202

Reference: Massachusetts Race to the Top Application
Dear Secretary Duncan:

The Massachusetts Teachers Association is writing to you in support of the Massachusetts Race
to the Top application. As leaders of the largest professional education association and union in
the state, we believe that we must participate in this process so that we can play an important role
in developing new policies in the areas of teacher evaluation, using data to improve instruction,
providing incentives for teachers to work in hard-to-staff schools and giving our lowest
performing schools the support and oversight they need to help their students achieve.

As an association, we have reservations and concerns about the general philosophy of the Race
to the Top grant. In addition, as we have stated previously, we oppose the mandated
improvement strategies for underperforming schools. These mandates could force some of our
larger districts to transfer or terminate at least 50 percent of the staff in several schools, even if
educational leaders in the district believe that such a move would be disruptive and
counterproductive for students.

Despite these concerns, we worked closely with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education in preparation of the Round 2 application and we have encouraged our
local affiliates to be part of this process of change. We look forward to partnering in the future
closely with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, parents,
principals, school committees, superintendents and other community stakeholders to support our
teachers in developing better conditions for teaching and learning in all of our schools. We
believe we all must work together to make a positive difference in the education of our students
and the professional lives of our members.

Massachusetts has one of the most unionized educator work forces in the country, and our
students consistently rank at or near the top in every category on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) and the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS). However, Massachusetts — like the rest of the nation — does have significant

Telephone (617) 742-7950 or 11&801053192-6 175
MTA Headquarters 20 Ashburton Place, Boston, MA 02108-2795 Fax Nu_mber (617) 742-7046
An Equal Opportunity Employer/Affiliated with the National Education Association Web Site www.massteacher.org




achievement gaps among our student populations. We are ready to work with all partners to
develop new and better strategies to help close these gaps. The fact that we have done so well
with so many of our students puts us in an excellent position to tackle this most difficult of
problems: helping low-income, minority and limited English proficient students succeed in
school even when they face significant personal, economic and societal challenges.

Each school faces unique challenges; one solution will not work for all. Qur vision of the RTTT
implementation is that educators and policy leaders will acknowledge the experience and skills
that everyone brings to the table and design workable models to help our disadvantaged students
and schools become more successful. Together, state and local policy-makers, our
Commonwealth’s educators and their unions have laid the foundation upon which we can build a
better system that is equitable for all.

That foundation includes a willingness to embrace innovation. Many of our district schools
already offer alternative models of instruction, and the MTA is a leading advocate of both the
Expanded Learning Time initiative and the Partnership for 21* Century Skills. We look forward
to discussing additional innovative proposals and hope that the federal government will support
states and districts as they experiment with their own models. We thank you for visiting the first
innovation school in Revere, Massachusetts recently. It is an exciting model that we hope more
places will adopt.

We look forward to advancing the goal of helping all of our students succeed and urge you to
select Massachusetts as one of the Race to the Top states. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

(b)(6) ’ (b)(6) .
Anne Wass “ Paul Toner B
President Vice President

193719
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Massachusetts Elementary School Principals’ Association, Inc.

PRESIDENT

Tari Thomas

Clifford M. Granger School

31 South Westfield Street

Feeding Hills, MA 01030
tthomas(@agawampublicschools.org

PRESIDENT-ELECT

Patty Barrett

H. Sanborn Elementary School
90 Lovejoy Road

Andover, MA 01810
pbarrett@aps1.net

VICE-PRESIDENT

Kathleen Podesky

Jordan/Jackson Elementary School

255 East Street

Mansfield, MA 02048
Kathy.podesky@mansfieldschools.com

TREASURER

Jillayne T. Flanders
Plains Elementary School
267 Granby Road

South Hadley, MA 01075
jtflanders@hotmail.com

PAST PRESIDENT
Deborah Donovan

Boston Higashi School

800 North Main Street
Randolph, MA 02368
ddonovan@bostonhigashi.org

NATIONAL

REPRESENTATIVE

Anthony Cipro

Florence G. Houghton Elementary School
32 Boutelle Road

Sterling, MA 01564

Tony cipro@wrsd.net

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Nadya Aswad Higgins
MESPA Education and
Technology Center

28 Lord Road, Suite 125
Marlborough, MA 01752
higginsn@mespa.org

Affiliated with N.A.E.S.P.

28 LORD ROAD, SUITE 125, MARLBOROUGH, MASSACHUSETTS, 01752

TEL: (508) 624-0500
FAX: (508) 485-9965
E-MAIL: mespa@mespa.org

May 24, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
US Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan,

On behalf of the Massachusetts Elementary School Principals’ Association, Inc. (MESPA), 1
am writing to inform you of MESPA’s support for the Massachusetts Race to the Top
Application.

MESPA is the professional association representing elementary and middle level principals
with some 1,100 members across the state. Our Core Values are Leadership, Learning, Service
and Community, and MESPA is committed to providing programs, activities, professional
development, licensure programs and degree programs, networking opportunities and current
research for principals and their staff members. As an example, MESPA was the first
association in the country to develop an alternative program to prepare educators to become
principals that has received national recognition and has prepared over 300 principals; the first
to develop a doctoral program in educational leadership for principals and others
administrators in conjunction with a local university (Boston College and now Lesley
University); the first to develop a technology center,; and the first to develop a comprehensive
professional development program that is research-based and geared toward improving
practice. These activities are part of our mission to improve schools through enlightened
leadership that begins with pre-service and continues through post-service.

The Massachusetts Race to the Top assurance areas around leadership are of immense interest
to us because they include a comprehensive approach to working with leaders and teachers that
will provide research and standards-based professional development, leadership coaching,
leadership training, support to school districts, and a fair system of accountability. MESPA will
actively support these activities as it has the capacity and the programs to do so. MESPA has
partnered with the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education for many years. For
example, we are a lead partner in the Central Massachusetts Readiness Center, have developed
the coaching program used by the state, and worked with principals, assistant principals and
aspiring principals through state funded programs.

MESPA supports the thoughtful, comprehensive and innovative program that has been
developed in this application. It sets high standards, provides considerable support to
educators, and holds them accountable for reaching all students. MESPA has provided input to
the development of key aspects of the program and expects that it will continue to offer its
services toward implementation. The award of a grant to Massachusetts will provide needed
funding to build the capacity of individuals, institutions, districts, and the state to implement
and sustain the proposed strategies. The funding for professional development, coaching,
teacher and leadership development, and all around high standards will allow our state not only
to continue to sit at or near the top of performance in the country, as evidenced by national
assessments, but to continue to improve its service to students and educators. We ask that you
support Massachusetts’ efforts by selecting it as one of the states to receive this award.

Sincerely,

Nadya wad Figgins

Nadya Aswad Higgins,
Executive Director
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Bosrd of Directors

Ma. Joan Scribner, President

Principal

Nipmuc Regional High School, Upton
Mr. David Thomson, 1% Vice Predident

Principal

Raynham Middle School
Mir Richard Pearson, 299 Vice President

Principal

Medway High School
Mn Leste Musvay, 378 Vice President

Principal

Amesbiiry High School
M Johs Brucate

Principal

Milford High Scheol
M3, Mary Caliahan

Asgistant Principal

Plymouth North High School
Mr. Curtis Collins

Principal - Retired
M. George Ferro, Jr.

Principal

Whitman Middle School
Mr. Robert Gay

Principal

North Attleboro High School
Wi, Richard Kelley

Principal

Silver Lake Reg. H.8,; Kingston
M. Robert Kenther, Jr.

Principal

Marghfield High School
Mrs.Ann Knell

Assistant Principal

Dennis Yarmouth Reg. HS
Mr. Matthew Mattos

Headmaster

Tuuaton High School
M. Albert Mercado

Guidance Supervisor

Milford High Schoel
M. Margaret Morgan

Principal

Chockett Middle School, Sterling
My, Cheryl O'Brien

Assistant Principal

Marshfield High School
M. Wesley Faul

Principal

Oliver Ames High School, N, Easton
Mir. Noel Plxley

Principsl

Thormton W, Burgess M.S., Hampden
Ms, Moureen Porter

Assistant Principal

Hampshire Reg, H.S. Westhampton
Mr. Stepben Sangster

Principal

Rockland High School
M. Steven Sharek

Coordinator

Greater New Bedford RVTHS
M, Paol Vielra

Pripcipal

East Bridgewater High School
My, Warred White

Retired Principal

Lynn Classical High Schoot
My Mark Woed

Principal

Tri-County RVTHS, Franklin

MASSACHUSETTS SECONDARY SCHOOL
ADMINISTRATORS' ASSOCIATION, INC.

33 FORGE PARKWAY ¢ FRANKLIN, MASSACHUSETTS 02038 « TEL: (508) 541-7997

Fax: (508) 541-9888 « E-MAIL: mssaa@mssaa.org e hitp//www.mssan.org

May 25, 2010

The Honorable Ame Duncan, Secretary
U.S. Department of Education

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

Reference: Massachusetts’ Race to the Top Application
Dear Secretary Duncan;

The Massachusetts Secondary Schools Administrators’ Association (MSSAA) writes
this letter in support of the Massachusetts’' Race to the Top grant application. The
MSSAA supports the best possible educational opportunities for middle level and
high school students throughout Massachusetts by initiating leadership training and
providing services designed to improve administration and instruction. The
Association advocates positions on significant statewide educational matters. MSSAA
supervises and administers nonathletic activities and provides extensive professional
development opportunities for its members to enhance their effectiveness as
educational leaders. The Association provides many opportunities for networking and
other forms of educational exchange.

Massachusetts is not alone in facing achievement gaps and, along with the Nation’s
educational leaders, is searching for solutions. The challenge is to create a high
performing public education system with the capacity and resources to meet the
needs of all students; i.e. those who come to school with advantages and those who
do not.

We believe that the Race to the Top Fund will allow Massachusetts to implement
innovations to ensure a first-class educator workforce and a high-quality education for
every child. We are anticipating our DESE will expect MSSAA to have a fundamental
role in the detailed development of the four Massachusetts' Race to the Top
initiatives.

MSSAA supports the opportunities for school improvement, and increased funding
set forth in the RTTT initiative. We ask that you look favorably on Massachusetts’
application.

Thank you.

Jooawv Scribwer, President

Dawid Thowmsowy President-elect

Richowrd F. Neal; Executive Director
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Massachusetts Association of School Committees, Inc.

One McKinley Square, Boston, Massachusetts 02109
(617) 523-B454 (B00) 392-6023 fax: (617) 742-4125  www.masc.org Glenn Koocher, Executive Director

Kathleen D. Robey, President

May 24, 2010

Hon. Arne Duncan

1.5. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

MASC is a member driven association whose mission is to support Massachusetts’ elected school leaders in their
increasingly complex governance role. Through a wide range of programs and services including training
workshops and institutes, policy development and administrator search services, legal and advocacy support, and as
an information clearinghouse, the Association provides important guidance and expertise to its members and serves
to communicate the school committee perspective to government leaders, the media, administrative agencies and

other education-related associations.

On behalf of the Massachusetts Association of School Committees, we urge strongly that the Massachusetts Race to
the Top (RTTT) Round 2 application be approved and funded. After careful review, we believe that the goals,
strategies, and action plan reflected in the application are skillfully designed to help our districts, including those
with children in greatest social and economic need, generate significant improvement in student achievement and in
the quality of instructional and administrative leadership. We see this application as a vehicle to ensure the
continued advancement of our public schools for which we have engaged actively in collaboration with other
educational leaders.

MASC has been particularly active working on the “Great Teachers and Leaders” portion of the proposal. The
goals of this section are especially well aligned with the priorities of school committees and local civic leaders. In
addition, our association’s priority to mobilize social and economic resources to support children and families at
risk is served by other sections of the application.

We look forward to bringing our state school committees to the table with superintendents, administrators,
principals, teachers, staff and parents to fulfill the goals that the RTTT-2 application sets forth. You may be
assured of our cooperation and collaboration with our state Executive Office of Education and Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education to make the most efficient use of the resources, energy and time inherent in
making Race to the Top a legacy that will be remembered for modeling best practices, innovation, academic
excellence, and long term school and student success from pre-kindergarten to college and career,

Yours truly, A
©)6) S

Kathleen D. Robey / Glenn S. Koocher

President Executive Director



Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents, Inc

May 20, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
L. 5. Depantment of Education
400 Marylund Avenue, SW
Washington, D. C. 20202

Deur Secretary Duncan:

The Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents strongly supports and endorses the
Race To The Top application submitted by the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education.

Our organization represents all 277 district superintendents in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. We are proud of our long standing work to make Massachusetts the leader in
public education. Our rigorous standards and assessments, strong data systems, high levels of
accountability and continuous focus toward improvement of student learning for all provide the
necessary conditions to lead the Race To The Top mitiatives,

Our association is proud of its work to support district leadership in its important role of
instructional leadership. We provide strong professional development programs for current and
future distriet leaders including initiatives in Instructional Rounds, Adaptive Leadership, the use
of data for instructional improvement, supervision and evaluation and other eritical offerings
Currently, we are developing a comprehensive three year education program for all new
superintendents as well as specific suppont systems for supermtendents engaged in turnaround
schools. Finally, we have been active in setting state policy for increased accountability and
reform of our education system.

Race To The Top provides Massachusetts an opportunity to be the example for others to follow.
While our success is unguestioned, we have much more work to be done. With RTTT support we
can advance our work with education workforce development, improve our capacity and focus on
underperforming schools and provide the tools for improved instruction and student performance
for all.

The Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents is committed to making the goals of
our RTTT proposal a success. Our proven track record of success only foreshadows the
possibilities Massachusetts provides as a beacon of what public education can be.

Your support is greatly appreciated.

Sineeerel

((b)(B)
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Executive Dirsctor
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- Massachusetts
Charter Piblic School

Association

10 Tremont St, 6™ floor, Boston, MA 132 Main St, Haydenville, MA 01039
02108, 617-523-0881 413-268-3361
info@masscharterschools.org ~ www.massacharterschools.org

May 26, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

The Massachusetts Charter Public School Association is pleased to extend its enthusiastic
support to Massachusetts' Race to the Top proposal. Over 95% of the Commonwealth Charter
Schools in Massachusetts have signed on to help implement Massachusetts' ambitious plans
to strengthen standards and assessments, build data systems to support instruction, foster
great teachers and leaders, and turn around our lowest achieving schools.

As you know, Massachusetts is a national leader in both the rigor of its charter school
authorizing process and the positive educational impact our charter schools have on students.
We have been eager to expand in our state's low performing districts, where thousands of
students are on charter school waitlists, but until now have been limited by our state's charter
school cap. The new "smart cap” legislation passed in January by our state strengthens our
state's Race to the Top application, but far more importantly, it will allow our best charter
school organizations to serve thousands more students in Massachusetts' lowest performing
districts.

We are particularly excited by the opportunities Race to the Top would provide to build
stronger connections between charter and traditional district schools around curriculum,
instruction, educator effectiveness measures, and professional development, so that we can
learn from one another's experiences and foster a stronger education system statewide. As
you know, dissemination of best practices is at the heart of the charter school mission and we
think that Race to the Top will finally break down some of the walls between charters and
districts that have made this dissemination so difficult.

We are in discussions with our member schools on how we work collectively to further
enhance our benefits from Race to the Top and provide efficiencies and collective action

The Massachusetts Charter Public School Association’s mission is “to serve, support, and
advocate for Massachusetts charter schools as they strive to achieve the goals of their charterd 57



towards dEueIoping and implementing new paths toward clasing the achievement gaps that
still permeate our public school system.

We in the Massachusetts charter school community applaud and support your initiative in
developing the Race to the Top fund. We think it has already had a profound impact on
Massachusetts public education and the application hasn’t even been submitted yet! We look
forward to further collaboration with your office, the Massachusetts public education sector
and our charter schools to continue to push Massachusetts along the path of reform.

Sincerely,
(b)(6)

Marc Kenen, Ed.D.
Executive Director
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ADVOCATING TOR CHILDREN AND YOUTEH

The Honorable Arne Duncan
US Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan,

The Massachusetts Parent Teacher Association (PTA®) 1s part of the National PTA, the
largest volunteer child advocacy not-for-protit association in the United States.
Massachusetts PTA is currently organized in 109 local units of approximately 16,000
members - and growing. We are parents, educators, students, tamily members and other
citizens active in our schools and communities. One of the first states to become associated
with the national association, Massachusetts PTA is a leader in reminding our government
leaders of their obligation to children.

Since 1ts founding in 1897 (before women could vote and social activism was scorned), PTA
advocates have been at the heart of our nation’s greatest advances tor youth. From universal
kindergarten to a juvenile justice system, members have spoken up and made significant
impacts in the education, health, and weltare ot children. Today, we speak up for famuily
engagement language in laws; safe, healthy, and technologically advanced schools, and equal
opportunity for all children, regardless of their socioeconomic background.

Educating all of our students with equity 1s the greatest social justice issue of our time.

The Race to the Top competition grants seek to level the playing field for all children’s
education. The goals, proposed initiatives, and strategies of the Massachusetts application
align with Massachusetts PTA in the areas of school governance, funding for public
education, and teacher qualifications. It is our belief that schools collaborating with parents
and families to co-construct strategies for effective engagement empowers families and
improves schools for significant reform so students succeed.

Specitically, Massachusetts PT'A’s positions on School Governance, Public Education
Funding, and Teacher Quality/Qualifications dedicate us to:

e support, expand, and improve opportunities that welcome parents in the school;

e support, expand, and improve opportunities for parents to become
knowledgeable about the governance and operations of schools;

e support, expand, and improve opportunities for parents to participate in school-
based decision-making;
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e support, expand, and improve efforts to increase funding to provide quality
education for all students;

e support, expand, and improve efforts that ensure public funds are used
exclusively for public schools;

e support, expand, and improve student preparation for high school graduation
and access to post-secondary education and the workforce;

e support, expand, and improve programs that recruit, develop, and retain highly
qualified educators

A Japanese proverb warns:

Vision withont action is a daydrean;
Action without vision is a nightmare.

With a comprehensive vision and action plan for student success, as enumerated within the
Massachusetts Race to the Top application, plus a shared understanding of our responsibility
to all of our children, I believe we will reach our shared goal of helping each child in the
Commonwealth graduate from high school, prepared for success in college and career, and
tor the challenges that lie ahead.

Sincerely,

Mary Ann Stewart,
Massachusetts PTA | President
everychild.onevoice.
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Massachusetts Association
of School Committees
Glenn Koocher

Executive Director

Massachusetts Association
of School Superintendents
Thomas A. Scott

Executive Director

Massachusetts Elementary
School Principals’
Association

Nadya Aswad Higgins
Executive Director

Massachusetts Parent
Teacher Association
Mary Ann Stewart
President-elect

Massachusetts Secondary
School Administrators’
Association

Phillip F. Flaherty

Assistant Director

Massachusetts
Teachers Association
Anne Wass

President

MassPartners

Patricia A. Sweitzer
Administrator

231 Butler Road

Monson, MA 01057

Telephone: 413-267-3200
psweitzer@masspartners.com

May 21, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan, Secretary
U.S. Department of Education

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

Reference: Massachusetts’ Race to the Top Application
Dear Secretary Duncan:

MassPartners for Public Schools requests your support of the
Massachusetts’ Race to the Top application. MassPartners is a
collaboration of organizations representing teachers, parents,
principals, school committees and superintendents. We share a
commitment to improving public schools, to educating all children to
high standards, and to supporting accountability in the educator
workforce.

The hard work of students, parents, educators, business leaders, and
policy makers in Massachusetts has been impressive and the results
are clear. As you know, our students consistently rank at or near the
top in every category on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) and the Trends in International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) test.

Massachusetts is not alone in facing achievement gaps and the nation
is searching for solutions. The challenge is to create a high performing
public education system with the capacity and resources to meet the
needs of students who come to school with disadvantages and attend
high poverty schools.

We believe that Race to the Top funds will provide Massachusetts with
needed funding to implement innovations to ensure a first-class
educator workforce and a high-quality education for every child. As
members and conveners of the State Implementation Group, we offer
our support to our state education office and know that our
collaborative partnership will lead to success.

Each school faces unique challenges; our vision of the RTTT
implementation is that experienced education and policy leaders, in
partnership with parents and communities, will work together to put in
place workable models to help our disadvantaged students and schools
become successful. Massachusetts has laid the foundation upon which
we can build a better system that is equitable for all. We hope that
you will act favorably upon the Massachusetts application. Thank you.
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Sincerely,
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Mary Ann Skedvart, President
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COMMONWEALTH READINESS PROJECT

May 25, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

We were privileged to serve as Co-Chairs of Governor Deval Patrick’s Commonwealth Readiness
Project, and we are most pleased to submit this letter of support for the Massachusetts’ Race to the Top
Phase II application.

As stated in our previous letter in support of RTTT, Governor Patrick called on a diverse group of
education, business and civic leaders to look to the future of public education in the Commonwealth
and offer a set of recommendations to transform our state system of public education into a
comprehensive, integrated, student-centered education system that begins before kindergarten and
continues through grade 12 and beyond. The final set of recommendations — The Readiness Project —
was submitted to Governor Patrick on June 25, 2008.

The report outlined a clear vision and set of recommendations with the success of every student — no
matter his/her ZIP code, age or socioeconomic status — at the center. Four key goals provided the
foundations for twenty-four final recommendations. To generate the dramatic and widespread
improvements in education the Governor charged, we established the following broad goals:

e Meet the learning needs of each student and provide the understanding, encouragement,
support, knowledge and skills each requires to exceed the state’s high expectations and rigorous
academic standards;

e Ensure that every student in the Commonwealth s taught by highly competent, well-educated,
strongly supported and effective educators;

e Prepare every student for postsecondary education, career and lifelong economic, social and
civic success; and

e Unleash innovation and systemic change throughout the Commonwealth’s schools, school
districts, colleges and universities as well as in the partnerships and collaborations among
education institutions, communities, businesses and nonprofits.

The recommendations of the Readiness Project provide the groundwork and foundation for
Massachusetts’ national leadership and accomplishments in student achievement and in education
reform, as well as for Massachusetts’ Race to the Top Phase II application. The goals of the RTTT
Phase II application —
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1. attract, develop and retain an effective, academically capable, diverse, and culturally competent

educator workforce;

2. provide curricular and instructional resources that support teacher effectiveness and success for

all students;

3. concentrate great instruction and supports for educators, students, and families in our lowest
performing schools and their districts; and

4. increase our focus on college and career readiness for all students

are in complete alignment with the Readiness Project goals and recommendations.

The RTTT Phase II application also highlights the successful effort of the Governor and Legislature to

remove the cap on expanding access to charter public schools in the lowest-performing districts in the
state, preserving the current funding formula and encouraging innovation, autonomy and flexibility

within school districts. Our application will build on the progress already made through this and other

efforts, and will provide much needed and required resources to accelerate implementation, provide
bold and responsive action, and improved educational opportunities for our most disadvantaged
students.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts is in a unique position to continue its proud tradition of
leadership in education and to make good on Governor Patrick’s commitment to education

improvement. We urge you to provide us this once-in-a-generation opportunity.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

ks - L—vv?‘ ;
)( fiﬁémffzé_ﬁ‘?@ﬁ??‘s&?}h o TN
Jackie Jenkins-Scott Dr. Thomas Payzant Joe Tucci, President
President Professor of Practice Chairman & CEO
Wheelock College Harvard Graduate School of Education EMC Corporation
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Massachusetts Board of Higher Education

One Ashburton Place, Room 1401 TEL (617) 994-6950 Charles F. Desmond, Chairman
Boston, MA 02108-1696 FAX {617) 727-0955

WEB www.mass.edu

May 25, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

It is with great enthusiasm that the Massachusetts Board of Higher Education expresses
its support for the Phase Two Race to the Top proposal that is being submitted on behalf
of the Commonwealth to the U.S. Department of Education by the Massachusetts
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.

This month the Board approved the Massachusetts Vision Project. The goal of the
Vision Project is that Massachusetts will have the best-educated citizenry and workforce
in the nation without gaps among population subgroups. Accomplishing this goal
requires partnering with K-12 to enhance the college readiness of high school students
and improve the state’s college-going rates, increasing rates of degree and certificate
completion among students enrolled at our public campuses, and reducing disparities in
educational attainment among ethnic/racial, income and gender groups.

Higher education access and preparation go hand in hand and require appropriate
measures to ensure that students entering college are ready for college work. The
Board of Higher Education has a long history of close collaboration with the K-12 sector
to develop policies that support more rigorous admission standards for the state colleges
and university, academic support and pathways for students at risk, incentives for high
school graduates who demonstrate high achievement in rigorous high school courses,
and strong educator preparation, especially in STEM fields.

The strategic initiatives described in the Phase Two Massachusetts proposal provide a
strong basis for achieving the Race to the Top fund’s overarching goals of developing
great teachers and leaders, embéedding rigorous standards and assessments, turning
around lowest-achieving schools, using data systems to support instruction and
investing in STEM. Successful attainment of each of these goals is foundational to
Massachusetts achieving and sustaining national leadership in education.

Mr. Secretary, as you and President Obama are determined to do all that you can to
advance the quality and effectiveness of our nation’s education system, so are the
members of the Board of Higher Education and | determined, along with our colleagues
in the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education and Executive Office of Education,
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to do all that we can to make the Massachusetts public education system the best in the
nation. Race to the Top funds will leverage years of pre-existing collaborative effort and
unparalieled investment in our education infrastructure to catalyze achievement among
all student groups for decades to come. To that end, the Board of Higher Education
strongly encourages approval of the Massachusetts Phase 2 application.

Stnc@
Dr. Chariest}es%j
Chairman
¢: Paul Reville, Secretary of Education

Mitchell Chester, Commissioner, Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
Richard Freeland, Commissioner, Department of Higher Education
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Y ®) Department of

Early Education and Care
THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS SHERRI KILLINS, COMMISSIONER

May 24, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

The Massachusetts Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) strongly supports the Race to
the Top proposal as prepared by the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education (ESE) for submission to the U.S. Department of Education.

EEC is working to continually build a system of early education and care which includes a
governance structure, regulations, workforce and professional development, standards
assessment and accountability, informed families and public and finance. Each of EEC’s efforts
are strategically designed to implement best practices, focus on identifying and improving
quality and meet the needs of children at highest educational risk across the Commonwealth.

In 2010, EEC renewed its focus to align the components of the early education and care
infrastructural system. Like any “system” the early education and care system is composed of a
set of connected components, forming a complex unit with some overall purpose, goal, or
function that is achieved only through the actions and interactions of all the components. Though
always evolving through an evaluative process and systemic planning and alignment, EEC does
have several current initiatives in a stable, growth oriented position.

EEC remains committed, along with our sister agencies, to align our priorities and initiatives, as
outlined below, within four core goals;

1) Attract, develop, and retain an effective, academically capable, diverse, and culturally
competent educator workforce;

Educator and Provider Support (EPS) Funding

For FY2011, EEC identified five key elements of professional development, through the EPS
grant, that are the foundation for this work and that must be embedded in the system,
including professional development:

1. Must be evidenced-based and aligned with EEC’s 8 Core Competencies Areas;
Is a shared responsibility between educators and the providers that employ them,;
increasing the competency of educators increases the level of quality of the programs in
which they work;

3. Must be targeted and intentional if available resources are to meet the needs of specific
age groups and unique populations;

4. Must meet the needs of the early education and care and out of school time workforce in
all settings; and
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5. Must leverage resources across public and private agencies, including in-kind resources
to provide statewide coverage in all required topics.

In the near term, EEC intends to focus its resources to support two interconnected areas;
educators’ degree attainment and/or competency development and providers’ accreditation
and upward progress on the Quality Rating and Improvement System.

To address the goals of supporting these two areas EEC is requiring the following areas of
services:

1. Educator and Provider Planning;
2. Coaching and Mentoring; and
3. Competency Development.

Professional Qualifications Registry

EEC is continuing to develop a professional qualifications registry and will require that all
educators register annually with the Department which will preliminarily allow EEC to
generate basic data about the current Massachusetts” workforce. The registry will support the
new Massachusetts’ early education and care regulations, and will also link to the Quality
Rating and Improvement System (QRIS), which is currently in a provisional stage, and will
allow EEC staff to determine the qualifications of program staff in relation to the QRIS
quality levels.

Institutions of Higher Education Mapping Project

EEC, in partnership with the Head Start State Collaboration Office, has selected a vendor to
map the current network of two and four year public and private Institutions of Higher
Education in Massachusetts that offer an Early Childhood Education program of study,
elementary education program or program in a related field that leads to a certificate, and/or
an associate’s or a bachelor’s degree. Research has begun and by June 2010, EEC will have
a finished product to include a profile for each campus and a database that can be included as
part of EEC’s future professional qualifications registry.

Provide curricular and instructional resources that support teacher effectiveness and
success for all students;

Early Literacy Grant

Through this initiative EEC seeks to increase the core competencies of family child care
educators to increase quality early literacy opportunities for infants and toddlers in early
education programs as well as to promote family involvement in book sharing, reading aloud
and storytelling. EEC recognizes family child care educators are key partners in promoting
early literacy development in children’s first three years as they serve a significant portion of
children enrolled in early education at these ages in Massachusetts and have opportunities for
engagement with these children’s families. EEC hopes to increase family child care
educators’ awareness and knowledge of early literacy development and further develop their
skills in promoting early literacy skills during daily routines with the infants and toddlers.
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Supporting Improvements in Physical Environments for Early Education and Care
Programs Serving Infants and Toddlers Grant

This initiative focuses on improving early education and care programs that serve infants and
toddlers by providing professional development to increase quality via enhancements to the
physical environments of these programs and funds to support the purchase of equipment that
focuses on health and safety and curriculum improvements for infants and toddlers. These
programs often lack professional development opportunities focused on the link between
improvements in their physical environment leading to increased outcomes in children and
would benefit from additional training, support and funding for these enhancements.

Policy and Best Practices: Children who are English learners, Children with
Developmental Delays and Families with Multiple Agency Involvement

EEC is working on the development of policy, best practices and recommended models for
early education and care serving limited English proficient children and families and/or
children with developmental delays or multiple system involvement.

Quality Rating and Improvement System (QRIS)
In mid-April 2010, EEC launched the provisional QRIS standards, and offered any eligible
and interested program an opportunity to engage in an early version of the QRIS.

The QRIS program will allow programs to receive a rating based on the degree of quality in
the program defined in terms of QRIS standards. The Massachusetts’ QRIS Levels begin
with Level 1 and currently advances toward Level 4 (Level 5 is not yet defined). At each
level the standards and QRIS measurements are designed to gradually increase towards the
full integration of practices known to be indicators of high quality education and care.

This pilot will allow EEC to learn more about how the QRIS rating process works for
programs and make informed decisions regarding any needed enhancements to make the
QRIS a more effective system, prior to full implementation. As part of the pilot, programs
will be asked to share feedback on how the provisional standards align with program
quality.

EEC expects to confirm and report aggregate-level data on program rating levels during
December 2010. Full implementation of QRIS is expected in January 2011.

Concentrate great instruction and support for educators, students, and families in our
lowest performing schools and their districts; and

Kindergarten Entry Enrichment Program (Summer 2010 and 2011)

Public schools and income eligible contracted providers will apply to provide preschool
children who are not currently enrolled in early education and care programs and/or are
educationally at-risk with experiences that will help prepare them for kindergarten.

Out-of-School Time Literacy and Learning Promotion Grant

EEC is pleased to announce this competitive grant opportunity for Out-of-School-Time
Literacy and Learning Promotion. The goal of the Out-of-School Time Literacy and Learning
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Promotion grant is to retain or increase students' academic gains, particularly in the area of
literacy, by reinforcing their school day and year learning through high-impact activities and
effective curricula during the summer months and throughout the school year. This grant will
support increasing out of school time programs' capacity to implement high-impact learning
activities through partnerships with public school districts for direct training, modeling of
effective direct instructional practice; and coaching/feedback for staff.

Partnership with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education (ESE) to Prioritize the Lowest Performing Schools and Their Districts

In support of our youngest citizens, EEC has partnered with Massachusetts Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education on several activities as delineated below.

In support of a statewide approach to organize support and assistance to the school districts
in Massachusetts with challenges, including serving among the highest percentages of
students living in poverty statewide and containing more than 80 percent of the schools
currently designated as underperforming, ESE has recognized ten “Commissioner's
Districts”. Multiple EEC initiatives prioritize these ten designated ESE districts in order to
provide a coordinated approach to targeting resources to support these portions of the state.
Two such initiatives include a summer-only early education and care program linked to
closing the summer learning gap and an out-of-school-time grant which aims to retain or
increase students’ academic gains, particularly in the area of literacy, by reinforcing their
school day and year learning through high-impact activities and effective curricula during the
summer months and throughout the school year.

EEC continues to identify opportunities to cultivate best practices for intervening in the
lowest-achieving schools in the state. To that end, EEC has entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with one of the ten ESE “Commissioner’s Districts”. The MOU is to
develop a comprehensive integrated service delivery and learning system designed to support
collaboration, coordination and shared results for the children of Springfield from Pre-K to
third grade including public schools, and other providers of early education and care
including family child care, head start and center based care. Alignment of standards,
curriculum, professional development to support teacher quality and assessment pre-
kindergarten to third grade requires organization across multiple domains and stakeholders.

EEC has agreed to work with the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to
ensure alignment of priorities regarding Pre-K to 3 system building, beginning with a focus
on formative assessment. ESE and EEC are actively working toward assigning of ESE’s
unique student identifier, the SASID, to children ages 0-5 in EEC programs.

EEC is committed to the implementation of universal high quality assessments for children
and is currently engaged in multiple efforts, including the Universal Pre-Kindergarten
Program (UPK) which prioritizes preschool programs that serve at-risk and low-income
children. The UPK program promotes school readiness and positive outcomes for children,
supports the use of child assessment systems/tools to ensure that programs are effectively
measuring children’s progress across all developmental domains and uses this information to
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inform practice and the longer-term implementation of universally accessible, affordable,
high quality early education.

In efforts to access and use data to improve instruction, EEC was pleased to be the recipient
of a technical assistance grant from the Council of Chief State School Officers to assist in
developing a statewide assessment system. EEC is currently working to build a statewide
assessment system and is coordinating with the Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education (ESE) to ensure alignment of formative and summative assessments and data
collection efforts taking place in the Kindergarten to 12" grade system.

It is EEC’s intention to support educator improvement and effectiveness through the state’s
regional Readiness Centers in the future by providing career and planning for individual
educators and programs and leadership; coaching and mentoring to support the academic
success of individual educators in higher education, implementing a career plan for educators
to attain specific skills, knowledge and abilities, supporting improvements by programs that
result in achieving a higher level on QRIS or accreditation; and developing competencies to
attain an associates, bachelors or masters degree in early childhood education or a related
field and attainment of specific competencies by educators.

With the understanding that early literacy is essential for success in school and life, EEC and
ESE are collaborating on an Early Literacy Proficiency Gap Task Force. In Massachusetts,
many students fail to demonstrate reading proficiency as evident in the 2009 ESE data in
which 43% of 3rd grade students scored below proficient in reading on the Massachusetts
Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) exam. All too often, these same students are
identified as living in poverty, have special needs, are English language learners, or identify
themselves as members of one or more of the major ethnic or racial minorities in
Massachusetts.

The joint Task Force has provided recommendations which include building a shared
statewide system of pre-service and in-service ongoing professional development in literacy
that addresses a continuum of pre-kindergarten to 3rd grade standards, assessments, and
research-informed instructional practices; convening a Task Force to review measurement
options in order to identify formative and summative assessments with a focus on
comprehensive assessment of literacy for uniform statewide implementation and guidance to
districts in Pre-k to 3rd grade; providing access for all children in low performing school
districts; and the development, promotion and provision of concrete vehicles and benchmarks
for parent/school partnerships including literacy support in the home through oral language
and print.

Increase our focus on college and career readiness for all students.

It is the mission of the Massachusetts Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) to
provide the foundation that supports all children in their development as lifelong learners and
contributing members of the community, and supports families in their essential work as
parents and caregivers. EEC recognizes early education as one of the foundational attributes
for all future school readiness and success, including college and career readiness.
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In order to realize success, EEC is committed to a critical partnership with the Massachusetts
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) to ensure children receive strong
support starting even before birth to allow for the development of an optimal foundation for
growth and academic achievement as they prepare for their future success, specifically in
kindergarten through 3™ grade.

The investment of Race to the Top funding will allow Massachusetts to bolster a more
comprehensive sustainable approach to providing innovative supports to children/students,
families and educators across the state and across the continuum of agencies that support the
development of these populations within the educational framework in Massachusetts. The
support of Race to the Top funds will advance our shared investment in targeted districts for
preschool and out-of-school time programs in enhancing teacher quality and defining shared
formative assessments.

Sincerely,

fo

Sherri Killins
Commissioner

cc:
Paul Reville, Secretary of Education

Mitchell Chester, Commissioner, Department of Education
J.D. Chesloff, Chairman, Board of Early Education and Care
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Massachusetts Department of Higher Education

One Ashburton Place, Room 1401 TEL (617) 994-6950 Richard M. Freeland, Commissioner
Boston, MA 02108-1696 FAX (617) 727-0955 Charles E Desmond, Chairman
WEB www.mass.edu Massachusetts Board of Higher Education
May 25, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

The Massachusetts Department of Higher Education fully endorses the Phase Two Race to the
Top Proposal as prepared by the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education for submission to the U.S. Department of Education. The Department is committed to
the vision of Massachusetts as having the best-educated citizenry and workforce in the nation.
The readiness of all students for college and career success, as well as the preparation of the
educators who teach in and lead our elementary and secondary schools, is fundamental to
achieving this vision.

Critical measures of educational attainment, however, reveal deep disparities between different
population groups in Massachusetts. On the college-going rate of 18-24 year olds, there is a 10
percent gap between whites and all minorities, with the largest gap (21 percent) being between
whites and Hispanics. Both public and private higher education in Massachusetts have
race/ethnic disparities with regard to graduation rates with a 9.3 percent gap in six-year
graduation rates of whites and all minorities at public four-year campuses. Reducing and
ultimately eliminating these disparities is an urgent priority for three reasons. First, these
disparities deepen social and economic inequities that are at odds with our basic commitment to
social justice and equal opportunity. Second, the ethnic groups that are faring least well in
educational attainment are also the most rapidly growing segments of our population. We need
these students to be mainstays of the future workforce. Third, eliminating these disparities is one
of the most powerful steps we can take to raise Massachusetts to national leadership in the
overall educational attainment of our citizenry.

The Department of Higher Education has worked and continues to work closely with our
colleagues in elementary and secondary education to end these disparities and make
Massachusetts best in the nation in the education attainment of its citizens in all their diversity.
Our P-16 policies, which center on preparation of effective educators, sharing of student
longitudinal data, alignment of high school exit and college entrance requirements, and exposure
of students to college experiences while they are still in high school, include the following priority
initiatives:

¢ Implement the rigorous MassCore curriculum as a default program of studies statewide.
Adopt four years of math education for high school graduation and college admissions to
strengthen general college readiness and strengthen the elementary teacher pool.

e Dramatically expand the continuum of Early College opportunities, especially in STEM fields.

Strengthen the infrastructure for the Commonwealth Dual Enrollment Program—uwhich is a
cornerstone for a range of early college opportunities including early college high schools—
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by developing a statewide articulation agreement for dual enrollment courses as well as a
statewide online tool for students and counselors to locate articulated dual enroliment
courses available online or on campuses. Expand early assessment in mathematics, reading
and writing to provide early notice to students about their college readiness.

o Utilize the Commonwealth’s Readiness Centers to support ongoing regional meetings of high
school and college math and English teachers for the examination of student work,
curriculum alignment, and joint course development.

e Expand the School-to-College database and reporting to support informed, data-driven
decisions by all education stakeholders.

e Communicate broadly Massachusetts’ college and career readiness definition and agenda.
Establish timetables and hold ourselves accountable for implementation.

In further support of educator effectiveness, the Department of Higher Education has focused the
2010 NCLB Title IIA Improving Teacher Quality grant awards on college readiness in math and
writing targeting teachers of low-income students. Higher education is also working to develop a
quantitative reasoning course and an English composition course that can be accessed statewide
through the Commonwealth Dual Enrollment Program and that will meet both high school senior
and college freshman distribution requirements in English and mathematics.

The Massachusetts Race to the Top proposal identifies five broad initiatives: provide all students
with more personalized instruction; develop and retain an effective, diverse, and culturally
competent educator workforce; concentrate great instruction and additional supports in the
schools that need it most; increase college and career readiness for all students; and invest in
STEM in the context of RTTT initiatives. These organizing initiatives align well with
Massachusetts higher education priority recommendations for college readiness, participation
and success.

Mr. Secretary, the commitment by you and President Obama to direct precious resources to the
education sector during a time of severe economic constraint demonstrates your recognition that
a strong education system is essential to our national prosperity and quality of life. The
Department of Higher Education has worked closely with the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education to strengthen the Massachusetts Race to the Top proposal for Phase Two
submission. | am convinced that the crucial, once-in-a-lifetime investment that Race to the Top
funding represents will result in an improved education infrastructure and significant lasting
returns in the quality, effectiveness and achievement of institutions, teachers and students
throughout the Commonwealth’s education continuum. A

|
&4

Sincerely, !

ATl

Riéhard M. Freeland
Commissioner

C: Mitchell Chester, Commissioner, Department of Education
Charles F. Desmond, Chairman, Board of Higher Education
Paul Reville, Secretary of Education
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Massachusetts Association of Colleges for
s Teacher Education  s—

American International College

Anna Maria College

Assumption College

Atlantic Union College

Bay Path College

Becker College

Berklee College of Music

Boston College

Boston Conservatory

Boston University

Brandeis University

Bridgewater State College

Cambridge College

Clark University

College of the Holy Cross

Curry College

Eastern Nazarene College

Elms College

Emerson College

Emmanuel College

Endicott College

Fitchburg State College

Framingham State College

Gordon College

Harvard University

Hellenic College Holy Cross

Holyoke Community College

Lasell College

Lesley University

Massachusetts College of Art

Massachusetts College of Liberal Arts

Merrimack College

Mount Holyoke College

Mount Ida College

Nichols College

Northeastern University

Northern Essex Community College

Pine Manor College

Regis College

Salem State College

Shady Hill School

Simmons College

Smith College

Springfield College

Springfield Technical

Community College

Stonehill College

Suffolk University

Tufts University

University of Massachusetts
Ambherst

University of Massachusetts
Boston

University of Massachusetts
Dartmouth

University of Massachusetts
Lowell

Wellesley College

Western New England College

Westfield State College

Wheaton College

Wheelock College

Worcester Polytechnic Institute

Worcester State College

Allifate:

American
Association
of Colleges

for
Teacher
Education

May 24, 2010

Honorable Arne Duncan

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

Dear Secretary Duncan:

This letter from The Massachusetts Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
(MACTE) is written in support of the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education’s application for Race To The Top funds. MACTE represents
over 60 public and private colleges and universities dedicated to promoting the highest
quality of pre-service and in-service teacher education in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. MACTE collaborates with other associations and with state
government, businesses, policymakers, and grassroots organizations in order to advocate
for high quality teacher education. As part of our work, MACTE sponsors two annual
professional development conferences for teacher preparation faculty, teacher candidates
and k-12 teachers and administrators. MACTE supports the effort to include
“intervention and support strategies that will help educators to continually improve. *
This occurs initially in strong preparation programs and through robust professional
development programs that MACTE encourages their members to offer individually and
in cooperation with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education.

As a state affiliate of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
(AACTE), MACTE supports all of AACTE Goals, particularly to “Strengthen programs
and build their capacity to prepare educators who can teach every child effectively” and
to “Increase the diversity of education candidates and improve programs' curriculum to
ensure that all educators can serve diverse learners.” These two national goals supported
by our state MACTE chapter are in direct alignment with the RTTT program goals and
our reform assurances.

MACTE has member representation on the state Educational Personnel Advisory
Council (advisory to our state board of education) as well as the Working Group for
Educator Excellence (WGEE), a state policy group advocating for a systemic approach
to influencing what teachers and educational leaders know and can do in Massachusetts.
The MACTE Board is a proud supporter of the state of Massachusetts application for
Race to the Top funding which would build capacity to enhance the effectiveness of P-
12 educators for generations. Thank you for this opportunity to share our enthusiasm for
this exciting work

Sincerely,
Lorne ( anstront
MACTE Board

Executive Board
James Martin-Rehrmann , Westfield State College Pres. Maryellen Cunnion, Simmons College
Kathleen McNamara, Stonehill College, Pres Elect Sandra McElroy, Pine Manor College
Lorne Ranstrom, Eastern Nazarene College, Past President =~ Marge Magourik, U-Mass Amherst
Donna McKibbens, Wheelock College, Treasurer Patricia Smith, Fitchburg State College
Vera Ossen, UMass Lowell, Secretary Berverly Bell, College of the Holy Cross
Anna Bradfield, Bridgewater State College Elaine Francis, Fitchburg State College
Marcia Bromfield, Lesley University Fran Loftus, Boston College

Lenore Reilly Carlisle, Mt.Holyoke College Elaine Tateronis, Worcester &t_a}q@ollege
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READINESS CENTERS NETWORK

May 28, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

On behalf of the Readiness Centers Network that is comprised of the partners that are managing six
regional Readiness Centers in Massachusetts, we are writing to enthusiastically endorse our state’s
Phase 2 Race to the Top proposal.

Governor Patrick’s Education Action Agenda included a recommendation to establish Readiness
Centers, multipurpose and collaborative centers focused on improving the quality of teaching both
across the education continuum and across Massachusetts. The Executive Office of Education (EOE)
established the Readiness Centers in October 2009, and they are being managed and operated by
regional consortia of partners that include public and private institutions of higher education, school
districts, early education and out-of-school-time providers, educational collaboratives, non-profit
organizations, and business and community partners.

We represent over 40 institutions and organizations that are committed to performing two core
functions of these centers:

* Providing high-quality professional development and instructional services to educators in early
education and out-of-school-time programs, K-12 institutions, and higher education institutions to
address both local/regional needs and statewide priorities; and

» Convening stakeholders from early education, elementary and secondary education, higher
education, and other sectors to collaboratively address key education priorities, leverage
resources, build statewide capacity, and increase integration and coherence across the education
continuum.

We are ready to fulfill the roles and responsibilities of the Readiness Centers as described in
Massachusetts’ Race to the Top proposal. First, we will support and complement the efforts of the
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) to provide high-quality professional
development focused on: 1) implementing new curricular and assessment tools; 2) using data more
effectively to assess student progress and improve instruction; and 3) other areas of statewide need
including closing achievement gaps among different groups of students and providing effective
instruction for English language learners and in STEM courses of study.

Second, we will leverage our robust network of regional partners to convene representatives from
early education, elementary and secondary education, higher education, and other sectors to address,
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among others, the following priorities: 1) increasing vertical alignment of curricula and assessments
across the educational continuum; 2) implementing strategies to increase college and career
readiness; 3) improving the quality of teacher preparation programs; and 4) expanding the supply of
effective and culturally competent educators, particularly educators of color and those teaching
STEM courses, English language learners, and students receiving special education services. In
addition, we will utilize our network to disseminate information about promising practices and
innovative instructional or professional development models to stakeholders across the state.

The Readiness Centers initiative has generated significant interest and commitment on the part of
multiple stakeholders in Massachusetts, as it represents a bold and ambitious approach to improving
the core work of education — the interactions between educators and students.

We are eager to further develop our partnerships with the EOE, ESE, the Department of Early
Education and Care, the Department of Higher Education, and other stakeholders, and believe that the
Race to the Top program will significantly enhance our efforts to ensure that all of our educators will
effectively support student engagement, achievement, and success. Thank you in advance for your
consideration of Massachusetts’ Phase 2 Race to the Top proposal.

Sincerely yours,

Cynthia Farr Brown, Ph.D.

Vice President of Academic Affairs
Massachusetts College of Liberal Arts
Berkshire Readiness Center

/ gl R ST
/W% wé\

Robert A. Martin, Ph.D.

Vice President for Academic Affairs
Framingham State College

Greater Boston Readiness Center

%/ﬁf,;.%,,

Robert A. Hayes, Ph.D.

Vice President of Academic Affairs
Westfield State College

Pioneer Valley Readiness Center

Elaine Francis, Ed.D.

Dean of Education

Fitchburg State College

Central Massachusetts Readiness Center

Vera M. Ossen, Ed.D.

Director of Educator Preparation Programs
University of Massachusetts Lowell
Northeast Regional Readiness Center

ama@f&ac%a;iab

Anna L. Bradfield, Ph.D.

Dean, School of Education/Allied Studies
Bridgewater State College

Southeast Massachusetts Readiness Center
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May 27,2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Re: The Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Race to the Top Proposal
Dear Secretary Duncan:

We are writing in strong support of Massachusetts’ proposal to access the second round of federal Race
to the Top (RTTT) funds allocated through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The
initiatives detailed in the proposal will enhance academic success for all students, work to close student
achievement gaps, and improve the best in the nation public education system in preparing students for
higher education and the workforce.

The state colleges of Massachusetts include six comprehensive state colleges—Bridgewater State
College, Fitchburg State College, Framingham State College, Salem State College, Westfield State
College, and Worcester State College—and three specialized colleges—Massachusetts College of Art and
Design, Massachusetts College of Liberal Arts, and Massachusetts Maritime Academy. All of our colleges
integrate liberal arts and sciences programs with professional education, and the three specialized
colleges also focus on academic areas identified in the college’s name.

Our mission requires that each college place a special emphasis on teaching and lifelong learning and
promote a campus life that fosters intellectual, social, and ethical development. Committed to
excellence in instruction and to providing responsive, innovative, and educational programs of high
guality, we seek to develop each student’s critical thinking, quantitative, technological, oral, and written
communication skills, and practical appreciation of the arts, sciences, and humanities as they affect good
citizenship and an improved quality of life. The state colleges provide a campus environment where the
ideas, values, perspectives, and contributions of all students are respected. Each college is a leader and
resource for the community and contributes to the region’s cultural, environmental, educational, and
economic development.
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-Page 2-

The initiatives found in the second phase of the Race to the Top Proposal will assist the state colleges in
carrying out our mission. We believe the proposal advances the Massachusetts tradition of
strengthening collaboration in public education at all levels: pre-K through higher education. The State
Colleges of Massachusetts have already begun to actively support state efforts to implement these
strategies by partnering with the Executive Office of Education and the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education in forming six regional educational “Readiness Centers” to provide, in part,
statewide technical assistance and support to educators. These Centers are designed to further increase
the coherence and alighment of professional development and instructional services provided to
educators. |n addition, over the past six months these centers have been active in bringing together K-
12 education and early education with higher education to focus on providing curricular and
instructional resources that support teacher effectiveness. Importantly, from our perspective, Race to
the Top Funds will serve to strengthen this innovative collaboration model as we work together to
continue to build and grow our Massachusetts Readiness Centers.

The State Colleges are pleased to be active partners with the Massachusetts Executive Office of
Education in implementing relevant Race to the Top initiatives highlighted in the Commonwealth’s
application. Indeed, our involvement and support is crucial to the state’s education success since one
out of three elementary and secondary school teachers working in the Commonwealth are graduates of
our state colleges. Though rigorous and innovative state college teacher education programs currently
prepare teachers for classroom instruction, the proposed application and initiatives will help facilitate
efforts to ensure that all teachers receive the cutting edge preparation, training, and support needed to
provide each and every student with a world-class 21° century education.

Mr. Secretary, given your and President Obama’s commitment to providing each of our nation’s
students access to an education of the highest quality in the world, and our own state’s desire to be a
model for the rest of the nation in educational excellence, we are pleased to support the Massachusetts
Executive Office of Education’s proposal to unlock the innovation that these once-in-a-generation race
To The Top funds will leverage. This opportunity will allow the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to
provide students with a model world class education and build upon the collaboration already initiated
within all sectors of education in Massachusetts.

Respectfully,

C@*W y

President Richard Gurnon
Massachusetts Maritime Academy
Chairperson, Council of State College Presidents

President Mary Grant
Massachusetts College of Liberal Arts
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President Dana Mohler-Faria
Bridgewater State College
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President Robert Antonucci
Fitchburg State College

a2y (. déwym

President Timothy Flanagan
Framingham State College

faye S

President Katherine Sloan

Massachusetts College of Art and Design
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President Patricia Maguire Meservey
Salem State College

e o X

President Evan Dobelle
Westfield State College

pprastc ! okl

President Janelle Ashley
Worcester State College
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State Student Advisory Council to the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education

Department of Elementary and Secondary Education Central Mass. RSAC )

75 Pleasant Street Greater Boston RSAC Chair: Michael A. D’Ortenzio Jr.

Malden, Massachusetts 02148-4906 Northeast RSAC

(781) 338-6320 Southeast RSAC Vice-Chair: Angela Pineda
Western Mass. RSAC

May 20, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202-0001

Dear Secretary Duncan:

On behalf of the students of the Commonwealth, the State Student Advisory Council to the Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education (SSAC) would like to formally endorse Massachusetts’ Race to the Top
grant application. Race to the Top represents an unparalleled opportunity for great educational innovations and
successes intended for students and for this reason we are eager to support it. As Chairman of the SSAC, I serve
ex officio as a full voting member of the Board and it is my duty to represent the interests of the approximately
one million students of the Commonwealth in grades K-12. The SSAC, as well as the five regional councils,
meet monthly to discuss matters involving education in the State and throughout their regions, respectively, and
to determine what is in the best interest of students as well as to advise me on matters before the Board. We are
elected by our high school peers to one-year terms to regional councils. From there, forty-four students are
elected to the State Council, with that Council electing its Chairman. As a whole, the State Student Advisory
Council may propose matters to go before the General Court as well as the Board. In over thirty-five years of
existence, SSAC has written, filed, and lobbied for passage of a number of laws that affect students, including
the amendment to Massachusetts’ anti-discrimination law that now protects students based on sexual orientation.
Other sponsored and enacted legislation has included the right to petition for a course, the creation of student
advisory committees to school committees, and a set of codified student rights. SSAC members have also
participated in the committees established to search for the state Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary
Education as well as committees to choose recipients of numerous awards. We have proven that students can
have a positive and serious impact on their own education.

Race to the Top is an opportunity for us to voice these beliefs. We fully believe in Massachusetts’ work in
the four assurance areas and particularly in the tenant of improving our STEM-based education. SAC also looks
forward to working with the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education in their work to increase
college and career readiness for all students and work with them to advise and formulate the most pragmatic and
auspicious ways to help implement these initiatives, including using our network of representatives from high
schools in the Commonwealth. We have reached out to districts to advocate for participation in Race to the Top
and will continue to work with those that submitted an MOU to promote innovative and institutionally changing
local use of funds.

We do strongly encourage you to award Massachusetts’ application the maximum of points and pledge our
full and unwavering support to this Race to the Top grant proposal and Massachusetts’ education reform
priorities.

Sincerely,

/ / g
S,
ichael A. D’OrtenXio JF.

Chair, State Student Advisory
Member, Massachusetts Board ¢

Elementary and Secondary Education
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June 1, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

Black Leaders for Excellence in Education is pleased to submit this letter of support for
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ Round Two Race to the Top application.

We are an advocacy organization that came together to shine a light on the need for
meaningful change in the education system in Massachusetts. While we are proud of the
national reputation for excellence that schools in Boston and across the Commonwealth
have earned in recent years, we share a deep concern about the persistence of an
achievement gap for our students of color. While other states have made progress in
closing this gap, we have not seen the level of success we would hope for here.

Emerging from that concern, in the fall we joined the Race to the Top Coalition to bring
our concerns and our support to the effort to enact significant education reform
legislation. We were pleased to have the opportunity to provide our feedback to the
Massachusetts Secretary of Education about the urgent needs of students of color. Our
concerns were listened to, and are reflected in the legislation that was ultimately passed
in the State Senate and House of Representatives, and signed by Governor Patrick in
January.

Since then, we have watched with great interest as the state has begun to implement the
legislation, first by launching a new school turnaround process in the Commonwealth’s
lowest performing schools. Boston is in the midst of the new turnaround process in 12
under-performing schools; we are particularly pleased that our Superintendent has new
tools at her disposal to change the culture, the working conditions, and ultimately the
student outcomes in these schools. We expect to have turnaround plans in place in these
schools by the end of June, and look forward to working with others to monitor their
ongoing progress beginning in September.

We also have watched with interest as the state has rolled out its plan for expanding high
performing charter schools in the lowest performing districts. New regulations governing
charter approval, approved in May, will ensure that more students have access to schools
that will put them on a path for success.

These real changes are directly attributable to our new reform legislation, and offer more
evidence that Massachusetts is a state with a commitment to improving outcomes for all
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students. With Race to the Top funds, we will be positioned to amplify these reforms,
and broaden our focus to systems change.

Part of this systemic work will address human capital challenges. We are encouraged by
the state’s willingness to partner with educator associations on these issues, especially the
Massachusetts Teachers’ Association. Human capital will go to the heart of high quality
teaching and learning in every school in the Commonwealth, and will be critical to the
long-term success of our reform agenda.

Higher drop-out rates for our students of color, in Boston and across the Commonwealth,
are foreclosing on the future of the next generation at a time when we need every child to
succeed. We are convinced that the historic legislation acted and the state’s aggressive
plan for reform will give all Massachusetts educators the tools they need to end the
achievement gap that has limited the hopes and aspirations of generations of students.
Race to the Top funds will allow the Commonwealth to use the tools provided by the
legislature, and implement the strategies proposed, which will benefit all of
Massachusetts’ students.

Today, Massachusetts stands ready to reclaim its historic leadership in public education
and extend the promise of a new school culture to every child in the Commonwealth.

On behalf of Black Leaders for Excellence in Education, we thank you for your
consideration.

Jackie Jenkins-Scott,
President, Wheelock College

Greg Shell
Research Analyst, GMO, LLC

Bennie Wiley
Principal, The Wiley Group

Rev. Dr. Ray A. Hammond, M.D., M.A.
Senior Pastor, Bethel AME Church

Wendell J. Knox
Lead Director, The Efficacy Institute

Michele Courton Brown
Chief Operating Officer, The Efficacy Institute

Gail Snowden
Chief Executive Officer, Freedom House, Inc.

Imari K. Paris Jeffries
Executive Director, Friends of the Children Boston
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The Honorable Secretary Arne Duncan May 28, 2010
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue SW

Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan,

It is with pleasure that the Multicultural Dropout Outreach Collaborative (MDOC) submits this letter of
support for Massachusetts’ Phase 2 proposal for Race to the Top federal funding.

MDOC is a network of organizations working to end the high drop out rate in the Boston Public Schools,
with a special focus on the development of high impact, culturally competent initiatives and practices to
ensure the success of Boston’s youth of color.

The MDOC network developed the One Step Closer program, a mentoring program for students who have
dropped out of high school or are at risk of dropping out. This program bridges at-risk students with
trained mentors who support the students to stay on track with school. Mentoring also includes support
with life skills, and a sense of belonging and preparation for a career and college or technical training.
Stipend internships are also developed for program participants with community-based organizations to
develop job skills and self esteem as incentives to stay in school and receive exposure to the world of work.

MDOC works closely with the Boston Public Schools (BPS), and we are also recognized for our
contributions to the state Graduation and Dropout Recovery and Prevention Commission. At this time, we
are working closely with BPS personnel to redefine and rewrite alternative education programming.

We are encouraged by the proposed initiatives and strategies entailed in this document, particularly the
goals to:

= Attract, develop, and retain an effective, academically capable, diverse, and culturally competent
educator workforce;

= Provide curricular and instructional resources that support teacher effectiveness and success for all
students;

= Concentrate great instruction and support for educators, students, and families in our lowest
performing schools and their districts; and

= Increase our focus on college and career readiness for all students.

The Race to the Top funds will allow the Commonwealth to utilize the tools provided and implement the
strategics proposed, which will benefit all of Massachusetts’ students.

MDOC supports Massachusetts” Phase 2 Race to the Top proposal.

Sincerely,

Gail Snowden
Chair

Freedom House, Inc ¥ 14 Crawford St ¥ Dorchester, MA 02124 A-185



NAACP
NEW ENGLAND AREA CONFERENCE

Post Office Box 320128 West Roxbury, MA 02132
(617) 325-7580 Facsimile (617) 325-7666
May 28, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
Secretary of Education

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

Dear Secretary Duncan:

The New England Area Conference of the NAACP is proud to submit a letter of support for
Massachusetts’ Phase 2 Race to the Top proposal.

The New England Area Conference (NEAC) of the NAACP is the governing and coordinating
entity for NAACP Branches, College Chapters and Youth Councils in the states of Rhode Island,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Maine and Vermont. @ NAACP Branches within the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts represented by NEAC include: Boston; Brockton; Cambridge;
Cape Cod; Lynn, Martha’s Vineyard, Merrimack Valley; Mystic Valley; New Bedford;, South
Middlesex County; Springfield; and Worcester.

NEAC is the only entity of the NAACP authorized to speak on state-wide policy issues, and is
therefore authorized to endorse this application.

A high priority of the NAACP is its advocacy for equal and quality educational opportunity and
to close persistent achievement gaps where they exist. NEAC Branches have been diligently
engaged over the last 50 years with school districts and various advisory boards within the
Commonwealth to address these issues. If awarded the grant, Massachusetts will have the
opportunity to concentrate greater resources, additional and more high-quality instruction and
other support in schools that need it most. More specifically, the grant will support state efforts
to:

1)  Attract, develop, and retain an effective, academically capable, diverse, and culturally
competent educator workforce;

Research indicates that cultural competency is an important element in maximizing the

learning experience of students. Massachusetts has made progress in this regard, but the
grant will aid Massachusetts in making greater progress.
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2)

3)

4)

Provide curricular and instructional resources that support teacher effectiveness and
success for all students;

Massachusetts has experienced greatest success when all teachers have the tools needed to
provide every student is with the understanding, encouragement, support, knowledge and
skills required to meet the Commonwealth’s high academic standards.

Concentrate great instruction and support for educators, students, and families in our lowest
performing schools and their districts; and

Many of our lowest-performing schools are located in the communities listed above, and
we strongly support the school turnaround strategies that are included in the Race to the
Top application.

Increase our focus on college and career readiness for all students.
Closing gaps among different groups of students with regard to college and career

preparation is most important to the NAACP, as it will help all students prepare for
economic, social and civic success.

In sum, The New England Area Conference of the NAACP strongly supports the application of
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for the Race to the Top Fund. NEAC feels that the state
has the vision to measurably improve education for all and has an efficient system to implement
its vision, with support from the varied communities of the Commonwealth. We are eager to
work in collaboration with state education partners to support the initiatives and strategies
included in the Race to the Top application and ensure that our students, families, educators, and
community members benefit from this unprecedented opportunity.

Sincerely yours,

Quan /L. Cofiald Yot L. Reed

President Chair, Education Committee
NAACP, New England Area Conference NAACP, New England Area Conference
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OFFIcE oF THE GOVERNOR
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

StaTE House ® Boston, MA 02133
(617) 725-4000

DEVAL L. PATRICK TIMOTHY P. MURRAY
GOVERNOR LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR
May 27, 2010
The Honorable Arme Duncan

Secretary of Education

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

Dear Secretary Duncan,

I write in strong support of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts” Race to the Top application in
phase two. In the first three and one half years of the Patrick-Murray Administration, numerous
improvements have been made in our system of education. We are ready and willing to implement,
oversee, and track the policy and funding goals and initiatives outlined in the state’s response to the
Race to the Top criteria. Through these initiatives we will be certain to impact more students, thus
continuing the Commonwealth’s tradition of being a leader in all areas of education.

Governor Deval Patrick’s Education Action Agenda that was issued in June 2008 reflects both
ambitious goals for the state, as well as challenges that we must address to meet the needs of our
students and schools. Prior to the release of the action agenda, the state implemented a
reorganization of our education structure that was unanimously approved by our partners in the
legislature. This legislation created a Secretary of Education to oversee and hold accountable the
Department of Higher Education, the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, and the
Department of Early Education and Care.

As the Chairman of the Governor’s Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) Advisory
Council, recently created by executive order in October 2009, I further ask your consideration in
approving the STEM section of this application. STEM is the comprehensive component that ties
together many of the leading industries which make up the Massachusetts economy. The Council
serves as a vehicle for advocates from the public and private sectors, as well as legislators and
educators, to engage in meaningful collaborations with our administration, including the Executive
Offices of Labor and Workforce Development, Housing and Economic Development, and
Education.
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The Council is working to dramatically increase student interest in, and preparation for, careers in
the areas of science, technology, engineering, and math. Members of the Council include college
presidents, educators, and high level non-profit and business leaders. The comprehensive team
approach and structure we have in place for this Council will lead to successful initiatives laid out in
our plan. One example is the goal to launch a campaign to assist parents, students, employers and
community leaders in understanding why the STEM disciplines are so important to individual and
workforce successes.

Currently the Council is working at the subcommittee level in six different policy areas: 1) Public
Awareness: Creating and Maintaining Student Interest; 2) Teacher Development: Training,
Recruitment, and Retention; 3) Infrastructure: Grants, Strategic Partnerships, and Sustainability; 4)
Data Collection: STEM Metrics, Indicators and Evaluation; 5) Curriculum Framework and
Standards: Alignment and Upgrades; and 6) Diversity: Improving the Achievement Gap and
Pursuing Additional STEM Opportunities for Women and Minorities. All subcommittees will issue
recommendations for a report to be released as the state’s official STEM plan and presented to the
Governor in September of this year.

The proposed initiatives and strategies in this Race to the Top application will enhance our work in
STEM areas. They will enable the state to: 1) Attract, develop, and retain an effective,
academically capable, diverse, and culturally competent educator workforce; 2) Provide curricular
and instructional resources that support teacher effectiveness and success for all students; 3)
Concentrate great instruction and support for educators, students, and families in our lowest
performing schools and their districts; and 4) Increase our focus on college and career readiness for
all students.

If we receive Race to the Top awards, we will invest these funds to build the capacity of students,
institutions, state agencies and school districts. I am confident that these strategies will allow us to
build on our success to date and set the standard nationwide for a public education system that
provides every student with the tools, standards, and supports they need to succeed in college,
career, and life in the 21% Century.

Thank you Mr. Secretary for your leadership and hard work on this rare and ambitious opportunity
to ensure that Massachusetts and the entire county have the ability to make its case for Race to the
Top funding. Given the difficult fiscal situation in the state, we owe it to our students, our
educators, our parents, and our collective future to secure a significant grant award. I am confident
that the attached application will make the case that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts is ready
to continue our record of high achievement and success in the field of education.

Yours truly,

P

Timothy P. Murray

Lieutenant Governor

Chairman, Governor’s STEM Advisory Council
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
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MaSSBIO MAssBIOED

Massachusetts Biorechnolagy Education Foundatian

One Cambridge Center. Cambridge, MA 02142 | Tel: (617) 674-5100 Fax: (617) 674-5101
www.massbio.org | www.massbioed.org

May 18, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

It is with great pleasure that we write to you in support of Massachusetts' second application for Race to the
Top funding. We have reviewed the new application and with the proposed enhancements we are assured of
the Commonwealth's commitment to provide all Massachusetts students with a world-class education.

In 2001, the Massachusetts Biotechnology Council (MassEio), one of the country's largest biotechnology trade
organizations, tock action on the industry's concern for a future workforce by creating the Massachusetts
Biotechnology Education Foundation {MassBioEd). MassBioEd is focused on developing and providing
engaging biotechnology educational experiences in schools, the workplace, and the community at large.

BioTeach is the Foundation's flagship program designed to provide all 339 Massachusetts public high schools
with the training and resources needed to incorporate biotechnology education as part of their core curriculum
BioTeach provides professional training for educators so they can access and use biotechnology curricula and
provide their students with career awareness activities. To date, teacher professional development training and
classroom laboratory equipment has been provided to 177 public high scheoels through this program. Mearly §3
million in equipment supplies and consumables has been awarded, and nearly 500 science teachers have
received biotechnology laboratory training. To date, BioTeach has reached over 26,000 students.

It is with this extensive programmatic experience that we enthusiastically support the application's overall
strategy and, in particular, its focus on the following:

= A comprehensive educator evaluation system that will include intervention and support strategies to
help educators continually improve,

« Develop and retain an effective, diverse, and culturally competent educator workforce, Educators need
an improved system to provide professional development for their particular needs, and scheool
systems need metrics to measure educator effectiveness. We believe the Massachusetts application
takes a creative and determined approach towards meeting these objectives.

* [ncrease college and career readiness for all students. This is paramount to preparing our future
workforce, The application builds on our high academic standards by promoting mere rigorous high
school curricula and developing pathways to college programs focused on science, technology,
engineering, and math,

MassBio and MassBioEd welcome the opportunity to partner with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts on
their Race to the Top initiatives. We are committed to leveraging the biotechnology sector's resources to make
this an effective partnership and we encourage you to fund Massachusetts’ Race to the Top application.

Sincerely,
- [(b)(6
| = | 7
Raobert Coughlin, President & CEO Lance Hartford, Executive Director
Massachusetts Biotechnology Council Massachusetts Biotechnology Education

Foundation

MassBio is committed to fostering a positive environment that enables each biotechnology company to achieve its full
potential making Massachusetts a world renowned center for biotechnology.

MassBioED is a non-profit organization committed to promating biotechnology education in Massachusetts through séhsdi®0
science programs, workforce training. and lifelong learning.



National Center for
Technological Literacy-

Museum of Science, Bostan

May 24, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
US Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

We are pleased to write this letter of support on behalf of the state of Massachusetts
Race to the Top (RTTT) application. The Museum of Science, Boston™ and the National
Center for Technological Literacy® (NCTL®) is a long standing partner of the
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE). The state of
Massachusetts has made a concerted effort to establish rigorous standards and
assessments to support quality teaching and learning for all students. The goal is to
create an innovative and talented workforce prepared to compete in our global economy.
The Museum of Science and the NCTL shares this vision, and stands firmly behind the
state by providing innovative and engaging science, technology and engineering exhibits,
standards-based K-12 curriculum materials, and teacher professional development that
foster life-long learning and engagement.

The development of a strong strategic plan scaffolded by rigorous standards and
assessments will support all our students having a more personalized educational
experience. To this end, we have taken our outreach efforts directly to our school
districts. The Museum of Science, Boston established The Gateway Project in 2004 to
help school districts implement the Massachusetts Science and Technology/Engineering
Curriculum Framework. To date we have reached 58 Massachusetts districts that serve
341,560 students (35.6% of the state’s K-12 enroliment). In addition, 7,210 teachers
serving 397,530 students in the state use our curriculum materials. Atthe NCTL, we
stand prepared to support Massachusetts in achieving its goal of developing a world class
education system.

Sincerely,

(b)) | )
loannis N. Miaoulis Yvonne M. Spicer, Ed.D, Vice President
President and Director Advocacy & Educational Partnerships
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THE GENERAL COURT OF MASSACHUSETTS
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1053

May 27, 2010

The Honorable Are Duncan
U.S. Departinent of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan,

We write to you as co-chairs of the Robert H. Goddard Council in support of the Massachusetts Executive Office of
Education’s application to the Race to the Top Fund. The Goddard Council was established in 2006 with the
intention of advising the Board of Higher Education and the legislature on workforce development programs and
policy in the fields of Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM). The 27 member council is
comprised of representatives from business, industry, state government, K-12 and higher education in the
Commonwealth.

Utilizing funds from the STEM Pipeline Fund, the Council has studied and developed a series of programs aimed at
recruiting and retaining more skilled and qualified educators. As requirements to pass the Massachusetts Tests for
Educator Licensure (MTEL) become more stringent, one issue that has arisen is that there has been a marked
decrease in the first-time passage of the elementary teacher’s math test. To address this disparity, the Council has
developed a comprehensive strategy that includes MTEL prep workshops.

The Massachusetts economy was traditionally based on manufacturing based but as the economy has evolved,
Magsachusetts, with one of the largest clusters of higher educational institutions in the country, needs to utilize this
asset to train students for the jobs of the new economy, whether they be in éngineering, green jobs, high-tech, life
sciences, or energy. In conjunction with the Lieutenant Governor’s STEM Policy Advisory Council and the
Business Roundtable’s Education Innovation and Workforce Initiative, we hope to prepare students for these new
jobs, build on the work we have done, and provide businesses with the workforce they need.

Regional STEM networks have been established with educators from PreK-16 to align programs among partners and
across the state with the assistance of the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education. Information sharing
such as this will help identify areas where schools are underperforming and allow the Executive Office of Education
to assess these schools knowing what programs are offered, how they differ from schools that are higher achieving,
and formulate a pian for improving the quality and efficacy of education at those institutions,

In closing, we urge you to strongly consider supporting Massachusetts’ Race to the Top Fund application so that we
may continue and expand the work of the Goddard Council in tandem with the other educational organizations in the
state. If you have any questions regarding the Council, please do not hesitate to contact our offices. Thank you for
your consideration in this matter,

¥
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SENATOR THOMAS M. MCGEE, Co-chair REPRESENTATIVE DANIEL E. BOSLEY, Co-chaj

Robert H. Goddard Council Robert H. Goddard Council f
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BOSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT

May 25, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
US Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20202

Re: LEA Commitment to MA STEM Early College Pathway Initiative
Dear Secretary Duncan:

We respectfully submit this letter of commitment to participate in Massachusetts” STEM
Early College Pathway initiative should USDE award a Race to the Top (RTTT) grant to
the Commonwealth.

Massachusetts is proud of the high math and science performance of our students on the
TIMSS benchmark and of the high rate with which our high school graduates go on to
college. But as everywhere in the country, high-poverty and minority students are far
less likely to graduate high school, to matriculate to college and ultimately attain a higher
education degree. Further, far too few students across the socioeconomic spectrum
develop a passion and a high level of skills in the STEM areas, even in a state that leads
the nation in great job opportunities in those fields.

Massachusetts has included in their RTTT application an initiative to create a pioneering
cohort of STEM early college high schools and feeder middle schools developed with a
higher education partner and local STEM-focused organization to provide significant
STEM-oriented experience, traction, success, and credit in college for students from
predominantly low-income backgrounds. This initiative will create a pipeline of high-
achieving students with an interest and skill set in STEM related studies and careers that
is critical to our state’s economic vitality.

26 Court Street ® Boston, Massachusetts 02108 ® 617-635-9050 e 617-635-9059 (Fax) A-193



We applaud Massachusetts’ efforts to address the chronic shortage of urban, minority
students with the necessary skill and interest in STEM related fields and subject to
receiving a RTTT grant, commit to actively working with the Massachusetts Department

of Elementary and Secondary Education to implement the STEM Early College Pathway
initiative in Springfield.

Sincerely,

Carol R. Johnson
Superintendent
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LOWELL PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Henry J. Mroz Central Administration Offices
Edith Nourse Rogers School
43 Highland Street
Lowell, MA 01852

Tel: 978-674-4324
Chris A. Scott, Ph.D. Fax: 978-937-7609
Superintendent of Schools email: cscott@lowell.k12.ma.us

May 25, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
US Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20202

Re: LEA Commitment to MA STEM Early College Pathway Initiative
Dear Secretary Duncan:

We respectfully submit this letter of commitment to participate in Massachusetts’
STEM Early College Pathway initiative should USDE award a Race to the Top (RTTT)
grant to the Commonwealth.

Massachusetts is proud of the high math and science performance of our students
on the TIMSS benchmark and of the high rate with which our high school graduates go
on to college. But as everywhere in the country, high-poverty and minority students are
far less likely to graduate high school, to matriculate to college and ultimately attain a
higher education degree. Further, far too few students across the socioeconomic
spectrum develop a passion and a high level of skills in the STEM areas, even in a state
that leads the nation in great job opportunities in those fields.

Massachusetts has included in their RTTT application an initiative to create a
pioneering cohort of STEM early college high schools and feeder middle schools
developed with a higher education partner and local STEM-focused organization to
provide significant STEM-oriented experience, traction, success, and credit in college for
students from predominantly low-income backgrounds. This initiative will create a
pipeline of high-achieving students with an interest and skill set in STEM related studies
and careers that is critical to our state’s economic vitality.

We applaud Massachusetts’ efforts to address the chronic shortage of urban,
minority students with the necessary skill and interest in STEM related fields and subject
to receiving a RTTT grant, commit to actively working with the Massachusetts
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to implement the STEM Early
College Pathway initiative in Springfield.

Sincerely,

Gi3r

Chris A. Scott, Ph.D.
Superintendent of Schools
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Central Office

P.O. Box 1410

195 State Street
Springfield, MA 01102-1410
SPRINGFIELD PUBLIC SCHOOLS - SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

Dr. Alan J. Ingram
Superintendent of Schools
ingrama(@sps.springfield.ma.us
Tel. 413.787.7087

Fax. 413.787-7171

May 25, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
US Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20202

Re: LEA Commitment to MA STEM Early College Pathway Initiative
Dear Secretary Duncan:

We respectfully submit this letter of commitment to participate in Massachusetts’ STEM Early College
Pathway initiative should USDE award a Race to the Top (RTTT) grant to the Commonwealth,

Massachusetts is proud of the high math and science performance of our students on the TIMSS
benchmark and of the high rate with which our high school graduates go on to college, But as everywhere
in the country, high-poverty and minority students are far less likely to graduate high school, to
matriculate to college and ultimately attain a higher education degree. Further, far toc few students
across the socioeconomic spectrum develop a passion and a high level of skills in the STEM areas, even in
a state that leads the nation in great job opportunities in those fields.

Massachusetts has included in their RTTT application an initiative to create a pioneering cohort of STEM
early college high schools and feeder middie schools developed with a higher education partner and local
. STEM-focused organization to provide significant STEM-oriented experience, traction, success, and credit
in college for students from predominantly low-income backgrounds. This initiative will create a pipeline
of high-achieving students with an interest and skill set in STEM related studies and careers that is critical
to our state’s economic vitality. '

We applaud Massachusetts’ efforts to address the chronic shortage of urban, minority students with the
necessary skill and interest in STEM related fields and subject to receiving a RTTT grant, commit to actively
working with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education to implement the
STEM Early College Pathway initiative in Springfield.
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Massachusetts Department of Higher Education

e Ashburoon Place, Raom 14071 TEL {B17) BB4-6950 Bachard M. Freeland, Commissioner
Boston, Ma 021081696 Fax {617} 7270955 Chartes F. Detmond, Chairman
WEB wonnsempss, adu Mussachusetts Bowrd of Higher Edurntion

May 28, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

On behalf of the STEM Pipeline Fund, | am writing in enthusiastic support of the Race to the Top (RTTP) proposal submitted
by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The Robert Goddard Council is a statutory body formed to advise the policies and
programs of the STEM Pipeline Fund. This fund is administered by the Department of Higher Education. Senator Thomas
McGee and Representative Daniel Bosley have submitted a letter as Co-Chairs of the Goddard Council.

The goals of the Pipeline Fund are to increase the number of students who prepare for and enter STEM careers, increase the
number of STEM-qualified teachers, and improve STEM educational offerings. The STEM Pipeline Fund provides funds on a
competitive basis for regional STEM networks and programs to increase studentinterest in pursuing STEM studies/careers,
and it works to support implementation of state policies to enhance STEM preparation. There is a strong interconnection
between these goals and the key initiatives in the Massachusetts RTTP proposal.

One of the chief assets developed through the Pipeline Fund is a statewide structure of regional STEM Networks to coordinate
at the regional level the engagement of key STEM stakeholders (the PreK-12 system, higher education (public and private),
the employer community, and non-profit STEM advocacy organizations. While the Commonwealth has committed over $8
million over several years to the Pipeline Fund, there remains a great need to increase the scale of these efforts, and this
could be achieved through a RTTP award to the Commonwealth.

STEM is infused throughout the Race to the Top proposal and through each of the Massachusetts initiatives. We have
already begun discussions among regional network leaders about engagement in this project, and there is very strong special
interest across the state in Initiative Number 4: increasing college and career readiness for all students. Given the current
and future structure of the Massachusetts economy and the educational requirements to participate in this economy, STEM
preparation is a core element of post-secondary education and career success.

While Massachusetts has demonstrated STEM competence on state, national and international assessments, the distribution
of STEM prepared students and teachers is very uneven. Despite the best efforts of the Goddard Council, the STEM Pipeline
Fund and the leaders of the programs that we fund, we are all too aware of the limitations on our efforts compared to the
scope of the problem. The Commonwealth’'s RTTP program would greatly enhance our Goddard Council and STEM Pipeline
Fund goals. Our regional networks and programs provide a structure to build upon to support the rapid, effective
implementation of an RTTP award. We are ready to go to work.

Sincerely,

i,

///ii\éjf il &P C%,ef’f'é'“if
‘-W‘IJ

i
David McCauley

Director STEM Pipeline Fund/Senior Administrator for the Robert Goddard Council
Deputy Commissioner for Workforce Development
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400 Atlantic Avenue, Boston, MA 02110 - tel 617-737-3122 fax 617-737-3126 « www.mbae.org

MASSACHUSETTS
BUSINESS ALLIANCE
FOR EDUCATION

May 24, 2010
Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

The Massachusetts Business Alliance for Education (MBAE) is a policy advocacy group
representing employers in Massachusetts. We are committed to a high quality public
education system that will prepare all students to engage successfully in a global economy
and society. We bring together business and education leaders to promote education
policies and practices based on measurable standards of achievement, accountability for
performance, and equitable educational opportunities for all students. As the organization
that provided the conceptual framework and advocacy for the Massachusetts Education
Reform Act of 1993, MBAE, and the employers we represent, have a long history of
supporting education reform focused on student achievement. We are proud that such
reform efforts have resulted in our students’ sustained academic performance at the top of
the nation and we unequivocally support the Commonwealth’s application for the Race to
the Top to accelerate our state’s progress.

While MBAE celebrates our accomplishments, we recognize that we have much work ahead
to close persistent achievement gaps and to prepare all students to compete in a rapidly
changing global workforce. MBAE enjoys a proud reputation for effectively communicating
the business perspective to policy and program initiatives in Massachusetts and will
capitalize on our established relationships with state leaders and other stakeholders to
actively support state efforts to implement and sustain the strategies outlined in the state’s
application. Our organization’s strategic goals are aligned with the four assurances you are
seeking from all Race to the Top applicants, and the proposals Massachusetts is putting
forward. We believe that Massachusetts Race to the Top proposals are also aligned with
those four assurances and warrant an award of Race to the Top funding, particularly applied
to the following:

e Graduate all students ready for college, career and citizenship

MBAE has advocated for increasing college and career readiness and believes that the
state’s Race to the Top commitments to increasing rigorous college and career pathways,
with an emphasis on STEM, rightly target issues identified by the Massachusetts business
community as critically important. We believe that having a chance to revise the first round
application has given us an opportunity to strengthen our proposal in this area to drive the
statewide reform necessary to raise graduation rates and ensure that all students acquire
the applied skills and content knowledge essential for college and career success. Business
leaders have been engaged by MBAE in the development of the MassCore graduation
standards and initiatives to develop performance-based assessment of college and career
readiness. We remain committed as the business partner in these endeavors to intensify our
campaign to make MassCore the minimum graduation requirement for all students as part
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of a continuum of school reforms. We also support a comprehensive approach to increasing
graduation rates based on ambitious goals and evidence-based solutions, and endorse the
Commonwealth’s Graduation and Dropout Prevention and Recovery Commission’s plan to
reduce the dropout rate as part of the state’s Race to the Top program.

e Ensure effective teachers and leaders in every school and classroom

Reaching the goals of high standards and achievement can only be accomplished with
changes in our school management and human resource systems. Since the state’s January
application was submitted, MBAE released a study of human capital policies in the Boston
Public Schools and identified areas where improvements can be made that are applicable to
districts across the state. Our organization has supported a comprehensive approach to
improving the system for educator recruitment, development and management. We strongly
endorse the state’s commitment to require districts to evaluate all teachers annually, with
student achievement as a major factor. The Massachusetts business community has
significant experience evaluating professionals that can be brought to bear on this
challenge. MBAE has initiated a project to share private sector expertise in performance
evaluation, and its relation to compensation, with state policymakers. We have convened
experts to review these issues and recommend action. With a record of success in framing
discussion that leads to solutions of complex educational questions, MBAE and the
employers we represent are committed to collaborative efforts to develop multiple measures
of effectiveness anchored in student performance.

e Turn around Massachusetts’ lowest performing schools

MBAE has defended high standards and equitable opportunities for all children against both
legal and political challenges and will continue to do so. At the district and school level,
MBAE considers accountability for performance essential to raising student achievement and
making the case for state investment in education. Our efforts have resulted in the
preservation of a proven system for evaluating and reporting on district management and
operational systems essential to quality teaching and learning. This is now linked to a new
structure for providing the assistance needed to support school improvement. The
Accountability and Assistance Advisory Council charged with design of this system is chaired
by an MBAE Board member and MBAE also fills the business representative seat. We are
confident that with this system, coupled with statutory changes that provide greater
autonomy and management rights to school leaders, which we have championed, will
enable Massachusetts to finally bring our lowest performing schools up to the level of quality
that our students need and deserve.

Most Massachusetts companies have experienced rapid and extensive changes in their
industries and professions as a result of technological advances and the globalization of the
marketplace. Educational institutions have been slower to adapt. MBAE is keenly aware of
the unique opportunity that Race to the Top, in coordination with other economic stimulus
grant programs, provides for systemic changes rather than incremental advances. Our
commitment to working with state leaders, and to holding them accountable for results, is
demonstrated by the recent “Leaders and Laggards” report on educational innovation in the
states. Massachusetts was the only state in the nation meeting all four conditions for a
strong state reform environment because of MBAE's membership in the Policy Innovators in
Education network. MBAE and our allies in the business community believe that our state’s
second application is significantly stronger than the very compelling application that led us
to be designated a finalist in the first round. We pledge to monitor and report on progress
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toward the goals and promises set forth in our Race to the Top application and urge you to
support the selection of Massachusetts for a Race to the Top award.

Sincerely,
(b)(8)

Robert W. Richardson, Chairman

East Coast Education Program Manager, Intel

(Business Representative on Science, Technology and Engineering Curriculum Frameworks
Review)

For the Members of the MBAE Board of Directors

Donald F. Baldini, Esq., Assistant Vice President and Sr. Legislative Counsel
Liberty Mutual Insurance Company

Andrea Bruce, Director of Marketing and Brand
Suffolk Construction Co., Inc.

1D Chesloff, Deputy Director
Massachusetts Business Roundtable
(Member, Board of Early Education and Care Department)

Lawrence Coolidge
Loring, Wolcott & Coolidge

Henry C. Dinger, Esq., Partner
Goodwin Procter LLP

Patricia S. Eagan, Massachusetts Regulatory Affairs
Verizon (Business Representative on English Language Arts Curriculum Frameworks Review)

Joseph E. Esposito, C.P.A.
Chair of the Massachusetts Accountability and Assistance Advisory Council
Member, NAEP Business Policy Task Force

Cathleen Finn, New England Program Manager, Corporate Citizenship and Corporate Affairs
IEM Corporation
(Business Representative for Massachusetts TELLs Study)

Jack Foley, Vice President, Government Relations
Clark University

Beth C. Gamse, Ed.D., Principal Associate
Abt Associates Inc.

Robert Gittens, Vice President for Public Affairs
Northeastern University
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Victoria Grisanti, Manager, Community Involvement

EMC Corporation

(Business Representative on Mathematics Curriculum Framework Review Committee and
Graduation Rate Task Force)

Paul F. Heffernan, Vice President of Human Resources
Tufts Medical Center

Paul Karoff, Chief Communications Officer
American Academy of Art & Sciences

Alan G. MacDonald, Executive Director
Massachusetts Business Roundtable

Andre Mayer, Senior Vice President
Associated Industries of Massachusetts

Neil J. McKittrick, Esq., Partner
Ogletree Deakins

James McManus, Principal
Slowey/McManus Communications

Peter Nessen, Principal
CRIC Capital

Paul Serotkin, Vice Chairman, Executive Vice President, Operations and Finance
Glevum Associates

William Walczak, CEO
Codman Square Health Center

Michael J. Widmer, President
Massachusetts Taxpayers Foundation

Jean C. Wood, Ph.D., Former Sr. Vice President and Chief Operating Officer
Abt Associates Inc.

Contact:

Linda M. Noonan, Executive Director

Linda_Noonan@mbae.org

617-737-3122
(Business Representative Accountability and Assistance Advisory Council)
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Massachusetts Competitive Partnership, Inc.
535 Boylsion Street

Top Floor
Boston, MA 02116
May 28, 2010
The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20202
Dear Secretary Duncan:

On behalf of the Massachusetts Competitive Partnership (MACP), | am writing to convey our
enthusiastic support for Massachusetts’ application to Phase Il of the Race to the Top
competition. MACP is comprised of chief executive officers of the Commonwealth’s largest
employers and represents a wide range of industries from retail to manufacturing, construction,
and financial services. Our mission is to create jobs in the state and develop and leverage
Massachusetts’ competitiveness as a world-class home to national and international businesses.

MACP believes that preparing students to compete in the increasingly globalized economy of the
21" century will be key to Massachusetts’ success as a regional, national, and international
leader. Consequently, Massachusetts’ proposals initiatives to turnaround the state’s lowest

achieving schools resonate strongly with our group’s goals of developing a competent and
skilled workforce.

MACP is especially impressed with the proposed strategy of assembling specialized turnaround
cohorts of experienced principals and teachers with proven success in the classroom. The
proposal also outlines detailed incentives, training, and support the cohorts will receive in order
to maximize their effectiveness and impact in underperforming schools. MACP is also pleased
that the Massachusetts’s proposal adopts a holistic, rather than narrow approach to eliminate the
achievement gap by improving parent outrcach and engagement.

MACP and its directors are committed to the future of Massachusetts and developing a
competitive, career-ready work force, which aligns with the goals outlined in the Massachusetts
proposal for Race to the Top funding.

We are pleased to support the Massachusetts proposal for Race to the Top funding and urge you

to support the selection of Massachusetts for a Race to the Top award.

Sincerely,
(b)(€)

Daniel O'Connell
President




MACP Board of Directors
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Ronald E. Logue, Chairman of State

Jack M. Connors, Jr., Former Chairman
Street Corporation

of Hill Holliday

John D. DesPrez, 111, Former Chairman
Thomas J. May, Chairman, President &
CEO of NSTAR

& CEO of John Hancock Financial
Services

Robert L. Reynolds, President & CEO of

Putnam Investments

John F. Fish, Founder, President & CEO
of Suffolk Construction
Ronald L. Sargent, Chairman & CEO of

|
\
| A » | -
Charles K. Gifford, Chairman Emeritus Staples

of Bank of America
% / Laura Sen, President & CEO of BJ’s
Dr. Gary Gottlieb, President & CEO of Wholesale Club
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William H. Swanson, Chairman & CEO
Edmund F. Kelley, Chairman of Liberty of Raytheon
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Mutual Insurance Company
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Boston Plan for
EXCELLENCE

IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Mr. Duncan,

I am writing to express strong support for the enclosed Race to the Top application from
Massachusetts. The Boston Plan for Excellence is Boston Public Schools’ (BPS) primary partner
in education reform, and we have worked together successfully for over 15 years, focusing on
instructional improvement. We have helped to create BPS’s impressive student performance
gains, and data use has become increasingly central to the work over time.

The attached proposal would greatly enhance our work. We are dealing with a misalignment in
teacher evaluation, teacher professional learning, and teacher leadership, and a disconnect from
the data about what teachers need to move their students forward. This proposal will create new
evaluation tools, the opportunity to create more practice-based, data-informed professional
development opportunities, and credentialed teacher leadership roles to build school capacity,
develop and retain good teachers, and support new teachers. Second, funding for teacher
compensation is currently aligned with graduate courses disconnected from the daily practice,
which skews incentives away from what our students need most. This proposal would ensure that
teachers are eventually rewarded for the value they add to the district. Third, Boston Teacher
Residency alumni in their 4™ to 6™ year of teaching are prime candidates for a school turnaround
corps. This proposal would ensure the infrastructure and support for these teachers to succeed in
turning around the lowest-performing schools.

In short, the implementation of the Massachusetts Race to the Top proposal would result in state
and district coherence around teacher and principal support, supervision, and accountability. This
coherence would propel our work forward as we use data to improve student, school, and
district-level achievement in Boston and share our work with stakeholders across the state.

We urge you to support it.

Sinceralv I.J

(b)(6)

Ellen Guiney l
Executive Director

6 Beacos STREET, #615  BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02108 PoNE (617) 2278055 FAX (617) 2278446 <wiWbjtbrg>



May 26, 2010

Honorable Arne Duncan

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

Dear Secretary Duncan,

On behalf of Mass Insight Education & Research Institute, we are pleased to support the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ proposal for the Race to the Top program. We believe that
Massachusetts is poised to lead transformational reform in its schools and districts. The
unprecedented level of funds available through a Race to the Top award would enable the
Commonwealth to accelerate the scope, scale, and pace of reform to the great benefit of our one
million public school students.

Massachusetts builds on an extraordinary platform of success on standards, assessments, and data
systems built in the 1990s, which made us a national education leader, as measured by
performance on the NAEP. We are ready to move these early gains into a significant new phase of
improvement.

Because Race to the Top is intended to build on success and to take successful initiatives to scale,
an investment in Massachusetts will yield measurable results, for our students, educators, schools,
and districts. The Massachusetts proposal focuses on capacity-building initiatives in districts and
schools.

As an organization, Mass Insight has been focused on the critical challenge of turning around low-
performing schools both here in Massachusetts as well as across the country. We were gratified
that many of the key themes of our 2007 report—The Turnaround Challenge—have been adopted
in the guidelines of President Obama’s federal stimulus package, and we are eager to assist in
turnaround efforts in Massachusetts, and across the nation.

We believe that in the assurance area of school turnaround, Massachusetts has demonstrated an
impressive and exceptional commitment to the principles necessary to enacting dramatic and
effective school turnaround of its most chronically failing schools. We are confident that if awarded
the competitive grant, Massachusetts will be ready and willing to implement the critical actions
necessary to implement scalable and sustainable school turnaround.

Additionally, STEM is a priority for Race to the Top, and has been a priority in Massachusetts as
well. Massachusetts has made early commitments to STEM through its STEM Pipeline Fund, and

18 Tremont Street, Suite 930 Boston, MA 02108
Telephone 617-778-1500 Fax617-778-1505 www.massinsight.org A-205
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has a major national initiative underway. Connection to another major national STEM initiative
would be feasible through Race to the Top funding.

We look forward to our continued partnership with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary

and Secondary Education, and stand ready to assist our schools and districts to work towards the
state’s ambitious vision for student achievement.

Sincerely,

(b)(6)

William H. Guenther, President
Mass Insight Education & Research Institute, Inc.
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Mass /2020

May 24, 2010

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

400 Maryland Avenue, SW

Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan,

On behalf of our whole organization and the broad network of collaborators with whom we work
across the state, I am pleased to offer this letter of support for Massachusetts” Race to the Top
(RTTT) application. Since 2005, Massachusetts 2020 has enjoyed a highly productive and
collaborative partnership with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education (DESE). Together, we are leading the country’s most ambitious initiative to rethink
and redesign what a public school can achieve by adding significantly more learning time to the
school day to eliminate the achievement gap and provide a well-rounded education for all
children.

Expanded learning time has been one of our state’s educational innovation priorities for five
years since Massachusetts became the first state to create a policy supporting selected schools to
expand learning time to strengthen core academics, provide for a well-rounded education and
give teachers more time to prepare, collaborate and improve. Currently, 22 schools serving over
12,000 students operate with an expanded school day.

Refined and improved based on the lessons learned from this successful pilot program, increased
learning time has become a central strategy in school turnaround plans across the state and is
identified in Massachusetts’ RTTT proposal. Empowered by the new authorities and flexibilities
provided by the state’s recent passage of the landmark education reform bill An Act Relative 1o
the Achievement Gap, combined with additional resources from a successful RTTT application,
districts and schools across the Commonwealth will have the tools and funds necessary to close
achievement gaps and turnaround our lowest-performing schools. A central component of
Massachusetts” proposal is to build the capacity of partners to support schools in this challenging
work, primarily those with expertise in one of the state’s “essential conditions for school
effectiveness,” including increased learning time. Based on our history of working with over 100
schools in Massachusetts and beyond to redesign and expand their school day, we are well
poised and eager to take on the task of supporting districts and schools in turnaround efforts,
leveraging time as a central reform strategy.
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In addition to turning around our state’s underperforming schools, we are also excited about the
opportunity to collaborate with the state on a new initiative to create a pipeline of high-achieving
students (from primarily low-income backgrounds) with an interest and skill set in STEM related
studies and careers. Massachusetts” RTTT application plans for the establishment of three Early
College STEM High Schools in close partnership with a local state college or university,
modeled after the exemplar Metro Early College High School in Columbus, Ohio. As a result of
our productive partnership with the DESE and extensive experience implementing and sustaining
state-wide initiatives of this scale, Massachusetts 2020 has been identified as a key collaborator
in this work. This innovative program builds upon our success in raising the achievement of low-
income, minority students, while focusing in on a state priority that is critical to our state’s
economic vitality.

Massachusetts has long been a pioneer in education, home (o the first public school in the
country, one of the nation’s most rigorous set of core standards and assessments, and the first
state-wide policy to expand the learning day for public school students. RTTT funds would
provide Massachusetts the necessary resources to carry the state into a new era of innovation,
and we are committed to further support and partner with the state, districts, schools and their
communities 1o carry-out the proposed strategies to provide a high-quality education for all
students in the Commonwealth.

Sineerely. .
(b)(6)

: t'hrisbébrieﬁ"”
Chairman
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Reshaping the profession of teaching

May 28, 2010

Honorable Arne Duncan

U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20200

Dear Secretary Duncan,

Massachusetts has made significant progress in improving student learning since Education
Relorm began here in 1993, Our students perform better than students in states across the nation,
as well as most other western nations, on several indicators of student learning. Yet. we still have
work to do if we are to reach the goals of quality education for all students in the
Commonwealth. Research shows that improving the quality of teaching and school leadership is
the most effective way to make sure all students have the knowledge and skills they need to
succeed. The original Massachusetts BEd Reform did not explicitly address this issue, and we
need to address it now. Fortunately, the strength of Massachusetts’ schools puts us in a position
to make the most of the unprecedented resources of Race to the Top ~ Phase 2 tunds to improve
teaching and leading across the state.

The Federal Race to the Top request for proposals makes Great Teachers and Leaders a
cornerstone of states” work to improve schools and assure that students are prepared to excel in
the 21st century. Thus, Teachers™ . an education nonprofit organization dedicated to reshaping
the profession of teaching through professional learning, policy, public discourse, and research
and development, wholeheartedly supports the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education in its efforts win the considerable resources afforded Race to the Top
funding. This support would significantly contribute to furthering our shared goal of
systematically improving teaching and leading for all students in the Commonwealth. The
approach of the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s revised
Race to the Top application is in accordance with the vision of Teachers™' . and we look forward
to working collaboratively to further this important work.

}"e’frz'hes'x:is;‘marhcads the work of the Working Group for Educator Excellence (WGEL). a
statewide coalition of 24 education, business. parent. and community groups dedicated 1o
strengthening the educator workforce. These groups, in collaboration with the MA Department
of Elementary and Secondary Education, are working to fundamentally improve the quality of
teaching and leadership in the Commonwealth. Currently, we have a number of partnership
projects underway that highlight our shared commitment to recruiting, retaining, and supporting
the very best educators for all students in Massachusetts.

34 Washington Street m Suite 220 8 Wellesley, MA 02481 78141609808 781 416.00983 fox
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An example of these partnership projects is the Knowledge and Skills of Professional Teaching
(KSPT) project. which aims to identify and create a specific inventory of concrete knowledge
and skills that go beyond the abstract standards schools currently rely on for guidance. With this
partnership. education stakeholders in Massachusetts have the opportunity 1o come together to
agree upon a common prolessional knowledge and skill base for teaching and organize a central
repository ol this professional knowledge. In addition, this project will provide a well-
researched map ol prelessional knowledge to guide educator quality policy in the
Commonwealth.

The goal of these partnership projects is to bring about the kind of educational change necessary
to prepare students for the challenges of the 21st century. This requires an unprecedented break
[rom the piecemeal educational reforms of the past. The DESE has been a critical partner in
these reform initiatives, demonstrating a commitment to coordinated and comprehensive reform,
We are conlident that with this approach and vision, Massachuselts, as a recipient of the second-
round of Race to the Top funding. will lead the nation as a model of educational change. We
look forward to collaborating with our national colleagues on advancing the critically important
Race to the Top agenda.

Sincerely,
(b)(6)
{b)(6)
Susan Freedman Jonathan Saphier
President. Teachers” Founder, Teachers”'
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Boston Education Funders
c¢/o GMA Foundations, 77 Summer Street, 8% Floor, Boston, MA 02110

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Lynn ID’ Ambrose
Co-Chairperson
Nellie Mae Education
Foundation
781.348.4200

Elizabeth Pauley
Co-Chairperson

The Boston Foundation
617.566.2124

Margaret Carr
Treasurer

GMA Foundations
617.391.3090

Kathleen Traphagen
Coordinator
413.687.1710

May 24, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

On behalf of Boston Education Funders (BEF), we are pleased to submit this letter of support for the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts’ Race to the Top application. We believe that recent enhancements have strengthened the application and
that legislation signed into law by our governor in January demonstrates the commitment the people of the
Commonwealth are making to help all of our students reach their fullest potential.

BEF is an affinity group of over seventy grantmakers who support early childhood, K-12 and postsecondary education in
greater Boston and beyond. Launched in 1996 with a leadership grant from the Hayden Foundation along with donations
from other founding members, BEF plays an important role in helping to engage and inform donors about ongoing efforts
to reform public education. During the one year period of July 1, 2006 — June 30, 2007 (the most recent period for which
available data exists), BEF members” grants in support of public education in Boston totaled nearly $11.8 million.”

BEF introduces members to new programming, best practices and research. Our monthly conversations provide learning
opportunities for funders to leverage funding investments and impact greater Boston’s important education issues. In the
past year, BEF has hosted a series of discussions with Boston Public Schools Superintendent Carol Johnson and her
leadership team on the challenges and the strengths of the school system, providing valuable insights on how funders and
BPS may work together to increase the strategic impact of private investments. Other recent BEF sessions included a
discussion of Race to the Top strategy with the Deputy Commissioner of the Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education, a briefing on the BPS 5-Year Acceleration Agenda, education reform legislation and related policy
developments with leaders of BPS and Boston City Hall, and a conversation with Boston Teachers Union President
Richard Stutman.
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BEF serves a knowledge building and networking function, and many BEF members provide schools and community-
based programs with significant resources aligned with the strategies of the Race to the Top proposal: 1) providing all of
our students with a more personalized educational experience; 2) developing and retaining an effective, diverse, and
culturally competent educator workforce; 3) allocating targeted instructional resources and more comprehensive support
services to students and educators in our lowest-performing schools; and 4) increasing college and career readiness for all
students.

BEF will continue to convene education grantmakers, providing a forum for our members to discuss school reform
strategies in-depth with local and statewide education practitioners, leaders and policymakers. Our goal is to ensure that
education-focused philanthropy effectively catalyzes and supports efforts to improve achievement for all students in the
Commonwealth. We urge you to consider the Commonwealth of Massachusetts” Race to the Top proposal favorably.

Sincerely,

Boston Education Funders

Among Boston Education Funders’ many institutional and individual supporters of Massachusetts’ Race to the Top
application are the following members.

Carol F. Anderson

Barr Foundation

The Boston Foundation

Boston Plan for Excellence

Cabot Family Charitable Trust

Catholic Schools Foundation

Community Foundation of Southeastern Massachusetts
Community Matters

Irene E. and F. George A. Davis Foundation
The Education Resources Institute, Inc.

Eos Foundation

Newell Flather, GMA Foundations

The Hyams Foundation

Longfield Family Foundation

The Lynch Foundation

The Philanthropic Initiative

Simon Brothers Family Foundation

Strategic Grant Partners

Michael Tooke, Boston Leaders for Education
Trefler Foundation

United Way of Massachusetts Bay and Merrimack Valley

A-212



EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Lynn D’Ambrose
Co-Chairperson
Nellie Mae Education
Foundation
781.348.4200

Elizabeth Pauley
Co-Chairperson

The Boston Foundation
617.566.2124

Margaret Carr
Treasurer

GMA Foundations
617.391.3090

Kathleen Traphagen
Coordinator
413.687.1710

May 24, 2010

The Honorable Arme Duncan
U.S. Department of Education

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

Dear Secretary Duncan:

Boston Education Funders
c¢/o GMA Foundations, 77 Summer Street, 8 Floor, Boston, MA 02110

On behalf of Boston Education Funders (BEF), we are pleased to submit this letter of support for the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts” Race to the Top application. We believe that recent enhancements have strengthened the application and
that legislation signed into law by our governor in January demonstrates the commitment the people of the
Commonwealth are making to help all of our students reach their fullest potential.

BEF is an affinity group of over seventy grantmakers who support early childhood, K-12 and postsecondary education in
greater Boston and beyond. Launched in 1996 with a leadership grant from the Hayden Foundation along with donations
from other founding members, BEF plays an important role in helping to engage and inform donors about ongoing efforts
to reform public education. During the one¢ year period of July 1, 2006 — June 30, 2007 (the most recent period for which
available data exists), BEF members” grants in support of public education in Boston totaled nearly $11.8 million.”

BEF introduces members to new programming, best practices and research. QOur monthly conversations provide learning
opportunities for funders to leverage funding investments and impact greater Boston’s important education issues. In the
past year, BEF has hosted a series of discussions with Boston Public Schools Superintendent Carol Johnson and her
leadership team on the challenges and the strengths of the school system, providing valuable insights on how funders and
BPS may work together to increase the strategic impact of private investments. Other recent BEF sessions included a
discussion of Race to the Top strategy with the Deputy Commissioner of the Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education, a briefing on the BPS 5-Year Acceleration Agenda, education reform legislation and related policy
developments with leaders of BPS and Boston City Hall, and a conversation with Boston Teachers Union President

Richard Stutman.
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BEF serves a knowledge building and networking function, and many BEF members provide schools and community-
based programs with significant resources aligned with the strategies of the Race to the Top proposal: 1) providing all of
our students with a more personalized educational experience; 2) developing and retaining an effective, diverse, and
culturally competent educator workforce; 3) allocating targeted instructional resources and more comprehensive support
services to students and educators in our lowest-performing schools; and 4) increasing college and career readiness for all
students.

BEF will continue to convene education grantmakers, providing a forum for our members to discuss school reform
strategies in-depth with local and statewide education practitioners, leaders and policymakers. Our goal is to ensure that
education-focused philanthropy effectively catalyzes and supports efforts to improve achievement for all students in the
Commonwealth. We urge you to consider the Commonwealth of Massachusetts” Race to the Top proposal favorably.

Sincerely,

Boston Education Funders

Among Boston Education Funders” many institutional and individual supporters of Massachusetts’ Race to the Top
application are the following members.

Carol F. Anderson

Barr Foundation

The Boston Foundation

Boston Plan for Excellence

Cabot Family Charitable Trust

Catholic Schools Foundation

Community Foundation of Southeastern Massachusetts
Community Matters

Irene E. and F. George A. Davis Foundation
The Education Resources Institute, Inc.

Eos Foundation

Newell Flather, GMA Foundations

The Hyams Foundation

Longfield Family Foundation

The Lynch Foundation

The Philanthropic Initiative

Simon Brothers Family Foundation

Strategic Grant Partners

Michael Tooke, Boston Leaders for Education
Trefler Foundation

United Way of Massachusetts Bay and Merrimack Valley

A-214



Nellie Mae
Education
Foundation

Dpmersiong Do Do Tm s i

May 24, 2010

The Honorable Arne Duncan
Secretary of Education

U.5. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan:

| am writing today on behalf of the Nellie Mae Education Foundation to endorse the Massachusetts
Department of Education’s application for the second round of Race to the Top funding. We
enthusiastically support its focus on providing all learners with a more student-centered educational
experience; developing an effective, diverse and culturally competent workforce; allocating targeted
instructional resources and more comprehensive support services to students and educators in the
state's lowest-performing schools; and increasing college and career readiness for all students.

The Foundation is Mew England’s largest public charity dedicated to improving academic achievement
for the region’s underserved communities. Our mission is to stimulate transformative change of public
education systems across the region. We believe that developing a greater variety of higher quality
education opportunities will enable all learners--especially and essentially those underserved--to obtain
the skills, knowledge and supports necessary to become civically engaged, economically self-sufficient
life-long learners.

Massachusetts’ focus on a more student-centered experience is aligned with both our mission and our
new work = which focuses primarily on the promotion and integration of developmentally appropriate,
rigorous, student-centered approaches to learning. These approaches take into account the many ways
students learn and are focused on a broad set of essential and relevant skills. It is the Foundation’s goal
to help grow these approaches into core facets of the education system.

The Foundation has partnered with the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education (DESE) and the Executive Office of Education (EOE) to support policy change in the state that
is aligned with our mission. We have provided 575,000 in direct grant support to the Bridgespan Group
for its lead role in RTTT proposal development, offered input to state administration officials, and helped
fund recent efforts to adopt key legislation to qualify Massachusetts for RTTT funds. We are supporting
DESE in its efforts to expand the state’s required assessment to include curriculum-embedded tasks.
Finally, we were a key early supporter of the Extended Learning Time Initiative and other efforts to
expand learning opportunities for students during the school year and the summer months,

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this process. We look forward to continued collaboration
with Massachusetts, the New England education community, and your department in order to improve
education for all learners.

Regards,
[(b)(6)

Nicholas C. Donohue A-215
President and CEQ, Nellie Mae Education Foundation



C\ STRATEGIC GRANT PARTNERS
y 3

May 21, 2010

The Honorable Ame Duncan
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan,

We are honored to write this letter of support for Massachusetts’ Race to the Top (RTT)
application.

Founded in 2002, Strategic Grant Partners (SGP) represents fifteen family foundations that have
dedicated a portion of their giving to support a coalition steeped in deep due diligence, strategic
thinking and goal orientation to help fund systemic change to social problems. Since that time,
SGP has granted $26,000,000 (almost exclusively within Massachuseits) in the areas of
education, family self sufficiency, youth development and child welfare.

SGP’s mission is to partner with outstanding leaders with game changing ideas that improve the
lives of struggling individuals and families. Our goals are to:

1. Incubate promising ideas in Massachusetts with the potential for effectiveness;

2. Tnvest in Massachusetts nonprofits with evidence of effectiveness;

3. Help Massachusetts organizations with demonstrated effectiveness to disseminate their
learnings and/or scale up their models for national impact;

4. Invest in national organizations with proven effectiveness expanding into Massachusetts;

5. TImvest in work that alters public systems in ways that are directly tied to positive changes
for children and families.

With those goals in mind, SGP enthusiastically joined forces with the Gates Foundation, the
Nellie Mae Foundation and the Barr Foundation to support the state in its strategic planning
efforts and Race to the Top application. We firmly believe that the state plays a critical role in
ensuring an effective education for all students in the Commonwealth. While Massachusetts has
made significant strides in school reform, there is still work to be done from a policy, capacity,
systems and standards front. The Race to the Top application lays out a concrete plan for how
the state plans to close existing gaps and bolster successful work.

We finmly believe that the Secretary and Comnussioner of Education in Massachusetts are well
poised to lead the state into an era of unprecedented reform. Being awarded the Race to the Top
funds will accelerate this reform effort and help the state become a national and mnternational
exemplar of what a public education system can achieve.

240 Newbury Strect / Sccond Floor
Boston, MA 02116
T 617.421.0970 F 617.482.5624 A-216
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We agree with the four priority initiatives highlighted in the state’s Race to the Top application.
While each is extremely important on its own, they complement one another and together they
are more powerful. Two initiatives specifically align almost directly with our current and future
work:

1. “Develop and retain an effective, diverse, and culturally competent educator worldforce”,

To date, SGP has given over $7 million to improving teacher preparation in the
Commonwealth through grants that established the Boston Teacher Residency,
the Lowell Teachers Academy and Urban Teachers Residency United. We are
interested in working with the state to bring some of these programs to scale, as
outlined in the RTT application, through expanding the teacher residency model
beyond Boston, scaling the deep induction work happening in Lowell, and
helping build capacity within districts to effectively recruit, select, train and
evaluate teachers,

2. “Concentrate great instruction, additional support for students and familics, and tools and
resources for educators in the districts and schools that need it most™.

o Scveral arcas within this initiative are extremely relevant (o the work we are
currently doing and plan to do in the future. The first, “Provide student supports
(social, emotional, health and carly literacy) and coordinate provision at
municipal level” aligns well with Boston Connects, an initiative founded and
incubated in Boston College. A grantee of ours since 2007, Boston Connects has
achicved statistically significant achievement gains for students in some of the
most challenging schools in Boston through a “broker” approach lo services,
ensuring that each and every child has the supports and enrichment services they
need in order o achieve.

¢ The bold approach to incubating and managing turnaround operators through a
standalone 501¢3 and the concept of a turnaround teaching corps is a concept
which we could envision supporting in the future. In the absence of such an
organization, but realizing the need for turnaround operators, we recently made a
grant of $800,000 for UP Schools, a nascent, but promising, school tumaround
management organization to launch in Massachusetls.

SGP is supportive of this application for the Race to the Top funds. We believe that
Massachusetts’ plan, when fully implemented, will dramatically improve outcomes for all
children in Massachuselts and act as a model and catalyst for change elsewhere.

Sincerely,
(b)(E)

~ JoamA Jacobsomr—"
Managing Partner

L ——
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HARVARD
GRADUATE SCHOOL orFr EDUCATION

May 27, 2010

Arne Duncan, Secretary

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

Dear Secretary Duncan:

I am writing in strong support of the revised Massachusetts Race to the Top application.
I write not only as someone with a history of involvement in policymaking in
Massachusetts (education policy advisor to Governor Dukakis, 1986-90; chair of the
states accountability council, 2004-06), but as someone with a national perspective as
well. From 1997-2002, I served as the founding president of Achieve. In that role I had
an opportunity to look at Massachusetts through a comparative lense. At Achieve our
core work was, at the invitation of states, to analyze the quality and rigor of their
standards and assessments and the alignment between the two. Of the 14 states that
requested such a review from Achieve during my tenure, Massachusetts was the clear
winner. Given this strong foundation, along with the state’s deep and sustained
commitment to accompany its increasing performance demands on the system with a
substantial infusion of new funds targeted at its highest need districts, it is no wonder that
in the last few years Massachusetts has out-performed all other states on NAEP and
nearly all other countries on TIMSS.

I was honored to be asked by Secretary Reville and Commissioner Chester to serve on
the Advisory Committee for the initial RTTT application. In this role I had two
opportunities, both early and late in the process, to review and comment substantively on
the submission. I’ve also now had an opportunity to review the revised application.

I would simply make four observations about this application. First, Massachusetts
begins from a strong base. This is a state that set an extremely ambitious, comprehensive
reform agenda for itself in 1993, funded it adequately, and has generally stayed on course
with strong bi-partisan support for 17 years. As I suggested above, its
standards/assessment/accountability framework is robust, and in Secretary Paul Reville
and Commissioner Mitchell Chester it has one of the strongest top leadership teams in the
country.
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Second, despite these very real accomplishments, performance is highly uneven across
the state, and this application directly addresses two major lingering problems. During
my term chairing the state accountability council, I was struck by the significant number
of smaller districts, mostly in working class communities, that simply lacked capacity.
They were unable to align their schools’ curriculum to standards, to develop formative
assessments, or to help their teachers analyze and use assessment results for instructional
improvement. The investment the state is now proposing to make in curriculum and
other instructional materials, diagnostic assessments, and aligned professional
development is sorely needed and will significantly reduce the “Opportunity to Learn”
gap that remain in too many small, beleaguered Massachusetts districts.

Third, significant racial and ethnic achievement gaps persist. Here I think Massachusetts
should be applauded for reflecting on what has not worked and proposing something
new. Like many states, Massachusetts has tended, with limited success, to go around the
district and intervene directly in consistently failing schools. The strategy the state
proposes now is more systemic. It will simultaneously build district capacity, develop
specially trained educators for its lowest performing schools, and provide targeted social
services and other supports to students and their families. It will also draw from the
Commonwealth’s rich talent pool of individuals and organizations to develop a cadre of
turnaround partners for schools that are unlikely to make progress on their own.

Finally, I like the nuanced way in which the state is addressing the challenge of
improving teacher effectiveness. While not backing off from the need to incorporate
measures of student growth into the teacher evaluation system, this commitment is
embedded in a broader strategy, in which increased accountability for results is
accompanied by increased investment in teacher support. In the early years of reform in
Massachusetts, some state leaders, especially the former state board chair, indulged in
needless teacher-bashing, creating a rift between policymakers and practitioners that was
slow to heal. The current state leadership is much more sensitive to the need to engage
teachers and principals as partners in reform. This does not mean that the administration
has backed away from confronting entrenched union leadership when the union has
opposed key reform initiatives, as evidenced by its successful attempt to loosen the cap
on charters and strengthen the hand of superintendents to intervene in persistently low-
performing schools. But the commitment to provide tools and training, open career
pathways for outstanding teachers, and invest in professional development and support
signals a recognition of the importance of teacher buy-in that enhances the likelihood of
successful implementation of this ambitious plan. The fact that the Commonwealth’s
largest teacher organization has endorsed this application reflects the fact that the current
state leadership team has built trust with key leaders in the field.

I realize that you and your reviewers will be confronted with many excellent applications
that promise bold innovations. At the end of the day, however, the most important
question is, “Who has the capacity to deliver on their promises?” In my view the best
predictors of the answer to this question are past performance and current leadership. On
these dimensions, I doubt there is a better bet than Massachusetts.
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Very best regards, and congratulations on a terrific design for this competition.

Sincerely,

(et B S

Robert B. Schwartz
Academic Dean
Professor of Practice

101 Longfellow Hall, Appian Way, CAMBRIDGE, MA 02138, 617-495-3401, WWW.GSE.HARVARD.EDU
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Appendix Al4: Historic Data on Massachusetts
Student performance, high school graduation, college enrollment, and
college course completion, plus exclusion rates and NAEP accommodations policy

Su P
All students
Male
Female
Asian/Pacific Island

Black

Hispanic

\White

ELL

Free & reduced lunch eligible
Students with disabilities

Grade 4 Mathematics

242
244
239
248
222
222
247
217
226
224

00!

252
253
251
264
236
232
258
221
237
237

Grade 4 Reading

Subgroup 2003
All students 228
Male 225
Female 231
Asian/Pacific Island 229
Black 207
Hispanic 202
White 234
ELL 193
Free & reduced lunch eligible 210
Students with disabilities 200

Al students
Male
Female
Asian/Pacific Island

Black

Hispanic

White

ELL

Free & reduced lunch eligible
Students with disabilities

287
289
284
304
260
255
292
242
261
254

292
291
292
314
263
265
297
242
273
264

298
300
296
315
264
270
305
251
275
271

299

300
298
314
272
271
305
238
278
271

Grade 8 Reading

Subgroup 72003 o 007
All students 273 274 273
Male 268 269 269
Female 278 278 278
Asian/Pacific Island 281 282 281
Black 252 253 253
Hispanic 248 248 251
White 278 279 278
ELL 222 222 232
Free & reduced lunch eligible 251 256 256
Students with disabilities 239 246 248
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MCAS English Language Arts, All grades (3-8, 10)

All Students
African-American
Asian

Hispanic

Native American
\White

LEP/FLEP

Low Income
Special Education

29%
45%
58%
23%
34%
28%

30%
47%
29%
46%
39%
26%
44%
46%
47%

38%
51%
31%
48%
59%
26%
37%
29%

29%
44%
28%
45%
37%
25%
45%
45%
47%

51%
35%
49%
29%
47%
57%
24%
35%
29%

47%
29%
48%
41%
27%
47%
47%
48%

38%
49%
32%
48%
56%
24%
37%
31%

15%
6%
21%
9%
4%
29%
16%
22%

41%
51%
36%
50%
59%
27%
40%
32%

41%
23%
2%
35%
22%
44%
41%
45%

22%

52%
1%
49%
36%
46%
56%
26%
39%
32%

40%
23%
2%
38%
23%
44%
41%
44%

16%
6%
26%
5%
9%
19%
3%
5%
2%

43%
49%
39%
49%
56%
29%
42%
34%

All Students 16%
African-American 4%
Asian 30%
Hispanic 3%
Native American 8%
White 18%
LEP/FLEP 6%
Low Income 5%
Special Education 2%

27%
14%
27%
13%
24%
31%
13%
16%
14%

34%
36%
26%
34%
36%
34%
30%
36%
31%

28%
16%
28%
14%
24%
31%
14%
17%
15%

34%
39%
27%
36%
40%
34%
33%
39%
35%

20%
M%
13%
45%
27%
14%]
46%
39%
48%

20%
5%
34%
5%
1%
23%
6%
6%
3%

28%
17%
28%
16%
25%
31%
14%
18%
16%

33%
38%
25%
36%
37%
32%
34%
38%
34%

17%
5%
3N%
4%
9%
19%
6%
6%
3%

31%
19%
33%
17%
29%
35%
18%
20%
19%

32%
37%
25%
34%
37%
32%
32%
36%
32%

20%
40%
12%
44%
25%
14%
44%
38%
46%

33%
23%
32%
22%
29%
36%
21%
24%
21%

29%
36%
21%
35%
35%
28%
32%
36%
33%

17%
34%

9%
37%
24%
12%
40%
32%
42%

24%
8%
2%
8%
15%
27%
9%
10%
4%

33%
24%
31%
23%
29%
35%
22%
25%
22%

28%
36%
19%
34%
33%
26%
32%
35%
32%

23%
8%
42%
8%
13%
27%
9%
9%
4%

34%
25%
32%
24%
30%
37%
23%
26%
23%

28%
37%
19%
35%
34%
27%
33%
36%
34%

Notes: "Adv." = Advanced, "Prof." = Proficient, "N.I." = Needs Improvement, "W/F" = Warning/Failing
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MCAS Mathematics Composite Performance Index, All grades (3-8, 10)

2003
All Students 69.4
African-American 49.2
Asian 77.5
Hispanic 47.0
Native American 61.9
White 74.5
LEP/FLEP 47.8
Low Income 516
Special Education 457

2004
71.4
52.8
80.3
49.9
63.6
76.3
50.9
54.3
482

2005
72.4
53.4
81.0
51.2
65.5
77.3
50.7
55.6
49.6

2006
72.5
54.9
81.9
52.4
67.3
77.3
52.7
56.4
51.2

2007
76.2
59.5
85.6
57.7
68.1
80.9
56.3
61.0
54.0

2008
777
61.2
86.8
60.1
69.8
82.2
58.1
63.1
556.3

2009
78.5
62.6
87.3
61.4
70.1

83.0
59.2
64.5
56.9

MCAS English Language Arts Composite Performance Index, All grades (3-8, 10)

2003
All Students 83.2
African-American 69.5
Asian 83.3
Hispanic 64.4
Native American 781
White 87.6
LEP/FLEP 58.3
Low Income 69.2
Special Education 63.4

2004
84.2
71.9
84.4
66.5
80.3
88.2
62.4
711

64.9

2005
83.7
711

84.8
66.1

80.3
87.9
60.9
70.6
65.0

2006
84.4
72.5
86.2
67.3
80.8
88.5
60.7
71.6
65.7

2007
85.8
74.6
88.0
70.2
81.1

89.7
62.7
73.7
66.7

2008
85.2
741
88.0
701
79.8
89.1
62.1
73.2
65.9

2009
86.5
76.2
89.3
72.6
81.7
90.2
64.8
75.5
67.9

Notes: The Composite Performance Index (CPI) is a 100-point index that combines the scores of students; scores
correspond to one of six performance rating categories: Very High (90 - 100); High (80 - 89.9); Moderate (70 - 79.9);

Low (60 - 69.9); Very Low (40 - 59.9); and Critically Low (0 - 39.9).
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Achivement gaps

Grade 4 Mathematics

Grade 4 Reading

éender

éender

BlackAWhite Black/White 27.0 261 30.7
Hispanic/White Hispanic/White 321 345 320
ELL/Non-ELL ELL/Non-ELL 36.2 349 31.9
Free & reduced lunch eligible/not Free & reduced lunch eligible/not 265 284 291
Students with disabilities/without 21.3 20.6 17.0 18.0 Students with disabilities/without 32.6 271 26.8

Grade 8 Mathematics

Grade 8 Reading

Gender 56 (1.5) 4.4 24 Gender

Black/White 328 34.4 40.1 331 Black/White 261 259 249
Hispanic/\White 37.2 323 347 339 Hispanic/White 316 325 274
ELL/Non-ELL 451 50.7 48.2 62.8 ELL/Non-ELL 521 525 420
Free & reduced lunch eligible/not 337 26.0 31.4 29.3 Free & reduced lunch eligible/not 294 241 235
Students with disabilities/without 38.1 31.7 29.9 33.0 Students with disabilities/without 39.4 31.7 31.8

MCAS Mathematics Composite Performance Index, All grades (3-8, 10)

Black/White 253 235 23.9 22.4 214 21.0 20.4

Hispanic/White 27.4 26.5 26.1 24.9 232 221 21.6
Native American/White 12.6 12.7 11.8 10.1 12.8 12.4 12.9
LEP/Non-LEP 23.0 222 232 21.3 21.4 211 20.8
Low Income/Non-Low Income 244 23.6 23.4 22.8 21.7 20.9 20.5
SPED/Non-SPED 28.4 27.8 27.4 25.8 27.0 27.3 26.4

MCAS ELA Composite Performance Index, All grades (3-8, 10)
' 2005 2006 2007

Black/White

Hispanic/White 23 22 22 21 20 19 18
Native American/White 10 8 8 8 9 9 9
LEP/Non-LEP 27 24 25 25 25 25 23
Low Income/Non-Low Income 19 18 18 18 17 17 16
SPED/Non-SPED 24 23 23 23 23 24 23
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4-year high school graduation rate

2007

All Students 80.9%

Asian 83.9% 83.7% 86.7%)
Black 64.4% 65.2% 68.4%]
Hispanic 56.9% 58.5% 58.3%]
Native American 69.8% 68.4% 66.7%|
Pacific Islander 50.5% 63.6% 70.3%
White 85.1% 86.4% 86.6%)
Limited English Proficiency 54.5% 53.3% 55.8%|
Low-Income 62.3% 65.2% 64.8%|
Special Education 61.1% 62.8% 64.1%|

Note: Only have data going back to 2006 (2003-2005 is not available)

College enroliment

HS Class of HS Class of HS Class of HS Class of HS Class of HS Class of

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
All students 67.5% 67.9% 70.1% 71.7% 73.0% 71.1%
Asian 67.3% 68.9% 70.6% 74.4% 77.4% 76.4%
Black 57.4% 58.5% 61.8% 63.9% 66.3% 63.5%
Hispanic 47.1% 48.3% 50.9% 54.0% 55.6% 53.8%
Native American 55.5% 47.3% 62.4% 51.0% 57.4% 58.4%
White 70.2% 70.6% 72.7% 74.4% 75.6% 73.9%
Limited English Proficient in High School 45.6% 41.9% 40.8% 39.6% 45.8% 46.5%
Low Income in High School 49.7% 52.0% 54.9% 55.9% 58.1% 55.7%
Special Education in High School 45.7% 47.3% 48.8% 49.7% 51.9% 48.9%

College credit earning

HS grad HS grad HS grad HS grad
year 2004 year 2005 year 2006  year 2007
51.6% 50.4% 51.7%

47.7% 46.3% 48.4%
55.0% 53.8% 54.6%
Racial/Ethnic Minority 33.6% 33.0% 35.1%
Free/reduced eligible 35.4% 33.6% 36.5%
37.5% 38.4% 35.2%
SPED (inH.S) 35.3% 36.7% 36.0%

Note: Only have data going back to 2004 (5003 is not available); Data from Massachusetts Department of Higher
Education and subgroup data is limited. As data systems are improved, we plan to revise goals. Two specific notes on
the data: (1) Cohort is limited to students graduating from high school and enrolling in a state or community college in
the same year and who enrolled as first-time, degree-seeking students (which represents 14,247 students in the 2008
cohort). (2) A typical full-time student enrolls in 15 credits per semester, so the equivalent of an academic year of credits
is 30 credits. The credits used for this analysis exclude developmental/remedial credits which are earned in pre-college
level courses and do not count towards degree or certificate completion.
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NAEP Exclusion Rates for Students With Disablities (SD) and English Language Learners (ELL)
Percent of Sampled Students with Disabilities or ELL Excluded From Assessment

Mathematics
Grade 4 SD
Grade 4 ELL
Grade 8 SD
Grade 8 ELL

Grade 4 SD
Grade 4 ELL
Grade 8 SD
Grade 8 ELL

Science
Grade 4 SD
Grade 4 ELL
Grade 8 SD
Grade 8 ELL

Not Released
Not Released
Not Released
Not Released

Not Released
Not Released
Not Released
Not Released
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Massachusetts NAEP accommodations policy

Note: For every student with a disability or English language learner chosen to participate in
NAEP, the accommodations policy below determines if the student can take the test with
accommodations. If an accommodation in the student’s IEP is not allowed on NALP, the child is
excused from taking the test. We follow the same policies for NAEP accommodations as we do
for accommodations on our ESEA tests (MCAS).

How will a student selected for 2009 NAEP participate in testing?

As part of the NAEP pre-assessment process, schools will work with their assigned NAEP field
team representative to determine how each student selected for 2009 NAEP will participate in
testing. Schools will make these decisions based on the NAEP subject (reading, mathematics, or
writing) each student has been selected for and a review of how each student participates in
MCAS.

1. Inthe NAEP subject, the student takes the standard MCAS test without
accommodations.
The student will participate in NAEP without accommodations.

2. In the NAEP subject, the student takes the standard MCAS test with
accommodations.

If NAEP provides the same accommodations that the student receives during MCAS
testing, then the student will participate in NAEP with those accommodations.

If NAEP does NOT provide the same accommodations that the student receives during
MCAS testing, the school must then determine whether the student can still meaningfully
participate in NAEP without his/her required accommodations. Schools should consider
whether other accommodations could reasonably be substituted. If not, the school will
exclude the student from NAEP.

3. In the NAEP subject, the student participates in the MCAS alternate assessment.
NAEP does not offer an alternate assessment. Therefore, schools must determine whether
a student who participates in the MCAS alternate assessment can meaningfully
participate in the standard NAEP test with accommodations. If not, the school will
exclude the student from NAEP.

Schools will complete the Students with Disabilities (SD) Questionnaire for each student that has
an IEP or 504 plan. The questionnaire includes a SD Decision Tree to assist schools in
determining how students will participate in NAEP.

On the following pages you will find tables that include descriptions of the accommodations
most frequently provided by NAEP. Information on the accommodations, how to administer
them, and whether the accommodation is allowable in Massachusetts is provided.
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1. Frequent Breaks

Breaks dilring test
(Admin. Code: 80-BRK)

This accommodation requires that the student
be allowed to take breaks as requested or at
predetermined intervals during the
assessment. This also could mean that the
student is allowed to take the assessment in
more than one sitting during a single day.

This accommodation requires a separate
accommodation session.

There are no specific NAEP requirements
regarding the length of time for a break, how
often the breaks are taken, or whether the
student has contact with other students during
the breaks.

2. Time of Day

Other
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This category includes accommodations
regularly used by one or more students for the
assessment.

Communicate the type of accommodation
required to the Assessment Administrator
(AA) on the Assessment Information
Form.

3. Small Group

Small group
(Admin. Code: 76-SMG)

A small group session includes no more than
five students. A student can be assigned to a
small group session because he/she requires
one, or because one or more of the
accommodations he/she typically requires
must be administered in a separate session to
minimize distractions to other students in the
regular session.

This is by definition a separate session.
While MCAS allows for up to 10 students in
a small group setting, NAEP only allows for
up to 5 students.

4. Separate setting

Other
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This category includes accommodations
regularly used by one or more students for the
assessment.

Communicate the type of accommodation
required to the Assessment Administrator
(AA) on the Assessment Information
Form.
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One-on-one
(Admin. Code: 77-ONE)

This accommodation requires that a student
is assessed individually in an area free of
distractions.

This is a session with one student and one
AA or school staff member administering
the session.

If a student regularly works with a
facilitator provided by the school, that
person should be available for the
assessment.

6. Specified Area

Preferential seating, light,

furniture
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This accommodation requires that a student
sit in a designated area for the assessment;
such as away from other students to limit
distractions; a location where there is access
to special equipment; or close to the front of
the room so that a student can see or hear
more easily. It may also include special
light and furniture used by the school.

This accommodation can be provided in the
regular session.

Study carrel
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This is a portable screen provided by the
school used to limit distractions for a
student.

This accommodation can be provided in the
regular session, although occasionally the
location of the study carrel is in a separate
location.

7. Familiar Test
Administrator

School staff administers
(Admin. Code: 82-SSA)

This accommodation requires that a school
staff member familiar to the student
administer the session.

This accommodation requires a separate
accommodation session.

If a school staff member administers or
assists in the session, he/she must read and
sign the Accommodation Teacher Letter
before the session begins.
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8. Noise buffers

Other
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This category includes accommodations
regularly used by one or more students for
the assessment.

Communicate the type of
accommodation required to the
Assessment Administrator (AA) on the
Assessment Information Form.

9. Magnification or
Overlays

Magnification equipment
(Admin. Code: 81-MAG)

This is a lens or system provided by the
school that enhances visual function.
Magnification devices include eyeglass-
mounted magnifiers, free-standing or hand-
held magnifiers, enlarged computer
monitors, or computers with screen
enlargement programs.

This accommodation can be provided in the
regular classroom.

Uses a template to respond
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This is an overlay (usually colored)
provided by the school that is used to focus
a student’s attention on one part of a page
by obscuring other parts of the page.

This accommodation can be provided in the
regular session.

10. Test Directions

Note: Reading the script, instructions or directions aloud, when requested, so students understand where and how to record their
answers is NOT considered an accommodation on NAEP. These instructions can be repeated or reworded in any way so students

understand what to do.

Directions only signed
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This accommodation requires that a
qualified sign language interpreter at the
school sign the instructions included in the
session script. The interpreter may not sign
any additional directions in the assessment
booklet.

This accommodation can be provided in the
regular session or in the back of the room
(wherever it is typically administered).

The interpreter will sit near the students so
they are able to see the directions being
signed.
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11. Large-Print

Large print version of test
(Admin. Code: 73-LG)

NAEP provides large-print booklets to
students who are visually impaired. These
are assessment booklets that have been
enlarged to 129 percent.

This accommodation can be provided in the
regular session.

12. Braille

Braille version of test
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

NAEP provides a Braille version of the
assessment booklet for visually impaired
students.

If a scribe is used in reading and
mathematics, have the student work with
the person with whom he/she typically
works.

This accommodation requires a separate
accommodation session.

Students may require a Braille typewriter or
a scribe to respond to the questions. A
scribe is not allowed for the writing
assessment.

13. Place Marker

Uses a template to respond
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This is a cutout or object (ruler or post-it
notes) provided by the school that is used to
focus a student’s attention on one part of a
page by obscuring other parts of the page.

On MCAS, a straightedge or other device is
used to move students to the next question
or place their answers in the correct bubble.

14. Track Test Items

Other
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This category includes accommodations
regularly used by one or more students for
the assessment.

On MCAS, this is a test administrator who
helps a student track from one item to the
next or helps keep a student’s attention on
the test.

15. Amplification

Other
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This category includes accommodations
regularly used by one or more students for
the assessment.

This type of accommodation is allowed
by NAEP as along as the school can
provide the required equipment and/or
personnel.
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16. Test Administrator
Reads Test Aloud
(except ELA Language
& Literature Test or
Reading Test)

Read aloud — occasional
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

Note: Not allowed on the NAEP
Reading test

For this accommodation, students may
request to have words, phrases, or sentences
read aloud to them.

The NAEP AA should quietly instruct the
student before the start of the session to
raise his/her hand if he/she needs to have a
word, phrase, or sentence read aloud.

Read aloud — most or all
(Admin. Code: 75-REA)

Note: Not allowed on the NAEP
Reading test

For this accommodation, students may
request to have most or the entire
assessment booklet read to them.

This accommodation requires a separate
accommodation session.

‘When more than one student requires this
accommodation, the students can be
grouped together (i.e., small group of up to
5 students) based on the subject they are
originally assigned (writing or
mathematics).
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17. Test Administrator
Signs Test (except ELA
Language & Literature
Test or Reading Test)

Test items signed
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

Note: Not allowed on the NAEP
Reading test

This accommodation requires that a
qualified sign language interpreter at the
school sign some or all of the test questions
and answer choices for the student.

This accommodation requires a separate
accommodation session.

The NAEP AA should instruct the student
before the start of the session to raise
his/her hand if he/she needs to have a word,
phrase, or sentence signed.

Responds in sign language
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

Note: Not allowed on the NAEP
Writing test

This accommodation requires that students
sign their responses to a qualified sign

language interpreter provided by the school.

This accommodation requires a separate
accommodation session.

When more than one student requires
this accommodation, the students can be
grouped together (i.¢., small group of up
to five students) based on the subject
they are originally assigned (reading or
mathematics).

18. Electronic Text
Reader (except ELA
Language & Literature
Test or Reading Test)

Other
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

Note: Not allowed on the
NAEP Reading and
Writing tests

This category includes accommodations
regularly used by one or more students for
the assessment.

Communicate the type of accommodation
required to the Assessment Administrator
(AA) on the Assessment Information Form.
See www kurzweiledu.com to note all of
the Kurzweil 3000 features that are not
permitted on NAEP, such as read aloud,
writing tools, dictionary, and thesaurus.
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19. Scribe Test (except
ELA Composition)

Responds orally to scribe
(Admin. Code: 78-SCR)

Note: Not allowed on the NAEP
Writing test

This accommodation requires that the
student respond orally to a scribe provided
by the school or respond by pointing to
his/her answers. The scribe then records the
student’s responses in the assessment
booklet.

e  This accommodation requires a separate
accommodation session.

o The AA will administer the session by
reading the grade-appropriate
accommodation session script.

e  The scribe should show the student the
written response after the student completes
it, but NOT read the response to the student.
The student will get one chance to make
revisions, and then will need to move on to
the next question.

e If possible, have the student work with
the scribe with whom he/she typically
works.

20. Organizer, Checklist,
Reference Sheet, or
Abacus

Note: Not allowed on NAEP

NAEP does provide students with a Writing
Brochure (grades 8 and 12), whichis a
comprehensive handout that contains ideas
for planning and reviewing one’s writing.

N/A

21. Student Reads Test
Aloud

Other

(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This category includes accommodations
regularly used by one or more students for
the assessment.

e The school is responsible for providing the
equipment (e.g., tape recorder) necessary
for this accommodation.

e Answers must be recorded in booklet.

22. Monitor Placement
of Responses

Other
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This category includes accommodations
regularly used by one or more students for
the assessment.

e Communicate the type of
accommodation required to the
Assessment Administrator (AA) on the
Assessment Information Form.
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23. Word Processor

Responds using computer or
typewriter
(Admin. Code: 78-SCR)

This accommodation requires that the
student record his/her answers using a
computer or typewriter provided by the
school.

This accommodation can be provided in the
regular classroom if the computer or
typewriter is quiet enough.

The AA will write the booklet ID number on
all pages created by the computer and insert
these pages into the student’s booklet.

The AA is responsible for checking the
computer prior to the start of the
assessment and for monitoring the student
during the assessment to be sure that the
spelling/grammar check function and
Internet access is disabled.

24. Answers Recorded in
Test Booklet or using
something other than the
answer sheet (sheet of
paper, Braille typewriter)

Responds using a Braille
typewriter
(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

This accommodation requires that a
visually impaired student record his/her
answers using a Braille typewriter, a slate
and stylus, or an electronic Brailler note
taker provided by the school.

This accommodation can be provided in the
regular session, unless the Braille typewriters
are very loud, which may require a separate
session.

The AA will write the booklet ID number on
all pages created by the Braille typewriter and
insert these pages into the student’s booklet.
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25. Other Standard
Accommodations

Bilingual dictionary without
definitions
(Admin. Code: 72-BID)

Note: Not allowed on the NAEP

This is a non-electronic bilingual dictionary
provided by the school in any language that
contains English translation of words but
does not contain definitions.

This accommodation is usually provided in
the regular session, although students who
need this accommodation will need to have
extended time to look up words in the
dictionary.

The Assessment Administrator (AA) is
responsible for checking the dictionary

(Admin. Code: 79-OTH)

Reading test prior to the start of the assessment to be
sure it does not contain definitions.
Other This category includes accommodations Communicate the type of accommodation

provided by the school that are not listed in
the NAEP accommodations and are
regularly used by one or more students
sampled for the assessment.

required to the Assessment Administrator
(AA) on the Assessment Information Form.

NON STANDARD ACCOMMODATIONS

26. Test Administrator
Reads Aloud ELA
Language & Literature
Test or Reading Test

Note: This accommodation is not allowed on the NAEP Reading test.
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27. Test Administrator
Signs ELA Language &
Literature Test or
Reading Test

Note: This accommodation is not allowed on the NAEP Reading test.

28. Electronic Text
Reader for the ELA
Language & Literature
Test or Reading Test

Note: This accommodation is not allowed on the NAEP Reading test.

29. Scribe ELA
Composition

Note: This accommodation is not allowed on the NAEP Writing test.

30. Calculation Devices

Note: Calculators are not permitted on noncalculator sections

of the NAEP mathematics test.

31. Spell- or Grammar-
Checking Function on
Word Processor or Word
Prediction Software for
ELA Composition

Note: This accommodation is not allowed on the NAEP Writing test.

32. Other Nonstandard
Accommodation

17
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ACCOMMODATIONS PROVIDED BY NAEP THAT ARE NOT ALLOWABLE IN
MASSACHUSETTS

¢ Bilingual Mathematics and Science booklets: MCAS only provides a bilingual test booklet
for Grade 10 Math.

e Directions read aloud in native language: In Massachusetts, this accommodation requires the
student to use the bilingual English/Spanish mathematics booklet.

e Test items read aloud in native language: In Massachusetts, this accommodation requires the

student to use the bilingual English/Spanish mathematics booklet.
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The Couneil of Chief State School Officers and
The National Governors Association Center [or Best Practices

Common Core Standards
Memorandum of Agreement

Purpose, This document commits states to a slate-led process that will draw on evidence and lead to
development and adoption of s common core of state standards {common core) in Enghsh language atts
and mathematics for grades K-12. These standards will be aligned with college and work expectations,
include rigorons content aund skills, and be intemationally benclimarked. The infent is that these standards
will be aligned to state assessment and classroom practice. The second phase of this initiative will be the
development of common assessments aligned fo the core standards developed through this process.

Background. Qur state education leaders are commitied 10 ensuring all students graduate from hiph
school ready for coiiegc work, and success in the global economy and society. State standards provide 2
key foundation fo drive this reform. Teday, however, stete standasds differ sipnificantly in terms cf the
incremental content and skills expected of students.

Over the last several years, many individual states have made great strides in developing high-quality
standards and assessments. These efforts provide 2 strong foundation for fiuther action, For example, a
majority of states (35) have joined the American Diploma Project (ADPF) and have worked individually to
align their state standards with college and work expectations, Of the 13 states that have completed this
work, studies show significant similarities in core standards across the states. States also bave made
progress through initiatives to upgrade standards and assessments, for cxamply, the New England
Common Assessiment Program.

Benelits to States. The time is right for 2 state-led, nation-wide effort to establish a common core of
standards that raises the bar for all students, This initiative presents a significant opportunity to accelerate
and drive cducation reform toward the poal of ensuring that all childzen graducte from high sehool ready
for college, work, and competing in the global economy and society. With the adoption of this common
core, participating states will be able to:

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

Align lextbooks, digital media, and curricula to the internationally benchmarked standards;
Ensute professional development to educafors is based on identified need and best practices;
Develop and imploment an assessment gystem to messure studens performance sgainst the
comumon ¢ore; and

¢ Evaluate policy changes needed to help students and educators meet the common core standurds
~ and “end-of-bigh-school” expectations.

® % ® @

An impariant tenct of this work will be to fnceease the cigor and relevance of state standards acress all
parlicipating states; therefore, no state will see a decrease in the {evel of student expectations thet exist in
their current state standards,

Process and Stracihurs

LI Common Core State-Based Leadership. The Council of Chief State Schoo! Officers (CCS80)
and the National Govermors Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center) shall assume
responsibility for coordinating the process that will Iead to state adoption of a common core of
standards (see attached timeline). These organizations tepresent governcrs and state
commissioners of education who are charged with defining K-12 expectations at the state level,
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As such, these organizations will facilitate a state-ted process to develop common core standards
in English language arts and mathematics that are:

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

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

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

- Internationally benchmarked, so that all students ure prepared for succeeding in our
global ccondmy end society; and

- Research and evidence-based.

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

Develop End-of-High-School Expectations, CCSS0 and the NGA Cenfer will convene
Achieve, ACT and the College Board in an open, inclusive, and efficient process to develop a sst
of end-of-high-school expectations in English language arts and mathematics based on cvidence,
We will ask all participating states fo review and provide input on these expectations. This work
will be completed by July 2009,

Develop K-12 Standards in English Language Arts and Math, CCSS0 and the NGA Center
will convene Achieve, ACT, and the College Board in an apen, inclusive, and efficient process
to develop K-12 standards that are grounded in empirical rescarch and draw on best practices in
standards development. We will ask participating states to provide input jnto the drafting ol the
common care and work as pariners in the common core standards development process. This
work will be sompleted by December 2009,

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

This effort is voluntary for stateg, and if is filly intended that states adopting the common core
standards may choose [o include additional state standards beyond the common core standards,

States that choose to align their standards 1o the common core standards apres to ensure that the

common core represents at least 85 percent of the state’s standards in English language arts and
mathematics.

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

{1 National Policy Forum. CCSSO and the NGA Center will convene a National Policy Forum
(Forum) - comprised of signatory nationel organizations (e.g., the Alliance for Excellent
Education, Business Roundtable, Nationa! School Boards Association, Council of Great City
Schools, Hunt Institute, National Association of State Boards of Education, National Education
Association, and olhers) to share ideas, gather inpul, and inform the common core standards
initiative, The fortim is intended as a place for refining our shared understanding of the scope
and elements of a common core; sharing and coordinating the various forms of implementation
of 8 common core; providing a means to develop common messaging between. and among
participating organizations; and building public will and support.

"0 Federal Role. The parties support & state-led effort and not a federal effort to develop a common
core of state standards; there is, however, an appropriate federal role in supporting this state-led
effort. In particular, the federal government can provide key financial support for this effort in
developing a commuon core of giate siandards and in moving toward common gssessments, such
as through the Race fo the Top Fund authorized in the American Recovery and Relnvestment
Act of 2008, Fusther, the federal poverniment can incentivize this effort through & ronge of tiered
incentives, such as providing states with greater {Jexibility in the use of existing federal funds,
supporting a revised state accountability structurs, and offering financial suppost for states to
effectively implement the standards, Additionally, the federal government can provide edditiona!
long-term financial support for the development of common assessments, teacher and principal
professionyl development, other related coramon core standards supports, and & research agenda
fhat can help continually improve the common core standards over time. Finally, the federa!
government can revise and align existing federal education laws with the lessons learned from
states’ infernational benehmarking efforts and from federal research.

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