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Race to the Top
Technical Review Form - Tier 1

Montana Application #3350MT-6

Avaslabla Tier 1

(A)(1) Artaculatmg State s educatlon reform agenda and LEA s partlcipatlon in it 65 40

........ (tiArﬂculatmg oomprehenswe coherent reform agenda : 5 4
i (;;Sec;:ng LEA commitment , 45 l ”25 B
(iii) Translatlng LEA partrmpaﬂon into st;te\r\;ide.lmpeot 15 _I ~ 11

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments (Tier 1)

The state articulates a reform agenda that is comprehensive and ambitious, and addresses the four areas
of education reform described in the Act consistently and coherently. The plan is heavy on "we will" and
"we are committed to," but light on the timing and implementation plan for the reforms.

The state has garnered a high level of commitment to its plan, with 82% of LEAs representing 94% of
students and 92% of students in poverty, committed to the MOU. But while the narrative explains that all
participating LEAs are committed to every element of the Montana plan, the scope of work does not cover
all of the components of the RTTT agenda. For example, the scope of work (Exhibit 1) attached to the
state’'s MOU only has & lines and is not linked to specific criteria, and the summary table for A(1) has lines
that are not included in the detail table, which is missing several criteria -- e.g., C(3)(iii), D(2)(i), D(2)(iv), D
(3), and E(2). Some of the wording in the scope of work exhibit departs from the RTTT definitions -- e.g.,
instructional improvement "processes" rather than "systems" in C(3), and "regular” rather than "annual"
evaluations in (D)(2)(iii). It seems like the high level of commitment to the state's plan is a result of

negotiating significant compromise to the scope of work, so medium points are awarded for the LEA
commitment.

The state is commited to increasing student achievement, decreasing achievement gaps, and increasing
graduation rates and college enroliment through the adoption of standards, the use of assessments and
Response to Intervention (RTI), and specific grants and other programs. Because of the high level of

participation and support, there is a high probability the plan will have statewide impact and allow the state
to achieve its overall goals.

(A)(2) Bmldmg strong stataw:de capaclty to |mplement scale up, and sustam 30 23
proposed plans
' () Ensurmg the capamty to lmplement 20 15

(u) Using broad stakeholder support ‘ID * 8 |

(A)(Z} Reviewer Comments. (Tier 1)

The state plans to implement the proposals that would be funded through RTTT through its existing
infrastructure of Regional Service Area (RSA) teams and the existing Strategic Direction Teams that were
formed in 2009. One additional team would be formed, the Great Leaders and Teachers Strategic Direction
Team, which will build upon the Comprehensive System of Personnel Development framework that already
exists. The state also points to its successful statewide implementation of RTI and proven school-level
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collaboration teams as evidence of its ability to implement its plans. Given the size of the state's budget
request, this infrastructure provides an appropriate degree of capacity to implement the proposed plans,
although there is no explicit accountability for the successful implementation of the plan other than the

Office of Public Instruction in general. The state does not explicitly address administration of the grant, but
does explain that the funding will complement other funding streams like School Improvement Grants, and
indicates that the infrastructure already in place will likely continue to support the RTTT plans after the grant |
period ends. '

The letters of support for the RTTT application represent buy-in for the plan from principals and teachers,
with the notable caveat that the teachers' union letter discloses its bargaining units will need to "confab,
collaborate, and bargain as necessary to implement the challenging changes our RTTT grant provokes."
Nevertheless there is good support from other critical stakeholders across the state, so high points are
awarded for (ii).

(A){S) Demonstrattng mgmﬂcant progress In raising achlevement and closing 30 P17

gaps | i

I ] Maklng progress in each reform area 5 2
(n) Improvmg student outcomes 25 15

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments (Tler 1)

The state has only demonstrated moderate progress over the past several years in each of the key reform
areas. While it has joined the CCSS0 and SMARTER-Balanced coalitions, the implementation of Criterion
Referenced Tests and the hosting of assessment conferences are only basic accomplishments. The
Achievement in Montana (AIM) data collection system and Montana Comprehensive Assessment Systems
(MontCAS) are ambitious but it is not clear to what extent they are functional today. The Quality Educator
Loan Assistance Program is a positive step but it is not clear how aligned it is with the definition of highly ;
effective teachers in the notice. The steps toward turning around low-achieving schools are not particularly
ambitious and do not demonstrate a track record of clear progress in this reform area. |

The state has relatively high NAEP scores, although its rate of growth over the past six years is generally
similar to the U.S. average. The state has made mixed progress reducing the achievement gap between
white students and subgroups on the NAEP. On the state test, student achievement gains have been small |
and the evidence for achievement gap reduction over time is mixed. The state points to a relatively high

graduation rate but does not provide data to show how it has steadily increased over time, as claimed in the |
narrative.

Total 125 | 8o

| Available | Tier 1

(B)(1) Developlng and adopt:ng common standards 40 20
(i) Parthlpatlng |n consortlum developmg high-quality standards 20 20
(n) Adoptmg standards 20 0

e L TS SRS SY S

(B)H} Re\newer Comments (Tier 1)

The state has joined the Common Core standards consortium of 51 states and territories. The timeline for
adoption outlined in Appendix B(l)-VI, however, shows that the effective date of adoption is in January
2011, so no points were awarded for criterion (ii).
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{B)(Z] Devefopmg and mplementmg common, hlgh-quallty assessments

(i) Parﬂmpatmg in consorttum deve!opmg h|gh-quallty assessments

(i) Incfudlng a S|gn|ficant number of States

. (B)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state is a member of the SMARTER-Balanced assessment consortium with 32 other states. The
narrative mentions the state is participating in two multi-state consortia but does not identify the second
one.

: {B)(S) Supportmg the transmon to enhanced standards and hlgh-quality 20 13
assessments

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state presents a high quality plan to implement the standards that builds on the experience of its
RSAs with the RTI pilot program. The adoption and roll-out of the standards, despite the delayed adoption
timeline noted in B(1)(ii) above, is likely to succeed. The state has demonstrated recent experience in
adopting standards in math (through the Revision Team) and communication arts. Its implementation plan
is reasonable, including the formation of a Professional Development Content Design Team and the
utilization of online systems to provide on-demand support.

With regard to the development of high quality assessments, the plan is less well-articulated. The state
points to the existing RTI assessment structure, an online class called Formative Assessment for Montana
Educators, and pilot programs for online writing, reading and math assessments. These are positive steps,
but the number of teachers and students that have benefited so far from these efforts is low. The detailed
standards roll-out plan presented in Appendix B(3)-Ill does not fully address how the development and
implementation of high-quality assessments related to the standards roll-out is likely to succeed, and does
not include any timelines.

Total I (T

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

Available | Tier1 |

(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data system

24 | 12

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
. The state earned credit for the six elements of the America COMPETES Act that are in place today.

(C)(Z) Rewewer Commants (Tlar 1)

The state's plan is solid, featuring thoughtful measures such as a data governance structure for P-20. It

also has the benefit of an established link between Department of Labor and Industry that enables research |
and analysis beyond post-secondary education and into workforce performance. In general, because the
data system has been led by the Montana University System, there is a good plan to integrate the system
with a multitude of other government agencies that will inform broader policymaking choices. The narrative
seems to focus on government and policy-makers rather than research and analysis by education |
researchers, teachers, administrators and the general public, and there is no apparent plan to promote the
use of the data by these latter stakeholders, so medium points are awarded.
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(C)(3) Usmg data to Improve mstructlon - | | 18 7
....... () tn“creasmg the use of msttu.ohonal |motovement systems - “ é t WS
.M(u Suppottmé LEAs schools and teachers in using mstructlonai |mpr'ovement “ ’ 6 ; 3
systems |
..... (i) Makmg the data from instructional improvement systems available to 3 6 ; 1

researchers

{C}(3) Revlewer Comments (Tier 1)

The state's response is somewhat confusing: the AIM system is described as "reliable and comprehensive", |
yet there is a need to "upgrade, enhance, and strengthen the use of data from the ground up so that '
student achievement in the classroom drives policy development in Helena." It is not clear whether the _
system itself needs improvement, or the use of the system in practice. The existing infrastructure and prior |
experience suggest there is a good probability of successful implementation. But the state does not clearly
address the selection criteria with respect to the use of local instructional improvement systems.

The state's plan to support LEAs, schools and teachers in using instructional improvement systems is
somewhat passive -- if we build it, they will come. The state seems to be providing technical assistance
through the existing -- and apparently under-utilized -- regional training, refresher core training, and value-
added training, rather than create new mechanisms to promote effective professional development at the
LEA level. The plan focuses more on making the data available than on how it can be used to support
continuous instructional improvement.

The plan for making the data available to researchers is short on detail and does not explicitly address the
potential use of data to evaluate the effectiveness of materials, strategies and approaches to educating
disadvantaged students and subgroups.

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

tD)I(1i t’to;iding high:c.{lttality pathwaya for asplrlngteachersand princioals 21 12
(i) Allowing alternative,routes to certification | 7 4.
(n) Usmg aEternatwe routes to certification - 7 | 3
....... (tlulu) Preparmg teachers and prmczpalmsmto flf areas of shortage B 7 % 5

(D)(1) Rev:ewer Comments (Tier 1)

The state meets the criteria for alternative routes to teacher certification that are independent of IHEs and
include the elements defined in the notice. The state does not yet have similar provisions for alternative
principal certification, but is considering revising the rules to create such provisions.

The alternative pathways for teachers include the Northern Plains Transition to Teaching Program, National
Board Certification, and the Class 5 Alternative License, but the number of teachers that have successfully
completed these certification routes is very small.

The state's Critical Quality Educator Shortage program is a formal methodology for identifying areas of
teacher shortage annually based on rural location, income, and school performance. It is used to qualify
teachers for the Quality Educator Loan Assistance Program, which forgives student loans up to $12,000
over four years. (The proposal does not indicate how many loans were actually paid under this program.)
In addition, the Montana Math and Science Teacher Initiative is intended to identify areas with STEM
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teaching shortages, and the Indian Leadership and Development Program has effectively increased the
number of Native American school leaders in the state. Overall, however, the existing programs in the
state tend to be teacher rather than principal focused, limited in creativity to the loan assistance program,
and focused more on identifying the need than on preparing teachers and principals to fill the shortages.

(D)(2) |mprov|ng teacher and principal effectlveness based on performance 58 | 18
() Measurmg student growtﬁ ‘‘‘‘‘‘ 1 5 5 |
(if) Developmg evaluatlon sy;;tems | e 15 5
(i) Conducting annual evaiuat|;;;w S p - 2 ]
e e I T

(D)(Z) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
The state's use of criterion reference tests (CRTs) to measure student growth meets the criterion for (i).

The state’s plan to design and implement evaluation systems does involve a broad spectrum of
stakeholders including teachers and principals. But it is weak in that it relies on LEAs to determine the
optimal evaluation criteria, including the weighting of student growth, to be used to determine compensation |
and promotion. There is no mention of the use of multiple rating categories. As a result of these factors,
medium points are awarded for (ii).

The state does not commit to annual evaluation or the use of data on student growth to inform the process,
so low points were awarded for (iii).

The state is seeking to reform its educator evaluation and training programs in the context of its RTI
emphasis, but it rejects the premise that it can or should create a plan to use an evaluation system for
decisions that are left to local control in the state. Student growth is a factor in the essential components of
teacher evaluation proposed by the state, but not for principal evaluation. The state's response

opposes financial incentives related to student growth, but fails to to address the many other aspects of
criterion (iv) that could be effective evaluation outcomes, such as coaching and induction support,
promotion and retention, tenure and certification, and removal from teaching of ineffective teachers.
Despite the state's commitment to have 100% of LEAs with qualifying evaluation systems by the end of
SY2011-2012, low points are awarded because of the state's rejection of the premise of criterion (iv).

S H

{D)(3) Ensurmg eqmtable distrnbutlon of effectwe teachers and prmclpais 25 _.i 4

| (|) Enswmg equitable dlstrlbutlon in high-poverty or high-minaority schools " 15 | 2
. — g

(||) Ensunng equitable d|str|but|0n in hard-to- staff subjects and specialty areas E 10 % 2

(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state's ability to measure the distribution of effective teachers is constrained by its definition of highly
qualified (99% of all teachers) and experienced (one year of successful teaching) -- inconsistent with the
RTTT definition of highly effective teachers. The OPI's four step plan described in the application is weak.
The state does not address the equitable distribution of principals in its plan. No targets are provided for _
this criterion because the state has no plan to measure teacher and principal effectiveness. Low points are |
awarded for this inadequate response.

While the state's lack of commitment to a formal definition of teacher and principal effectiveness limits its
ability to achieve measurable improvement in the distribution of teachers in hard-to-staff subjects and
specialty areas, the state does describe several initiatives that already do, or plan to, address this
distribution challenge. Again, no targets are included and low points are awarded for the plan.
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(D)(4) Improving the effectweness of teacher and prlnclpal preparatlon 14 2
programs i

(|) Lmkmg student data tc: credentlalmg programs and reportmg publicly ‘ 7 1
: ...... é

(i Expandmg effective programs b7

(D)(d) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state is not committed to linking student achievement and growth data to the in-state credentialing
programs; rather it limits the use of data to supporting formative assessment systems at the classroom _
level. The staffing database project could be a starting point for establishing the linkage, but the state does
not describe a plan to make this connection (i.e., the database does not include student achievement

data). No targets are provided. Low points are awarded for this inadequate response.

The state does seek to use RTTT funds to "boost our human capital development into the 21st century” by
developing a tiered licensure system that would be aligned with the state's IHEs and the Board of Public
Education rules. In general the state seems interested in using RTTT funds to enhance the existing
programs, but not based on a commitment to the definition of effective teachers and principals in the
notice. Low points are awarded for this inadequate response.

(D)(S} Prowdmg effectlve support to teachers and pnnc:lpals ‘ 20 ‘ 5
' (i) Providing effectwe support s 10 3
(u) Contmuously 1mprovmg the effectweness of the support 10 2

(D)(S) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state plans to build a system of providing effective support to teachers and principals on its successful
experience implementing the RTI in 111 pilot schools in the reading curriculum. The benchmarks provided
in the appendix are illustrative and represent more of a schedule for RTI professional development than a
high quality plan with goals, actions, measures of success, and timelines all built around data-informed
instruction. The narrative does not address any of the key examples provided in the criterion --
differentiating instruction, addressing high-needs students, and removing barriers to effective
implementation.

The existing survey tool provided in the appendix is rudimentary, does not sufficiently address the
requirements of the criterion to improve student achievement, and does not include some of the elements
of a high quality plan. Low points are awarded for an inadequate response.

Total |o138 | 41

Available | Tier1

{E}(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The state does not appear to have the ability to intervene in the lowest achieving schools and LEAs -- its
ability is limited to "general supervision" and specific areas of operations that fall short of real control. The
appendix provided does not appear to give the state the authority to employ "temporary and selective"
interventions as described in the narrative, so no paints are awarded.

(E){(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 40 14
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(i) Jdent|fy|ng the persrstently Eowest aoh|ev|ng schools 5 5

(||) Turning around the permstentlyr lowest- achiewng schools 35 9

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments (Tier 1)
The state has a clear process for identifying the persistently low-achieving schools.

The state plans to dramatically improve student achievement in these schools over the next three years, |
and provides a plan for doing so in Appendix E(2)-Il. The state budgets $4.5 million for this initiative, which
includes hiring four FTE for each site -- a Turnaround Leader, Instructional Leader, Community Liaison, and |
a Coordinator. The plan does include a number of reasonable steps covering several important domains of
school performance, but it is not sufficiently bold or intense to deliver the stated results. More importantly,
the state's school improvement plan does not meet the definition of any of the four school intervention
models described in the notice, so low points are awarded for (ii).

F. General

3 Availab[e Tier 1

2 g S

(F)(1) Makmg educatlon fundlng a prlorlty 10 7
: ( ) Allocatmg a cons:stent percentage of State revenue to educatlon g 5 5
(n) Eqmtably fundmg h|gh poverty schools 5 2

(F)(1) Reviewer Commants. (Tier 1)
The state's share of public education funding increased significantly from FY2008 to FY2009.

The state's funding policies lead to a more equitable distribution of funding to lower income and higher need -
students and schools by virtue of the rural consideration given in the Per-ANB formula, the Quality Educator -
Payment, the At-Risk Payment, and the American Indian Achievement Gap Payment. But it is not clear '
these adjustments equitably offset the funding levels for school districts with higher mill levies, nor do the
formulas fully align with the RTTT definitions of high-need LEAs and high-poverty schools. Consequently,
medium points are awarded for (ii).

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charter schools and 40 0
other mnovatwe schools | |

(:) Enabimg hlgh performlng charter schools "(caps) | 0
(”) Aurhonzmg - ho!dmg Chaners acco._.mame for o.u;c\ovn;es S Mgmgo
.. ...(”I) . fundmg Charter Sch00|3 B — S z, : ; |
<~---(N) Prowdlog ;h’arter schools W|th equitable access to faollmes | { 8 I lem
(v) Enabhng LEAs to operate other mnov“;twe autonomous pubilc schools ‘ 8 0

{F)(2} Reviewer Comments (Tier 1)

State law permits the authorization of charter schools only by school districts. Parent groups or community-
based non-profit organizations have no alternative routes to open a charter school. The charter schools are |
subject to other constraints, such as the requirement for collective bargaining and the risk they may be
discontinued at any time. These restrictions are severely inhibiting, as evidenced by the absence of any
charter schools in the state. The appendix does not specify that student achievement is a factor in the
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authorization or renewal of a charter, or whether the charter school would have access to equal funding or
receive facility support. As a result, no points are awarded for criteria (i) through (iv).

The accreditation process described in response to criterion (v) does not meet the definition of innovative,
autonomous public schools in the notice -- i.e., open enroliment schools with control over the instructional
program, staffing and school budget.

(FX3) Demonstratlng other slgnlflcant reform conditions 5 | 2

(F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state provides three examples of programs as evidence of other significant reform conditions. Three
years ago the state funded full day kindergarten, which is likely to have improved outcomes for those
children although no specific evidence is provided. No information is provided with respect to the

funding or participation levels of the Best Beginnings/'Stars to Quality" rating system to improve the quality
of pre-school programs, and the foundation-funded College!Now program that provides dual enroliment
opportunities for high school students in two year colleges. These programs represent only moderate
evidence that the state meets this criterion.

= Ava;iable Tier 1

Competltlve Preference Pnorlty P Emphasm on STEM 15 0

Compatlt!vs Rewewer Commants (Tier 1)

The state emphasizes STEM through a focus on renewable energy in a "comprehensive package" of seven |
different programs, and the plan is simply to make $5 million of mini-grants to schools for integrating '
renewable energy into the curriculum. The programs are all valid in their own right, but do not

adequately address the criterion's requirement to offer a rigorous course of study in STEM. They do

feature extensive cooperation with STEM-capable community partners, and they will likely prepare more
students for advanced studies and careers in STEM. The plan does not explicitly address the needs of
underrepresented groups and of women and girls in the STEM areas.

Totai T

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

Avaziable Tier 1

Absolute Pr:orlty Comprehenswe Approach to Education Reform No

Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tler 1)

The state does not meet the absolute priority of comprehensively and coherently addressing the reform
areas specified in the ARRA. Its proposal opens by articulating the intent to do so, but the substance of its
actions to date, and plans for the future, are neither integrated nor comprehensive. The state is trading on
several key accomplishments -- high (but flat) NAEP scores, one proven success implementing a pilot
reading curriculum using the RTI model, and an existing student data system -- but there are profound
weaknesses in each key area of its proposal. Specifically, the state does not present high quality plans for
transitioning to high-quality assessments, using data to improve instruction, developing great teachers and
leaders in almost every respect, turning around low-achieving schools, or ensuring successful conditions for |
charter schools. Rather, the state is simply requesting additional money to fund the ongoing development of
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the SAS data system and support the LEAs that did commit to a reduced scope of work relative to the |
RTTT model. Those funds, if awarded to Montana, would not likely the deliver the results envisioned by the

RTTT program.
Total z 0
| Grand Total 500 | 209
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Race to the Top

Technical Review Form - Tier 1 V
+
Montana Application #3350MT-8 ‘

A. State Success Factors

Available Tier 1

(A)(1) Articulating State's education reform agenda and LEA's participation in it 65 41
(i) Articulating comprehensive, coherent reform agenda 5 3
(i) Securing LEA commitment 45 30

8

(iii) Translating LEA participation into statewide impact 15

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(A)(1)(i) The State has set forth an agenda that clearly articulates goals across the four educational reform
areas. For instance. standards and assessments for success in college and the workplace are in place and
moving toward adoption. However, the State is supported by many team efforts building a plan for a Data
Warehouse with P-20 linkages. In addition, the statement that the system “will eventually tie data to
teachers and leaders” indicates the timeline is less than ambitious, and that “teachers and leaders will use
the data as they deem appropriate in their setting” references less than uniform implementation strategies.

Concerning how well the reform agenda addresses improving student outcomes (achievement, gaps,
graduation rates, and college/career preparation) the State provided NAEP and CRT (criterion-reference
test) results showing little and often no progress. The less than ambitious timelines, and the inconsistent
implementation resulted in a medium-high score.

(A)(1)(ii)

(a) The State provided evidence through the MOU's terms and conditions that there is a strong commitment
by the participating LEAs based on the participation rate of 82%; however, the MOUs did not contain a full
slate of the required reform measures.

(b) The State provided a significant portion of participating LEAs to implement a scaled-down version of
reform in the design of its scope of work descriptions. This resulted in a less than ambitious RTTT reform
plan. The logic here seems to be: had the State included all elements of the ARRA reform in the scope of
work form, as provided in the sample form, then a significant number of sections would not have been
checked by the LEAs. In part, this resulted in a medium score at the high end.

(c) The State provided signatures for all 82% of the LEAs from superintendents, school board members,
and representatives from the teacher unions as applicable, but it was for a scaled down and less than
ambitious reform plan. Therefore, this section was scored as medium at the high end.

(A)(1)(iii) The State did not provide measurable and achievable student outcome-based goals for the four
student improvement measures by sub-group and by all students. Therefore, because the State did not
establish a measurable goal for each of its student outcomes, a medium score was allotted based on the
summary of some of the planned programs as follows.

(a) The State plans to increase student achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics by
partnering with LEAs to determine individualized LEA needs, adopting standards, and an early intervention
model. However, the State did not identify a target to set goals to reduce achievement gaps and increase
student test scores.
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(b) The State will use disaggregated data to identify needs, and implement programs in college and career
readiness, in career and technical awareness, and to extend the digital course capacity K-12 in order to
increase (c) high school graduation rates and, (d) college enroliments. Again, the State did not identify a
target to set goals for increasing the high school graduation rates and college enroliments.

The State identified programs that will have impact. However, the impact must be measurable in order to
determine that the programs are ambitious and achievable. Examples of Montana's goals are: excerpt
one...will ultimately result in statewide achievement on NAEP and the ESEA Standards CRTs; and excerpt
two: .. will enhance Montana's college enrollment and retention populations. Also, it is noted that there are
no measurable goals in the appendices of this section either.

(A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scale up, and sustain 30 20
proposed plans
(i) Ensuring the capacity to implement 20 12
(i) Using broad stakeholder support 10 8

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(A)(2)()
(a) The State has strong leadership and dedicated teams to implement statewide education reform by
building on a successful program of Response to Intervention (RTI). RTI teams and LEAs are supported by
the Office of Public Instruction and a newly created Strategic Direction Team organized by the
Superintendent of Instruction to oversee RTTT. Other teams are planned for turn-around and assessment
programs.

(b) The State identified promising practices such as RTl and using standards, providing a delivery system
of professional development, and an intervention for turning around schools. However, the State did not
fully describe LEA accountability, and in particular how it would terminate ineffective practices by LEAs.

(c) The State provides grant oversight, and budget reporting through e-grants, but it did not address holding
schools accountable for performance through example activities listed in this section (c) such performance
measure tracking and reporting, and fund disbursement. Thus there is a less than clear control to carry out
the provisions of RTTT reform with the participating LEAs.

(d) The State will use the funds from RTTT to accomplish plans and meet its targets based on the budget
and summary. The State will coordinate Title | funding and State RTI funding to support the goals of this
application including Longitudinal Data System Grants.

(e) The State's use of resources as building blocks under RTTT funding will continue after the period of
funding has ended— if only for those reforms funded under the grant for which there is evidence of
success. However, there was no allowance for continuing positions nor a clear narrative addressing specific
commitments in resources resulting from RTTT programs. There were, however, general and sweeping
references made to programs and initiatives having been created through RTTT funding which will be in
place after the life of the grant.

A score at the upper range of the middle level was allotted for meeting some but not all of these (a) through
(e) components.

(A)(2)(ii)

Although there was an ambitious outpouring of letters of support as identified in (a) and (b) of this section, a
high score at the lower range was applied for using a form-letter format which hampered the strength of a
number of the statements of support documented in the Appendix.

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achievement and closing . 30 15
gaps
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(i) Making progress in each reform area 5 3
(i) Improving student outcomes 25 12

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(i) Progress over the past several years using ARRA and other Federal and State funding to pursue reform
includes E-grants, adopting standards and assessments across three content areas. Science standards are
forthcoming, and data systems are focused on Early Intervention. However, even though there was a
section on recruitment to fill shortage areas, the teacher and principal evaluation system was less than
committed because the State only recently began to research a personnel evaluation system. To
summarize, even though the State described how it utilizes ARRA and other state funding to pursue reform,
the missing evaluation system for teachers and principals resulted in a middle score at the high end for this
sub-section.

(ii)(a) The State NAEP scores in math and reading are ranked in the top five or ten out of all the states. The
state reading and math tests are only reported for grades four and eight and the narrative reports
improvement with little detail or substance. The narrative does not provide reflections on progress as
required in this section.

(ii)(b) Upon examination of the Appendix documentation, the gap reduction statistics were presented with
inaccurate placement of the grade labels. In addition, comparisons were drawn between the state and the
national Native American group (for one example). The narrative does not address the gap statistics,

but instead compares sub-groups to national groups (ie. Native American in Montana to all Native
Americans nationwide) and refers to a narrowing gap in this fashion. Therefore, the gap reduction statistics
are not readily available.

(ii)(c) In 2008, using AYP reports, the State's graduation rate was 82.6%. However, the narrative does not
provide progress indicators by sub-group since 2003, nor does it explain the connections to its programs.
Because of this discrepancy, and the other discrepancies reported above, a medium score was given.

Total 125 76

B. Standards and Assessments

Available Tier 1

(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards 40 20
(i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality standards 20 20
(ii) Adopting standards 20 0

(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(B)(1)(i)(a) Conditions exist such that the State is working toward jointly developing and adopting a common
set of K-12 standards (CCSS), that are internationally benchmarked, and build college and career
readiness in high school. (b) The work is supported by 51 states in a national collaborative effort. Full
points were allotted for this section.

(B) (1) (i) The State Plan includes adopting these K-12 common core standards by January 11, 2011. No
points were allotted as stipulated for States adopting standards after 2010.

(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments 10 10
(i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality assessments 5 5
(i) Including a significant number of States 5 5
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(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(B) (2) (i) The State's regulations require LEA assessment based on content standards. Full points were
allotted.

(B) (2) (ii) The consortium for the common set of K-12 standards includes SMARTER and lists 33
members. Full points were allotted.

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high-quality 20 15
assessments

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The State defined a sweeping plan for reform through implementation of the standards and assessments in
collaboration with participating LEAs. The plan was based on a Vision for Montana Mathematics and
Communications Arts, and established K-12 standards that build toward college and career readiness by
the time of high school graduation. The plan is focused on supporting students' transition to enhanced
standards and high-quality assessments through activities such as alignment of CCSS with MT's core
mathematics program, developing expectations, performance rubrics, and curriculum in the
communications arts. This sub-section also described a robust set of reform goals, the roll-out of
professional development using on-line platforms, and instructional material units. There was discussion
concerning learning communities and the design of assessment tools that the State will use to launch
implementation of it standards and assessments. However, the cooperation with an institution of higher was
not clearly evident, and the plan lacked specifics such as dates for accomplishing benchmarks and
performance indicators. This resulted in a high score at the low end.

Total 70 45

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction
Available Tier 1

(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data system 24 12

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
1 The State has a statewide longitudinal system with a unique numbering system in place for each student.
2 The State has a statewide longitudinal system with student level enroliment elements.
3. The State has a statewide longitudinal system with student matriculation and status of school programs.

4. The State has a statewide longitudinal system but does not share linkages with higher education data
systems.

5 The State has a statewide longitudinal system with a data audit system, including validity and reliability.

6. The State has a statewide longitudinal system with annual test records of individual students as defined
under section 1111 (b) of ESEA (20 U.S.C. 6311(b).

7 The State has a statewide longitudinal system including information on students not tested by grade and
by subject.

8. The State has a statewide longitudinal system but does not have a teacher-identifier system connected
to any type of student matching.

9. The State has a statewide longitudinal system but does not have in place a way to identify transcript
information at the student level to collect data on course completion and grades earned.
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10. The State has a statewide longitudinal system without a consistent assessment in place of college
readiness.

11 The State has a statewide longitudinal system but does not have a report of student transitions to
college and the extent of remedial work.

12. The State has a statewide longitudinal system but does not have an aligned assessment of adequacy
for college preparation.

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data 5 2

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The State described how data and reports are available on college completers and state employment
information, but it was not entirely clear how the information related to student achievement and growth.
Parents, students, teachers, and principals need access to state data on student growth and achievement.
This access is not evident in the narrative. The narrative described sources of state agency data, but did
not make clear connections to schools and the policies that are of interest to school constituents, thus
yielding a middle score at the lower end for this section.

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction 18 8
(i) Increasing the use of instructional improvement systems 6 3
(ii) Supporting LEAs, schools, and teachers in using instructional improvement 6 3
systems
(ill) Making the data from instructional improvement systems available to 6 2
researchers

(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(C)(3)(i) Achievement in Montana (AIM) is the State's data system that will link teacher and principal
evaluation and student data. The State will partner with the SAS Institute (an organization that provides
technical expertise for Montana's student information system) to support a Response to Intervention (RTI)
program approach. The State includes a value added measure to ascertain “entities” as accelerating or
impeding student progress. The connections are not fully apparent as to how the data system is used to
inform classrooms for teachers, schools for principals, and districts for LEAs, outside of providing electronic
Individual Educational Plans (IEPs) for special education. Therefore, a middle range point was allotted.

(C)(3)(ii) The State has a plan to provide professional development for teachers, school leaders, and
administrators using regional, refresher, and value added workshops to use the data system. The State will
rely on two supports: (1) the SAS Institute for technical assistance, and (2) the School Advisory Group on
Education (SAGE) to define the web tools (P-20) and assess local needs for professional development and
classroom activities. In this way, the State plans its professional development for teachers, principals, and
administrators about how to use data systems. However, the narrative does not describe clearly
professional development relevant to informing instruction. In addition, the State does not provide quality
plan indicators such as annual benchmarks, timelines, or performance measures. Therefore, points in the
middle range were assigned.

(C)(3)(iii) According to the State plan, data from instructional improvement systems and statewide
longitudinal systems will be made available and accessible to researchers, educators, and policy-makers.
The plan for providing detailed information to evaluate the effectiveness of strategies, and approaches for
ELL students, special needs, and those achieving well below or well above grade level were not fully
described. In addition, SAS will be responsible for making the plan, and the State anticipates development
of a plan. Therefore, there are no benchmarks, timelines, or performance measures to demonstrate the
State provides a high quality plan for making the systems available and accessible to researchers.

This resulted in a low-point for this sub-section.
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Total 47 22

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

Available Tier 1

(D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals 21 15
(i) Allowing alternative routes to certification 7 4
(i) Using alternative routes to certification 7 4
(ili) Preparing teachers and principals to fill areas of shortage 7 7

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(1)(i) There are legal and regulatory provisions that allow alternative certification routes for teachers. The
alternative route, Northern Plains Transition to Teaching (NPTT), contains four of the five criteria, and only
leaves out a provision for coaching during the internship period. There is no non-IHE route identified for
principals, and therefore a medium score at the higher level is allotted for this sub-section.

(D)(1)(ii) An alternative teacher route through NPTT is in use in the State with 31 teachers in the classroom
now as part of a distance learning internship program that recruits mid-career professionals. In addition, the
National Board Certificate (NBC) has been active in certifying alternative licenses within the regular
licensure programs. A medium score at the high level was allotted because there is no alternative
certification program for principals.

(D)(1)(iii) There is an advanced system documented to monitor, evaluate, and identify shortage areas. Also,
the State provides a program whereby 70 Native Americans became licensed as school leaders or
principals. In addition, the State provides a loan forgiveness program for critical shortage areas for
teachers, well-documented, monitored, and reported in the Appendix documents. Therefore, the
approaches for preparing and filling shortage areas resulted in a high score for this sub-section.

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance 58 20
(i) Measuring student growth 5 2
(ii) Developing evaluation systems 15 7
(iil) Conducting annual evaluations 10 4
(iv) Using evaluations to inform key decisions 28 7

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(2)(i) The State has a system that can compare schools across the state to evaluate programs using
summative criterion reference tests (CRT). New assessment tools, according to the plan, will utilize student
achievement as a measure of benchmarked standards. However, benchmarked standards does not clearly
address student growth measures that include measures of change in achievement between two points in
time for an individual student. The score for this sub-section, therefore, was at the middle level and at the
lower end.

(D)(2)(ii) The State has a plan that will implement rigorous, transparent and fair evaluation systems, but it
does not include significant emphasis on student growth, along with other multiple measures of
effectiveness. for the evaluation of teachers and for principals. In addition the State’s plan does not address
differentiated effectiveness of principals and teachers. Therefore, a medium score was allotted based on
the State's description of its existing plan for a teacher and principal evaluation system and its involvement
of stakeholders.
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(D)(2)(iii) The State has not prepared a quality plan with annual targets, timelines, key activities and
rationales for the annual evaluation of teachers and principals that will provide them data on student
growth by student, by class, and by school. The means to provide feedback to teachers and principals on
their students and on their schools is addressed. However, the lack of a quality plan to carry-out such
evaluations resulted in a medium score in the lower range for this sub-section.

(D)(2)(iv) This sub-section received a low score at the higher end because the State plan does not help
LEAs use student growth factors to inform decisions that affect principals' and teachers' (b) compensation,
promotion, and retention; and does not (c) use the measures to help determine certification and tenure, and
(d) does not use student-growth factors, in part, to inform removing ineffective tenured and untenured
teachers. It received a low score at the higher end even though several other elements were present. For
instance, the State has a plan to use evaluations to inform decisions regarding (a) professional
development and coaching support. The narrative indicates that individual LEAs have the means through
RTI programs to better evaluate their teachers and principals, but these evaluations are informed by
student learning for teachers, not principals.

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals 25 11
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in high-poverty or high-minority schools 15 7
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas 10 4

(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(3)(i) The State has a plan for an equitable distribution of teachers based on the Montana Equity Plan
utilizing a system that reports on the status of Highly Qualified teachers based on "novice" and
"experienced’ qualifications. The qualifications are used to administer intensive professional development
where it is most needed. In addition, there is a four-pronged plan to assess the status of, and respond to
needs in, teacher shortage areas. The narrative, however, provided little reflection on past practices
regarding what has worked and what needs changing. In addition, it did not address how the State will
determine rates of teacher and principal effectiveness and ineffectiveness. The Performance Measure
Table indicates “not applicable” across every means of increasing equitable distribution of teachers and
principals. Therefore, a medium score was assigned because of the State's plan only begins to address
equitable distribution in staffing.

(D)(3)(ii) The State does not provide a high quality plan with ambitious and achievable targets for increasing
the supply of teachers in hard-to-staff subjects and in specialty areas such as mathematics,

science, special education or teaching in language instruction. The State does provide loan forgiveness as
a means to increase the supply of teachers in hard to staff areas. In addition, the State provides a reporting
and monitoring system documented in the Appendix on teacher shortage areas. However, this sub-section
received medium points for the lack of a high quality plan with ambitious yet achievable

targets, benchmarks, and timelines to increase the number of credentialed teachers in hard-to-fill specialty

areas.
(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation 14 2
programs
(i) Linking student data to credentialing programs and reporting publicly 7 0
(il) Expanding effective programs 7 2

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(4)(i) The State does not have a plan to link student achievement and student growth data to teachers
and principals, and there is not a plan to link in-state programs to them either. This means the State is
unable to report data for each teacher preparation program, and a zero score was given.
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(D)(4)(ii) The State has a plan to expand preparation and credential options by partnering with an IHE using
RTTT funds to align new initiatives for growth opportunities for novice teachers, leading to expert and
advanced-level certification. The State plans to evaluate the quality of the credential programs

by developing a data system with measures of college degree completion, duration of programs, and
certification results, etc. However, the State does not indicate that it will include measures of effective
teachers, as defined by this notice. In addition, the State does not clearly address how it will expand the
preparation, credential options, and programs for producing effective principals. Therefore, this section was
scored at the lower range.

(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and principals 20 7
(i) Providing effective support 10 3
(i) Continuously improving the effectiveness of the support 10 4

(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(D)(5)(i) Based on its success with the Response to Intervention (RTI) model in reading across 111 pilot
schools, the State plans to extend RTI to mathematics for all participating LEA schools. The model provides
leadership training based on an implementation status survey, but the survey provided in the Appendix
references reading and English language arts, not mathematics. In addition, the narrative
addresses "across-the-board" or "across disciplines” RTI programs, however the narrative addresses
mathematics.

There is collaboration and coaching using RTI consultants and State leadership teams. The plan provides
participating LEAs effective, data-informed professional development focused on implementing a program
in mathematics statewide. These activities are ongoing and job embedded and focus on data informed
decisions about what and how to teach mathematics. The plan for RTI mathematics is designed to improve
student outcomes based on the reported results in the reading pilot schools. A medium score at the lower
level was given this sub-section for not including a high quality plan and ambitious yet achievable annual
targets encompasses reading and language arts in addition to mathematics.

(D)(5)(ii) The State plan includes a survey on successful implementation factors to provide continuous
evaluation of the professional development components for teachers and for school leaders. The plan has
connections between classroom performance and student outcomes; however, it does not define student
achievement to include rigorous and comparable tests across classrooms using State ESEA
assessments. In addition, it does not consider measures of student performance on English language
proficiency assessments. Therefore, this sub-section received a bit less than a middle level score.

Total I 138 55

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools
Available Tier 1

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAs 10 0

(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The State does not have legal, statutory, or regulatory authority to directly intervene in persistently low-
achieving schools outside of setting standards for performance. The LEA, not the State, has authority to
make policies based on those standards.

The narrative indicates that the State does not have the legal, statutory or regulatory authority to intervene
in LEAs that are in improvement or corrective action status. However, the State seeks t0 broaden its
authority to intervene, and there is progress in place through Chapter 55 procedures.
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This section was rated as not meeting either criterion for intervention.

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 40 12
(i) Identifying the persistently lowest-achieving schools 5 5
(ii) Turning around the persistently lowest-achieving schools 35 7

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(E)(2)(i) The State followed the prescribed formula to identify the persistently lowest achieving schools
based on the academic achievement of the “all students” group in reading, language arts, and math CRTs.
In addition, the formula computed an average lack of progress measure over a three-year. Full points were
allotted for this sub-section.

(E)(2)(i) The State describes that it plans to support its LEAs in a "transformational school improvement
model". The State identifies many activities for supporting school turn-around, but does not describe how it
meets the requirements for supporting implementation of a transformation model, specifically in regard to

the following required activities:
(1) Developing and increasing teacher/school leader effectiveness
(A) Replace the principal

(1) Take into account data on student growth as a significant factor as well as other factors assessment of
performance and ongoing practice reflective of student achievement and increased high-school graduation
rates

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

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

The State plan does not include support activities required in a transformation model, yet the State
indicates in its narrative that it will utilize a transformational (school improvement) model. The
transformation model for RTTT requires all items listed above to be implemented (along with other items).
In reference to items (1) and (C) in particular, and in reference in part to the other items, the State does not
provide the required elements of a transformation model.

In addition, the State's plan for implementation, despite all its fine detail, does not identify ambitious yet
achievable annual targets, and it does not provide performance measures as part of a high quality plan.
The plan does not address the required activities for the transformation model as described above.
Therefore, this sub-section was scored as low at the upper range.

Total 50 12

F. General

Available | Tier1

(F)(1) Making education funding a priority 10 10
(i) Allocating a consistent percentage of State revenue to education 5 5
(ii) Equitably funding high-poverty schools 5 5
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(F)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(F)(1) (i) The percentage of the total revenues available to the State that was used to support elementary,
secondary, and public higher education for FY 2009 was greater than the percentage of the total revenues
available to the State for that same purpose in FY 2008. This is because the State provided 4% more
funding in 2009 compared to 2008 (from 42% to 46%). This sub-section was scored with full

points considering the difficult budget crises involved over the last two years.

(F)(1)(ii) The State's policies lead to equitable funding between and within high-need LEAs and other LEAs
based on a number of State funding formulas that provide unique and extensive fiscal outlays to support
high-need LEAs and high poverty schools. The payments go toward Indian Education for All, at-risk
payment, and the American-Indian Achievement Gap. Full points were allotted for the efforts and
opportunities afforded by these equitable funding programs.

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing-chaner schools and 40 3
other innovative schools
(i) Enabling high-performing charter schools "(caps)” 8 2
(i) Authorizing and holding charters accountable for outcomes 8 1
(iii) Equitably funding charter schools 8 0
(iv) Providing charter schools with equitable access 10 facilities 8 0
(v) Enabling LEAsﬁ -to operate other innovative, autonomous public schools 8 0

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(F)(2)(i) The State requires that charter schools be governed by an LEA, and even though there is
unrestricted student access by law, and there are no-caps, still no charter schools are, or ever have been,
in operation. This sub-section is allotted a low score at the high end based on several reasons. One, there
is a charter school law in place; two, it does not cap the number of charter school applications or permits;
but three, there is a semi-restrictive policy requiring an LEA system of governance for charter schools. By
allowing only charters to be under LEA governance, other non-profit or specialized charter
organizations (such as Green Dot or KIPP) could not apply as a charter school in this state.

(F)(2)(ii)The State has regulations regarding how it authorizes, approves, monitors, holds accountable, re-
authorizes, and closes charter schools such that:

Student achievement is not a significant factor for authorization, monitoring, reauthorizing and closing them.

The State does not require that charter schools serve student populations similar to the local LEA's
demographics.

The State has not closed ineffective charter schools.

Therefore, this sub-section receives a low score at the higher range for not including the above three
conditions in its charter school regulations.

(F)(2)(iii) Concerning equitable funding, this sub-section was scored as zero because there are no charter
schools in existence.

(F)(2)(iv) Concerning the State's charter schools, funding for facilities, and the ability to share in bonds and
mill levies. no charter schools are in existence, and points cannot be awarded without a charter school in
place.

(F)(2)(v) The State does not allow innovative, autonomous public schools as defined by this notice.
Furthermore, there are no innovative programs operating in the State, and no points were allotted.
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(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions 5 4

(F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(F)(3) The State has created a few programs that begin to address the necessary conditions favorable to
educational reform or innovation. In addition, the State describes that these programs have increased
student achievement. The programs are:

1. A five year comprehensive State Education Plan

2. Increased graduate rates or achievement gaps through a CollegeNow! program, and

3. Other important outcomes through Best Beginnings in preschool, and a full-day kindergarten program
However, even though these programs represent a fairly laudable start, it is not a full menu of reform

programs and was allotted, therefore, a lower than perfect score.

Total 55 17

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM
Available Tier1
Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM 15 0

Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The State provides a robust STEM plan across the application, and implicitly addresses increased
opportunities by planning to provide awareness of career opportunities; by addressing workforce
development and equity across the state; and by setting a goal to increase diversity of math and science
teachers. Equity in careers and diversity in the math and science teaching profession for anyone familiar
with STEM includes increasing female and woman participation.

However, the narrative did not address girls or women clearly for two reasons. First, there is not a content
standards framework to provide or endorse gender/sex equity in the curriculum. Second, there is no
recruitment funding that would capitalize on increasing female STEM teachers. Therefore, this application
does not qualify for additional points for the STEM priority because there is no substance to increasing
participation in the STEM field for females.

Total 15 0

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform
Available | Tier 1
Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform No

Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The State application does not comprehensively address all four reform areas of ARRA. Student growth
factors are not used in evaluations of teachers or principals. The Preliminary Scope of Work did not include
equitable distribution of effective teachers, and a clear approach to planning and implementing a prescribed
intervention model was not evident for the lowest performing schools. This application does not provide a
systemic approach to reform, and therefore does not meet the absolute priority requirement.

Total 0
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Grand Total 500 227
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Race to the Top t.m

Technical Review Form - Tier 1 V
o
Montana Application #3350MT-5 “

A. State Success Factors

Available | Tier1

(A]{1} Artlculatlng State s educatlon reform agenda and LEA (3 partlclpatlon init | 65 a3
(i) Amcuiatmg comprehenswe coherent reform agenda .5. S 4 |
(“) securmg LEAcomm .tment ________________________ S 45 34_
" Transratmg LEA pamcmamn mto Statewme .ﬁpact S —— 15 5

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments. (Tier 1}

1)(i) MT is committed to the 4 main areas in the Recovery Act (AARA) and the narrative summarizes
actions it has or will take to pursue reasonable goals in three areas. It is less clear what its goals are in the
turn around school area where its participation is conditioned by the large number of small schools and
reasonable levels of performance. This places it in the low end of the high range.

A(1)(ii) MT has a good level of participation with 82% of LEAS; 92% of students in poverty and 94% of all
students. All 82% of LEAS are committed to all elements of the MOU and there a solid range of signatures
from relevant parties. The summary table seems to have a greater level of specificity about the element of
the scope of work than Exhibit 1 of the MOU - headed "preliminary scope of work" but this can be clarified
if need be at Tier 2. Pending that the participation is in the high range.

A (1)(iii) The good coverage of LEAs and especially those serving students in poverty, suggest that
statewide impact will be attained but the narrative makes no explicit reference to subgroups of children
such as American Indians or to decreasing between group achievement gaps. There are general
references to increasing graduation rates and college attendance but these also lack specificity that might
underpin an assessment of statewide impact. MT does not offer evidence or data about statewide goals
overall or for subgroups as required by the criterion although there is NAEP sub group data in Addendum 3]
(1) suggesting it is not due to a lack of information. These shortcomings produce a low score in the middle

range.
(A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scale up, and sustain i 30 19
proposed plans
(|) Ensurlng the capacny to |mplement _ 20 12
(i) Using broad stakeholder support 10 7

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(A) (2) (i) The MT Office of Public Instruction (OPI) has three dedicated teams and will establish a fourth

( Great Teachers and Leaders) that align with the RTTT priorities although the three available action plans
are of variable quality as some lack deadlines and specific objectives. The narrative for the fourth area
stresses the importance of the Regional Service Areas in professional development- a reasonable
assumption in a rural state. The budget appendix contains little by way of supporting narrative indicating
how RTTT funds or State funds would support the activities in the plans with $11.5 million going to grants to
Regional Support agencies or to schools with little in the way of guidance as to what investments would
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increase student performance or improve instruction. There is some commentary in A(2)(ii) on using state
resources to support RTTT goals and activities and the strategic direction teams in the State
Superintendent's office will oversee the use of funds. Overall this part of the plan lacks evidence that
statewide capacity will be developed to meet the reform objectives. This places it in the low end of the
medium range.

(A) (2) (ii) MT has assembled an encouraging set of letters to show stakeholder support although many of
them are identical save for stationery and signature block. The AFT affiliate letter is a notable exception
and, while it refers to partnership in plan development and how it urged local affiliates to sign on, it is weak
in its support of the proposed reforms.

It is also notable that a group of business organizations paid for a consultant to help with
the RTTT application.

There are STEM specific comments in the letters from the Economic Development Assaciation and the
mathematics and science teachers associations. There is nothing from State legislative leaders or mayors
but there are letters of support from two American Indian groups.

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achievement and closing 30 17
gaps ;
(i) Making progress in each reform area ' 5 3
(ii) Improving student outcomes 25 14

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(A)(3)(i) MT documents actions that are broadly consistent with three of RTTT's four reform areas but apart |
from one reference to MT's legislature voting funds for tuition loan repayments there is little mention of how
State and Federal funds are being used to pursue reform. In effect there seems to be no sustained attempt
by MT to look for those actions or policies which have improved student performance. This places the plan

in the medium range.

(A)(3)(ii) MT's NAEP data shows steady progress overall since 2003. The progress on narrowing
achievement gaps is uneven with success on some dimensions and for some groups and not on others.
MT's criterion reference test data shows the same mixed results although the three year data set could just
be volatile for technical reasons. MT is clearly monitoring the issue within the context of its educating the
whole child philosophy. The evidence on graduation rates is confined to the impressive AYP graduation
rate of 82.6% for the class of 2008 and five paragraphs on actions that aim to increase graduation and
college attendance. There is no data to allow for a cross year comparison. Overall this part of the plan is in
the medium range.

Total | 125 79

B. Standards and Assessments

| Available | Tier 1

(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards 40 20
(1) Participating in consortium developing high-quality standards 20 20
(ii) Adopting standards |20 0

(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(B)(1)(i) MT has a memarandum of understanding with the Common Core Standards group which meets
the criterion.
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(B)(1)(ii) MT sets out the steps its State laws require before the standards can be adopted. The process
ends sometime in 2011 depending on a "cost analysis." This falls outside the minimum range in the

criterion.
(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments 10 10
(i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality assessments : 5 5
(ii) Including a significant number of States 5 : 5

(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(B)(2)(i) There is some confusion in the narrative. MT claims to be a member of two "multi-state
assessment consortia" but only includes documentation of the SMARTER consortium but this is sufficient to
meet the criteria.

(B)(2)(ii) There are 33 States in SMARTER according to the Appendix but no formal documentation from
the Consortium. With a majority of States participating this falls in the high range.

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high-quality | 20 14
assessments

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(B)(3) The narrative shows that MT has devoted considerable time and intellect into how to roll out robust
standards that build on existing State standards in Mathematics and Communication Arts and use
established processes for professional development. MT has a good strategy for providing instructional and
assessment materials to teachers; especially important in small and isolated schools. In general, MT's
professional development and instructional support strategies are of a high quality and have been
designed to meet the State's needs. The appendices have some broad phase in dates and general
assignments of responsibility but the plan lacks specificity which, coupled with the apparent absence of
active involvement of higher education institutions, puts it in the top of the medium range.

Total : 70 - 44

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

Available | Tier 1
(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data system : 24 | 12
(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(C)(1) MT has six of the required elements and plans to complete four more by September 2011.

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data 5 3

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(C)(2) MT has has an impressive array of state partnerships between various databases across schools
universities, children and family services and employment agencies that should inform better policy making
and to improve teaching and learning. It is not clear who can access this data. For example, there is no
explicit references to access by students, parents and researchers. Overall there is a lot of material on
linking databases but little on ensuring accessibility. This places the plan at the top of the medium range.

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction ' 18 ; 6
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(i) Increasing the use of instructional improvement systems 6 2
(i) Supporting LEAs, schools, and teachers in using instructional improvement 6 | 2
systems

(i) Making the data from instructional improvement systems available to 6 2

researchers
(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(C)(3)(i) MT recognizes that it needs to do more "to improve and standardize data acquisition, adoption and
use of instructional improvement systems so that instructional practices are selected capitalizing on the
best available information." But the plan seems to consist primarily of contacting an institute to "develop
and implement a statewide plan." There are no specific timelines, goals or assigned responsibilities. This
falls well short of a high quality plan.

(C)(3)(ii) As there is yet to be a plan, there is little in the way of professional development related to it. But
there are processes for consultation with users and existing data base and information system related
training and support for district users and special education teachers. There are no targets for future
training and no timetable. This produces a low score in the medium range.

(C)(3)(iii) MT offers five pointers to ensure that its new longitudinal data base will be accessible to
researchers and other users. If achieved, they will provide reasonable and ready access. But there are still
no deadlines for when this might be realized. This again results in a low score in the medium range.

Total 47 Y

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

Available | Tier1

(b.)(.‘l.) Prov.l.ding hi..ét.l—.quality p.athwa.y.s. for asr;iring teachers .and brincipals 21 14

| (i).;-;-\llov.viﬁg .él.t.é.rnativé ;t:mutes to certifiﬁét!on | 7 _ 4
(ii).U.Si_;;;_n_emat.i;é..rome.s , Ce,-ti'ﬁeé'tioﬁw [ : _— . 7 - .
(iii) Pre.p.é“ri.ng tea;t.wqérs and ;ﬁﬁ”ncipals. to fill élreas of gr;(;ftage T ? ....... ; 6

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(1)(i) MT's regulatory framework allows the Superintendent of Public Instruction to certify teachers who
have followed alternative preparation pathways independent of higher education institutions, which are
selective in admissions, include school based supervised experience, and get equivalent qualifications
and allow limited course work. It does not have an alternative path for principals. This meets the elements
of a medium quality pathway.

(D)(1)(ii) The pathways are in use "despite low interest" but the data provided to support this are poor- not
in a time series, not for the most recent single year and omitting principals.

(D)(1)(iii) MT has a sensible administrative system for identifying vacancies in hard to staff areas and fields,
and arrangements with MT state university to address the needs of "Native American Learners" and "rural

shortages."
(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance 58 14
(i) Measuring student growth 5 3
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(ii) Developing evaluation systems 15 4
(iii) Conducting annual evaluations 10 1
(iv) Using evaluations to inform key decisions 28 6

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(2)(i) MT has a reasonable plan to measure individual student growth although it has no specific timeline
or delivery goals.

(D)(2)(ii) MT's process for establishing evaluation systems for teachers and principals does not seem to
have adopted key features like multiple ratings categories - rather it seeks a "minimum level of standards",
nor does it expressly make student growth a "significant" factor. The task force overseeing the process is
representative of teachers and principals. Overall it is a weak process and scores in the low range.

(D)(2)(iii) The 5 lines of narrative in this section make no reference to "timely and constructive feedback" or
to student growth data in annual evaluations for teachers and principals, which are the key elements of the
criterion.

(D)(2)(iv)MT plans to use its teacher and principal evaluation system to inform local decisions about
professional development but it leaves it "up to LEAs to establish compensation and growth mechanisms "
for principals and does not favor “financial bonuses and rewards " for teachers. There are no references in
the narrative to using evaluations for tenure or for removing ineffective educators. This sums to a low score.

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals 25 6
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in high-poverty or high-minority schools 15 4
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas 10 2

(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(3)(i) MT outlines a process to develop a plan to address the equitable distribution of teachers. It makes
no mention of principals. There are no annual goals and no timeline. The plan is based on the premise that
MT has "no intention to implement a rule that determines effectiveness of teachers and principals from the
State level..." MT argues that it in doing so it respects "constitutional requirements for local control." The
data in Appendix 3.1 purports that less than 2% of classes in MT are taught by teachers not highly qualified
and hence no corrective action is needed. The State's definition of "Highly Qualified Teacher" is not as
rigorous as the RTTT definition of "highly effective” which limits the plan's quality. Qverall this part of the
plan is minimally responsive to the RTTT criteria and falls in the low range.

(D)(3)(ii) MT describes various actions underway or planned to meet "HQT goals” but the goal for High
Quality Teachers (HQT) is unspecified and without a timeline or quantifiable target. It also uses a definition
that falls short of the RTTT criteria for "highly effective" teacher. Many of the actions are well conceived, like
the teaching internships and regional sharing of specialist teachers, but there is little addressing the need
for more science and mathematics teachers. The activities amount to a low quality plan.

(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation 14 4

programs
(i) Linking student data to credentialing programs and reporting publicly 7 ' 2
(i) Expanding effective programs 7 2

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(4)(i) There are no references in the narrative to linking student growth with the student's teachers and
principals nor in how the student performance data will be used to improve program effectiveness. This is a
low quality plan in terms of RTTT criteria.

http://mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/(X(1 )F(BA8375F068A6FEQOF4FDO30AS09E2ADB4...  7/14/2010



~ Technical Review Page 6 of 9

(D)(4)(ii) MT's Office of Public Instruction is collaborating with Montana State University on teacher
preparation but the other actions outlined are not connected to assessments of which programs have been
most successful in developing effective teachers and principals as required by this element. This earns a

low score.
(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and principals ; 20 5
(i) Providing effective support . 10 3
(n) Contmuously |mpr0V|ng the effectweness of the support 10 2

{D}(S) Reviewer Comments (Tier 1)

(D)(5)(i) MT has a reasonable approach to providing effective professional development - it is data driven
and informed by a large scale pilot. It also addresses the needs of STEM teachers through a solid “road
map." It would be strengthened by more specific goals and timelines and numerical targets. The absence of
these milestones holds the proposal to the bottom of the medium range.

(D)(5)(ii) The survey tool that MT cites as a way to ".. continuously improve" does not produce data on
program effectiveness in terms of student outcomes. It is a checklist on training needs. The absence of this
data or some reasonable proxy or process for assessment holds the proposal to the low range.

Total | 138 43

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools
Available | Tier 1
(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAs 10 0

(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(E)(1) MT does not have authority to intervene in "specific areas of local school operation.” MCA 20.3. 106
suggests that the Office of Public Instruction has only supervisory powers. There is no clarity about MT's
power to intervene in LEAs.

{E](Z) Turnlng around the Iowest-achlevmg schools 40 14
(l) Ident:fymg the persmtently lowest- achlewng schoois 5 5
(u) Turning around the pers1stently Iowest-achlevmg schools 35 9

(E)(Z) Reviewer Comments (Tier 1)
(E)(2)(i) MT has a clear plan to identify low performing schools.

(E)(2)(ii) MT does have a plan to and a process to support LEAs in implementing a model of school
turnaround which involves a comprehensive set of support services including "temporary alternative
governance." But its approach is not directly related to the four models as set out in the RTTT notice,
limiting the quality of the plan. There are no data about the number of schools involved or targeted, nor
material that shows that MT has studied what is effective in school turnarounds or in strengthening school
leadership through the use of data. This proposal earns points in the low range.

Total _ 50 14
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F. General
Available | Tier 1
(F)m Ma__l;l__ng educatmn ;undmg . pnonty U — 10 10 -
() Allocating a consistent percentage of State revenue to education s | s
0 Eqmtabw fundmg h,gh poverty schoms A — — 5 5

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
(F)(1)(i) MT increased the proportion of public expenditure on education even though overall outlays fell.
This merits high points.

(F)(1)(ii) MT's funding policies produce equitable allocations and recognize a variety of particular needs,
including those of Native American and "at risk" students. These provisions meet the criteria.

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charter schools and 40 5
ther mnovatwe schools

() Enabllng hlgh performlng charter schools (caps)

8
8

(m} Equltably funding charter schools g
8

(iv) Providing charter schools W|th eqmtabie access to facnltles

o olo o

(v) Enabllng LEAs to operate other nnnovatwe autonomous pubhc schools

(F)2) Reviewer Comments (Tier 1)

(F)(2)(i) There are no laws directly prohibiting charter schools but there is a provision requiring potential
charter schools to apply to the relevant LEA for approval to operate. This may inhibit applicants and LEAs
with small numbers of students may seek to limit competition for students by rejecting applications in the
name of efficiency. This is likely to limit the creation of charter schools in sparsley populated areas. In MT's
case this provision is moderately inhibiting and falls in the medium range.

(F)(2)(v) MT does not have provisions that allow for a public school to operate with control over its staffing
and budget in the style of an autonomous school defined in the RTTT notice.

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions 5 4
(F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(F)(3) MT describes actions, activities and policies that combined suggest an overall environment generally
favorable to the pursuit of improved educational outcomes. For example MT has acted to improve distance
education and access to college, it has funded full time kindergarten targeted at low income children and
invested in technology to reach all young learners in the State.

Total | s5 | 19
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Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM
: |  Available | Tier 1

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM 15 0

Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

MT provides a reasonable summary of various STEM activities in addition to those covered elsewhere in
the plan. It has some interesting and innovative actions underway or planned around renewable energy.
There are instances of partnerships with higher education and industry. But there is little specifically on
STEM and women and girls and no specific deliverables and goals. That falls short of one the three criteria
for this element.

Total 15 0

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

| | Available | Tier 1
Absolﬁté Priority-Compreh.er.lsive.A.pprbach to Educatioﬁ R.aform. o - .N.o
Absolute Rsviawﬁf .Co;nments.: (Tier 1)

Despite a strong basis of State fiscal support for public education and teacher and practitioner involvement
in plan development, the overall plan is weak. It does not "comprehensively and coherently" address all four
areas of desired action. The sections of the plan dealing with data systems to support instruction and
improving teacher and principal effectiveness are particularly weak. There is a noticeable lack of a credible
approach to teacher and principal evaluation using student growth. The plan seldom includes quantifiable
goals or targets or specific deadlines or delivery dates.

Total | 0

Grand Total 5 500 | 220
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Race to the Top

Technical Review Form - Tier 1 v
*
Montana Application #3350MT-7 ‘

A. State Success Factors

Available Tier 1

(A)(1) Articulating State's education refoﬁn agenda and LEA's participation in it 65 54
(i) Articulating comprehensive, coherent reform agenda 5 4
(i) Securing LEA commitment 45 38
(iii) Translating LEA participation into statewide impact | 15 12

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(A)(1)(i) The State has set forth an ambitious but achievable reform agenda that articulates its goals for
implementing reforms in the four education areas described in the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act (ARRA) and improving student outcomes statewide. The areas addressed include increasing student
achievement in reading/language arts, decreasing achievement gaps between subgroups in
reading/language arts and mathematics, increasing high school graduation rates and increasing college
enroliment. The overall process for reform in the ARRA areas will fall under the state’s “Fifth to First” reform
agenda. The state's from “Fifth to First” reform agenda is based on a 4 year, tiered intervention process
with plans to use Race to the Top (RTTT) funds to implement fifteen integrated projects that are designed
to accelerate current reforms, innovate new efforts requiring a radical redesign of current protocols, and
reinforce the infrastructure required to sustain fundamental reform. Although the state's goals reflect high
expectations and are very ambitious, they appear to be achievable.

A)(1)(i1) (a) The participating LEAs appear committed to the State's plans and to effective implementation of
reform in the four education areas, as evidenced by Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs). Montana
reports the substantial participation of 536 (53.1%) Local Education Agencies (LEAs) who have signed
Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) to support the plan, which includes the terms and conditions that
reflect some degree of commitment, although not a strong commitment (Statements of support are
formulaic and general) by the participating LEAs to the state’s plans.

A)(1)(ii) (b) The scope-of-work descriptions require participating LEAs to implement all or significant
portions of the state’s Race to the Top plans. Only 213 of Montana's 536 LEAs agreed to totally support of
all reform initiatives, while 323 LEAs agreed to only conditionally support the great teachers and leaders
components of ARRA. This lack of total LEA support of all ARRA education reform areas may inhibit the
proposed statewide impact of Montana's reform efforts. With this reported variance in LEA participation ,
the state does not fully meet the RTTT terms and conditions that reflect strong commitment by the
participating LEAs to the state’s plans.

A)(1)(i)(c) Montana partially meets the requirements of this component, which includes obtaining
signatures from as many as possible of the LEA's superintendents, the president of the local school board,
and the local teachers’ union leaders, and one signature which must be from an authorized LEA
representative, demonstrating the extent of leadership support within participating LEAs. The state reported
required letters of support, including 100% of LEA superintendents or equivalent and presidents of local
school boards; however, only 331 local teachers’ union leaders provided letters of support. The state’s
explanation for less than 536 letters of support from local teachers’ unions is that this requirement is not
applicable to eight public school districts, 196 community schools, and one STEM school.
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(A)(1)(iii) Montana anticipates serving 62% of its schools, 61.6% of its K-12 students, and 66.3% of
students living in poverty of the LEAs that are participating in the state’s Race to the Top plans. These
percentages are significant in supporting the state's reform, and the state projects this will translate into
ensuring broad statewide impact, allowing the state to reach its ambitious yet achievable goals, overall and
by student subgroups.

(A)(1)(iii) (@) The state's plan for increasing student achievement in reading/language arts and
mathematics, as reported by the NAEP and the assessments required under the ESEA is achievable.
Montana will work with schools and LEAs to implement reforms that will increase student achievement in
reading and math on the NAEP and CRT assessments. These reforms include the adoption of the common
core standards, which will raise the bar for student achievement across the state. These standards have
been developed in collaboration with teachers, school administrators and experts, and are designed to
ensure students are adequately prepared for higher education and rewarding careers. Participating LEA's
adoption of these standards will give Montana schools common goals to work towards, and it is predicted
that ultimately they will lead to Montana's goal of increasing statewide achievement on NAEP and the
ESEA mandated CRT tests. Although Montana describes its goals of improving student achievement
through the adoption of standards and the implementation of CRT testing, the state does not adequately
establish a clear and credible path to achieving these goals.

A)(1)(iil) (b) Montana provides data on decreasing the achievement gaps between subgroups in
reading/language arts and mathematics, as reported by the NAEP and the assessments required under the
ESEA; however, the NAEP data indicates that the achievement gap between white and Native American
students, between white students and students with disabilities, and between white students and students
participating in the National School Lunch Program is not improving significantly. For example, the state
reports that the achievement gap between the white student group and the American Indian student group
for both 8th and 4th grade students in reading indicates, without exception, that the white student group has
performed at a higher level. In addition, the state reports that the achievement gap between the white
student group and the American Indian student group for both 8th and 4th grade students in math indicates,
without exception, that the white student group has performed at a higher level. In the 8th and 4th grade,
this difference has increased across the period. Also the state reports that the achievement gap between
the white student group and the students with disabilities group for both 8th and 4th grade students in
reading indicates, without exception, that the white student group has performed at a higher level. This
difference has averaged about 37 points for both grades over the time period and there appears to be no
definitive change in direction. Moreover, the state reports that the achievement gap between the white
student group and the students participating in the National School Lunch Program group for both 8th and
4th grade student in reading indicates, without exception, that the white student group has performed at a
higher level. This difference has averaged about 13 points for 8th grade groups and has decreased over
the time period. The average difference at the 4th grade level is about 15 points and has also decreased
over time. Finally, the state reports the achievement gap between the white student group and the students
with disabilities group for both 8th and 4th grade students in math indicates, without exception, that the
white student group has performed at a higher level. In the 4th grade, this difference has decreased slightly
overall across the period. For 8th grade students there appears to be no definitive change in direction.
Despite the state's past efforts, the achievement gap persists and the stated RTTT goals do not
comprehensively address how the state can reverse this trend.

A)(1)(iil) (c) Montana reports that another indication of the success of the state's education programs is a
steady increase in high school graduation rates. The class of 2008 adequate yearly progress (AYP)
graduation rate overall was 82.6%. Although Montana states that it has successfully implemented several
strategies to increase high school graduation rate, including implementing RTI at the secondary school
level and the application of the whole child education model to secondary schools, the state only provides
one data element, which is insufficient evidence for demonstrating changes in improving graduation rates.

A)(1)(iii) (d) The state did not provide adequate evidence to support how they plan to increase college
enroliment and did not present any data on increasing the number of students who complete at least a
year's worth of college credit that is applicable to a degree within two years of enroliment in an institution of
higher education. Montana discussed how its schools are investing in college and career readiness
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standards to better prepare students for post-secondary opportunities, and included examples of their
initiatives such as the Montana’s Big Sky Pathways program of study that prepares students for today's
global economy and the Montana Career Information System (MCIS) which is a tool for career exploration
and planning; however, the success of these initiatives is not evidenced by supportive details.

(A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scale up, and sustain : 30 23
proposed plans
(1) Ensuring the capacity to implement 20 15
(ii) Using broad stakeholder support 10 8

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(A) (2) (i) (a)- Montana reports that building collaborative teams at the school level allows educators to meet
and troubleshoot issues as they arise concerning assessment processes, data collection, and analysis in a
broader contextual framework so that instruction and interventions can be adapted to meet student needs.
At the school level, these collaborative teams exist as grade-level, subject area (communications arts and
mathematics) and data teams. These collaborative teams conduct assessments and interventions, and
provide these assessments to their school leadership, to Regional Service Area (RSAs), and finally to the
Office of Public Instruction (OPI) where new instructional tools, professional development, and additional
supports are designed and distributed. Within this structure a continuous cycle of assessments and
adaptations drives student success with locally inspired reforms. Standards are set by the Montana Board
of Public Education (BPE), and OPI provides the centralized support necessary to ensure the RSAs meet
common benchmarks for student success. Teams at the state level are managed through the office of the
State Superintendent, and resulted from the Strategic Direction Action Plan. To administer and assess this
plan the State Superintendent created Strategic Direction Teams that match the four assurances of ARRA,
and these teams will supervise the administration of RTTT, focusing on student improvement, achievement,
and success. The current Strategic Direction Teams include P-20 and Achievement, Analyzing and Using
Data, Turnaround Schools, and the Great Teachers and Leaders Strategic Direction Team.

Montana describes each team with some degree of detail depicting what appears to be achievable team
goals and action plans for each team. The OPI P-20 and Achievement Strategic Direction Team is a
strategic initiative effort that affects many projects and units within the Office of Public Instruction (OPI) and
its interaction with external agencies, entities, and organizations. The plan is to reduce barriers to the
smooth transition of Montana students into the K-12 system; help them navigate elementary, middle, and
high school careers; and assist in the transition to college or career. Through the plan, OPI will support
quality education, promote success, and collaborate with Montana education partners and families. The
Analyzing and Using Data Strategic Direction Team focuses on improving teaching and learning in Montana
by guiding the data management initiatives and priorities of the agency, focusing on making accurate,
reliable, valid and timely information available, and emphasizing research and analysis to improve decision-
making. The Turnaround Schools Strategic Direction Team identifies targeted schools and develops
intervention plans that will result in persistently low-performing schools being better able to increase student
achievement and examine internal OP| programs and activities related to student achievement in order to
recommend programmatic realignments resulting in strategic interventions with targeted schools. The Great
Teachers and Leaders Strategic Team will utilize the existing Regional Service Areas (RSAs) to implement
cohesive and directed professional development opportunities that support a roll out of each of the reforms
and innovations described in this grant. Although each team is described with goals and actions plans, it is
not clear how the teams will function as a cohesive unit to ensure the success of the proposed RTTT
reforms.

(A) (2) (i) (b)- Montana's plan for supporting participating LEAs in successfully implementing the education
reform plans the state has proposed, includes widely disseminating and replicating their RTI pilot statewide,
holding LEAs accountable for progress and performance, and intervening where necessary. Montana's
RTTT reform is based on the reported successes of its Response to Intervention (RTI) pilot and the
proposed reform initiative is to be a broadened version of the RTI pilot that will be implemented
systemically. Montana states that its RTI reform initiative creates a multi-tiered system that supports local

http://www.mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/technicalreview.aspx?id=3350MT-7 7/14/2010



Technical Review Page 4 of 17

school principals as instructional leaders, the use of data to guide instruction, appropriate intervention and
practice, parental involvement, and other research-based practices. Based on lessons learned from its RTI
pilot, Montana will build upon strong leadership and successes from past experiences; and the lessons
learned will inform the administration of the proposed RTI reforms in the state's RTTT proposal. The
management structures that the state has built with the Regional Service Areas (RSAs) coupled with

the successful implementation of the RTI framework will be the catalyst for ensuring that Montana achieves
its goals and sustains these proposed reforms beyond the four-year term of this grant. Although the state is
building on an existing RTI pilot, the state does not clearly depict how the roll out of the plan will be
accomplished, nor how the state will develop a strong capacity to implement, scale up and sustain the
proposed plan.

(A) (2) (i) (c)-The effective and efficient operations and processes for implementing Montana’'s RTTT
initiative will be supervised through the State Superintendent's office with solid support from the Governor's
Office. Grant administration and oversight, budget reporting and monitoring, performance measure tracking
and reporting and fund disbursement will be managed from the State Superintendent’s office through
Montana's Strategic Direction Teams. The Strategic Direction Teams will link programs and services to the
Regional Service Areas (RSAs), and from there to the local school teams.

(A) (2) (1) (d)- Montana reports that all current funding, including school improvement funds (SI),
Longitudinal Data System Grants, and Title | funding complements the stated goals of their RTTT proposal,
and is critical to the success of their comprehensive reform proposals and to strengthening the state’s
schools. Existing financial resources will be used in order to scale up and implement the state's

RTTT proposal, including federal resources like the Early Learning Council grant, School Improvement
Grant (SIG), Workforce Investment Act, College Access Challenge grants which will all support the reforms
planed in Montana’'s Race to the Top application. State resources and FTE will be utilized to implement the
plans most specifically for those agencies under the direction of the Governor. The Office of Public
Information (OPI) has begun the process of aligning its resources to the agenda to RTTT statewide.

(A) (2) (i) (e)- Montana plans to build on the successes of its pilot RT! initiative, utilizing its principles and
methods to cohesively integrate their proposed RTTT reforms, with the goal of improving classroom
outcomes, student achievement, and successful reforms across the state. By expanding current RTI
initiatives, Montana has the potential for creating an achievable structure that may sustain education reform
and build future success.

(A) (2) (ii)- Montana has received overwhelming support for the Race to the Top application. Stakeholders
— including state and local education agencies, labor unions, parent teacher associations, rural education
associations, school administrators, Indian education associations, teachers associations, banks, industry
representatives, economic developers, and private business partners — have all made significant
investment in Montana's public schools.

These entities will be fully leveraged to maintain the reforms implemented as part of Race to the Top.

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achievement and closing ' 30 18

gaps
(1) Making progress in each reform area 5 3
(i) Improving student outcomes 25 15

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(A)(3)(i) Montana reports having made progress over the past several years in each of the four education
reform areas, and used its ARRA and other Federal and State funding to pursue such reforms. These
areas include standards and assessments, data systems, great teachers and leaders, and the ability to
turn around Montana's lowest-achieving schools. Montana has funded and implemented the Achievement
in Montana (AIM) and E-Grants systems, and the state is currently developing the Staffing Data System
which is slated to provide the foundation for the linkage of teacher and principal evaluations with student
performance. An alternative teacher licensure protocol is among the initiatives that the state proposes to
enhance the skills of teachers and leaders. Montana reports having taken a very broad approach to turning

http://www.mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/technicalreview.aspx?id=3350MT-7 7/14/2010



Technical Review Page S of 17

around its lowest-achieving schools by collaborating with the state's teachers’ union (MEAMFT), and
addressing some of Montana schools’ unique challenges through the School Improvement Grant process.

Although Montana has made some progress through these state initiatives the state did not clearly and
adequately show how it used its ARRA and other federal and state funding to pursue such reforms.
Montana reports that the state has been fully engaged in the common core state standards initiative led by
the National Governors Association (NGA) and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO). The
Office of Public Information (OPI) has conducted state-level alignment processes and has implemented
criterion referenced test (CRT) and CRT-Alternate in grades 3-8 and 10 in reading and math as well as for
grades 4, 8, and 10 in science. These tests fulfill the requirements of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA). In the area of assessment evaluations Montana has implemented the Achievement
in Montana (AlM)program, which is a centralized collection point for student information and a useful tool
for categorization developed by the state. AIM is intended to streamline the reporting of student-related
data from LEAs to the SEA including enrollment and demographic data, eligibility for state and federal
programs, registration for statewide assessments, and special education planning and reporting. The AIM
data collection system will link to a State Longitudinal Data System (LDS) beginning with the Department of
Public Health and Human Services (DPHHS) Early Childhood Advisory Council (MECAC) data through post
secondary education and the Montana University System (MUS) BANNER data system and Department of
Labor and Industry (DLI) Workforce Services Division data that will identify early success and failure
indicators in student progress. Through the Montana Comprehensive Assessment System (MontCAS)
assessment data is provided by individual student and can be can be analyzed to identify struggling
students, prepare curricular assistance, and recommend credit recovery options. Early intervention through
this process will ensure students make progress toward content area benchmarks. In the area of great
teachers as leaders, the Montana Legislature appropriated $350,000 per cohort to OCHE for the Quality
Educator Loan Assistance Program. This funding will provide loan repayment assistance to educators in
order to move highly effective teachers and leaders into high need content areas and/or high need
geographic areas. For turning around low performing schools, Montana has implemented a statewide
Indian Education program to address the cultural issues inherent in Montana's educational system; school
improvement grants (SIG), where the Office of Public Instruction (OPI) has partnered with communities to
apply for SIG as part of Montana's Schools of Promise initiative which will allow OPI to provide direct
services to schools that do not have the local capacity to provide the higher level of services needed for
significant academic growth; full-time kindergarten, which made early childhood education an absolute
policy priority and the state began to fund full-time kindergarten; investing in literacy improvement: OP!I is
collaborating with a local non-profit organization, the Hopa Mountain Foundation, towards a common goal
of improving literacy. OPI has already purchased 5,400 high-quality books for young children in low income
families, a purchase that will be matched by Hopa Mountain in 2010; dual enrollment courses, making
Montana one of seven states to receive Lumina Foundation “Making Opportunity Affordable” grant, now
called College!Now, to implement to increase access to dual enroliment courses encompassing “Running
Start”, concurrent enroliment, early college and early college high school coursework; and STEM, the
Governor and First Lady's Science and Math Initiative for encouraging Montana’s youth to discover
opportunities to learn about STEM in K-12 schools and higher education, become aware of career
opportunities, and explore Montana's resource rich surroundings, including wind and solar and other
renewable energy opportunities.

Even though Montana has implemented and explained a significant number of gap reducing initiatives in
the narrative; the state does not provide convincing evidence of improving student outcomes. For
example, only one data point for high school graduation ( 82.6 % graduation rate) is provided in the
narrative and this was not provided with comparative data to allow for the understanding of how the data
changed and impacted closing the gap. Data provided in the NAEP charts show that within the state on
NAEP the gap is widening between Native Americans and the white group, as well as students with
disabilities and students receiving free and reduced lunches and white students. The CRT
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(Criterion Referenced Test) data is presented in disaggregated format and shows little change in the
achievement gaps.

B. Standards and Assessments

| Available Tier 1

(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards 40 20
(i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality standards 20 20
(i) Adopting standards 20 0

(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(B)(1)(i) (a)The state documents its participation in a consortium of states that is working toward jointly
developing and adopting a common set of K-12 standards that are supported by evidence that they are
internationally benchmarked and build toward college and career readiness by the time of high school
graduation. In May 2009 Governor Schweitzer and Superintendent Juneau signed a Memo of
Understanding committing Montana to participation in the development of common core standards.
Additionally, Montana revised and adopted its own content standards and performance descriptors in
Mathematics in September 2009 and in Communication Arts in January 2010.

(B)(1)(i) (b) Montana has joined 51 other states and territories in partnership with the Council of Chief State
School Officers, the National Governors Association, Achieve, ACT, and the College Board.

(B)(1)(i) Mentana plans to adopt its standards January 2011 and therefore does not meet the
requirement for Phase 2 applications, which requires the state’s adoption of a common set of K-12
standards by August 2, 2010.

(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments 10 10
(1) Participating in consortium developing high-quality assessments 5 5
(i) Including a significant number of States 5 5

(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(B)(2)(i) Montana is working toward jointly developing and implementing common, high quality assessments aligned
with the consortium's common set of K-12 standards. The Board of Public Education (BPE) in partnership with
Governor Brian Schweitzer and Superintendent Denise Juneau have committed to standards-based education with
common assessments utilized by every district to inform instruction and pedagogy. According to ARM 10.55.603 the
assessment of all students shall be used to examine the educational program and measure its effectiveness based on
content and performance standards put forth by the BPE. The state's pursuit of increased validity and reliability in
state assessment mechanisms has led Montana into entering into two multi-state assessment consortia so that they
may work with other states, pursue economies of scale in the development and design of

assessment tools, and increase the accountability of their schools. Montana is a member of the Summative Multi-state
Assessment Resources for Teachers and Educational Researchers (SMARTER-Balanced).

(B)(2)(ii) Montana is a member with a significant number of states and has provided a copy of the Memorandum of
Understanding which indicates that The SMARTER-Balanced Consortium has 33 member states.

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high-quality 20 18
assessments

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1‘
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(B)(3) In supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high quality assessments, Montana presents an
achievable plan and states its goal of transitioning from large scale summative assessments to evaluate students, to
using the RTI model of school improvement that integrates formative assessments into instructional plans. The Office
of Public Instruction (OPI) will roll out the statewide RTI reform initiative incorporating professional development

and collaborative leadership teams.

In addition, Montana articulates its plan for supporting a statewide transition to and implementation of internationally
benchmarked K-12 standards that build toward college and career readiness by the time of high school graduation, and
assessments tied to these standards. The state is developing a roll out plan for the standards together with supporting
components; in cooperation with the State’s institutions of higher education, aligning high school exit criteria and
college entrance requirements with the new standards and assessments.

The state is in the process of developing instructional materials and assessments (including, for example, formative
and interim assessments; planning for delivering high-quality professional development to support the transition to new
standards and assessments) and has established a timeline and committees that translate the standards and
information from assessments into classroom practice. Although, Montana's explanation for rolling out the standards
includes specific activities for teams and team leaders, and Regional Service Areas, the plan needs clarity with
supporting specific details explaining how this will be accomplished at the LEA level. Also the plan does not provide
details regarding activities involved in rolling out the assessments.

I otal 70 48

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction
Available ' Tier 1
(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data system 24 12

(C)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(C)(1) Montana's plan does not reflect a fully implemented statewide longitudinal data system. Montana's
fulfillment of the America COMPETES Act Data Elements includes data elements that are complete and
some that are in progress. America COMPETES Act Data Elements 4, 11, and 12 are listed as in
progress, and the explanations provided do not adequately address how the state will fulfill the
requirements for the element. For data element 4 the explanation provided is "Policies are not in place to
require school districts to include the K- 12 statewide student identifier on the high school transcript” The
explanation for data element 12 is "No new data needs have been identified yet, but may be identified in
policy discussions. Points are awarded for 6 of 12 data elements. Data elements 8,9, and 10 are listed as
future initiatives. Although Montana has the capacity to fulfill the data elements, only six are fully
implemented, plus the state does not clearly depict their linkages to higher education.

(C)(2) Accessing and using State data .. N 5 3

(C)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(C)(2) In the area of accessing and using state data the state reports working to improve its use of data by
coordinating and aligning data systems with agency partners. The Office of Public Information is working
with the Office of the Commissioner of Higher Education ( OCHE ), the Department of Public Health and
Human Services (DPHHS), and the Department of Labor and Industry to align organizational data systems
with K- 12 with a focus on interagency governance structures that link data across information systems.
This plan appears to be achievable because it links key components, providers, and processes, forming a
comprehensive system of delivery; however, the details are not clear on how the state provides access to
stakeholders outside of government agencies.

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction - 18 12
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(1) Increasing the use of instructional improvement systems 6 3
(i) Supporting LEAs, schools, and teachers in using instructional improvement 6 5
systems '

(iii) Making the data from instructional improvement systems available to 6 4
researchers

(C)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(c) (3) (i)- Montana's student information system, AIM, is a comprehensive data collection system for
student information. The Office of Public Instruction (OPI) assigns each student a unique statewide student
identifier at the first point of contact with the public school system. The identifier does not permit a student
to be individually identified by users of the system, and this may limit the opportunity of using student data
to inform instruction. OPI then collects student-level enrollment, demographic, and program participation
information. Student-level information about exit, transfer in, transfer out, drop out, or completion of P-12
educational programs is maintained in AIM. The Montana Board of Regents has adopted a policy requiring
all Montana high school transcripts sent to the MUS include the K-12 statewide student ID. OPI stores the
yearly test records of individual students with respect to assessments and information on students not
tested by grade and subject within the production data system and also has a basic data audit system
assessing data quality, validity, and reliability within the AIM system. Montana's schools embraced the
concept of this system and use it at the LEA and SEA levels for reporting. Montana acknowledges that
"much can be done to improve and standardize our data acquisition, adoption, and use of instructional
improvement systems so that instructional practices are selected capitalizing on the best available
information". Even though Montana has expanded AIM and LEAs use the system, by the state's own
admission, AIM does not adequately meet the highly effective guidelines of informing instruction.

(c) (3) (i)-Montana plans to obtain input from teachers, leaders and other educators on how the AIM data
system may be enhanced and implemented statewide, with a focus on quality and utilization. A group of K-
12 statewide education associations meet monthly, forming an education forum, which includes
representatives from the Montana Educators Association- Montana Federation of Teachers (MEA-MFT),
the Montana School Boards Association, School Administrators of Montana, Montana Rural Education
Association, AA School Districts, Montana Small Schools Alliance, Montana School Business Officials, and
the Montana Indian Education Association. The Office of Public Instruction (OPI) coordinated the Education
Forum facilitating linkages and support from representatives of the Board of Education, the Board of
Regents, and the Office of the Governor. Together the Education Forum provides support for the P-20
longitudinal data system grant articulation and planning process. The K-12 educator advisory group known
as the School Advisory Group on Education(SAGE) is already in place and will continue its advisory role
for the purposes of this project in order to ensure the ongoing involvement of diverse stakeholders. SAGE is
comprised of 11 members representing schools of various sizes, geography, and approaches to student
information systems. This group will help define the web reporting tools for users of P-20 data and in
assessing local needs for additional training and integration of the new system into professional
development and classroom activities. Montana has included all stakeholders in the process in an effort to
build a structure for support that reflects the perspectives of its stakeholders. It appears that Montana's
system of supporting schools and teachers in using instructional improvements can be effective because of
the state's efforts to garner support and receive input at all levels. Though not comprehensive (lacks clear
and achievable goals, specific supporting activities, persons responsible, timeline, evaluation, and follow
up) there is a plan for incorporating professional development.

(c) (3) (iii)- In addition to the data integration and analytical capabilities that SAS is bringing to Montana, the
state anticipates development and implementation of a plan that allows for quality reporting mechanisms
that ensure the data are accessible and utilized by researchers and education professionals to adapt
instructional methods and test effectiveness as judged by student achievement. Montana states that

it plans to ensure that it informs education practice in classrooms and will look to the SAS Institute to
provide guidance and planning so that the new AIM longitudinal data warehouse makes compliance
reporting accurate and straightforward; includes provisions for users without significant statistical skills to
access and explore the
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data they need to make critical decisions; quickly integrates new data and provides access to pre-written
summative and predictive reports and queries for users, requires minimal software overhead for end users,
and enables access for multiple kinds of users, including analysts, educators and

policymakers.

By expanding AIM data system with SAS, it appears that Montana is moving toward a more comprehensive
data reporting system that better meets the needs of its stakeholders and that has the potential for
providing data that are available to researchers. Montana presents an ambitious yet workable plan that
includes clear goals and specific activities that, if successfully implemented, will provide much needed data
integration, analysis and reporting and empower LEAs, schools, and teachers with easily accessible
student information that they can use strategically to inform instruction and provide administrators

with vital information for school improvement. The implementation of this statewide system will require
monumental degrees of capacity building, merging an existing limited system (Montana's Student
Information System- AIM) with a new upgraded system (SAS Institute partnership) and on-going
professional development activities that require both technical skills and analysis at all levels and that are
aligned regionally and with local LEAs. Given the need for planning to merge new and existing data
systems and the need for massive statewide professional development, Montana's efforts to implement
data system reforms will require tremendous structural changes. It appears that the state is preparing to
successfully meet challenges and it appears that the stated goals are achievable.

lotal 47 27

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

Available Tier 1

(D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals 21 18
(i) Allowing alternative routes to certification 7 6
(i) Using alternative routes to certification 7 5
(iii) Preparing teachers and principals to fill areas of shortage 7 7

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D) (1) (i)- Montana provides high quality pathways to certification for aspiring teachers but not for
principals, and is attempting to meet the requirements for this standard. The state clearly explained legal,
statutory, and regulatory provisions that allow alternative routes to certification for teachers that are the
result of the high standards set by the Board of Public Education (BPE) and the Office of Public Instruction
(OPI), which are defined under Administrative Rule of Montana (ARM) 10.57.201 authorizing

the responsibility of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to issue a license to an individual who submits
acceptable evidence of completion of an accredited professional educator program. ARM 10.57.424 allows
the Superintendent of Public Instruction to issue an alternative license (the Class 5) which is valid for a
three-year term. An applicant must submit a plan of professional intent that leads to a regular license within
the three-year timeframe. Through these rules, OPI also encourages and supports National Board
Certification, as well as the Northern Plains Transition to Teaching (NPTT) program.

Although Montana has in place varied alternative pathways for certification for teachers, there is low
participation statewide in many of the initiatives. The state does not have similar options for administrators
at this time.

(D)(1)(il) Alternative routes to certification that are in use in Montana include National Board Certification,
as well as the Northern Plains Transition to Teaching (NPTT) program. NPTT is a high-quality, compact
distance-learning program that has been a successful alternative route to certification that provides a path
to teacher certification designed to meet the needs of career professionals who are interested in
transitioning into the teaching profession seamlessly from prior careers. ARM 10.57.201(2)(C) provides an
additional alternative path to certification via National Board Certification (NBC), and the Office of Public
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Instruction (OPI), in partnership with the teacher's union( MEA-MFT) provides incentives and support to
educators who wish to pursue NBC. This process is a series of performance-based assessments that
includes teaching portfolios, student work samples as well as video and analyses of the teacher’s
classroom teaching and student learning. This collection of materials is compiled over the course of a
regular school year and is submitted in the spring. The Office of Public Instruction (OPI) also provides for a
Class 5 Alternative license per ARM 10.57.424 (Appendix D(1)-I1). This license is valid for three years while
a mid-career professional completes an OPI approved plan of study to earn regular teacher certification.
The Class 5 Alternative license is most typically used when a candidate holds a bachelor's degree in an
endorsable subject area but still needs to complete an accredited teacher preparation program. The Class
5 provides an opportunity for professionals to bring their experience back into the classroom after
completing training in curriculum and instruction, and these teachers enhance and broaden the knowledge
base of our entire teaching force. The state reports that there is low interest in alternative certification and
participation is not widespread. Because of low participation in alternative certification statewide and
because there is no plan for principals, it is difficult to gauge the state's level of commitment to this required
component. At this time it appears that the state may not be fully committed to providing and supporting
alternative pathways to certification for both principals and teachers.

(D) (1) (iii) Montana's well organized process for monitoring, evaluating, and identifying areas of teacher
and principal shortage and for preparing teachers and principals to fill these areas of shortage was
implemented in 2007 when the the Montana Legislature responded to the critical teacher and principal
shortage by passing MCA 20-4-502-506 implementing the Quality Educator Loan Assistance Program
requiring the Board of Public Education (BPE) to identify specific LEAs and licensure or endorsement areas
impacted by Critical Quality Educator Shortages. To meet this statutory requirement and monitor, evaluate,
and identify areas of need, the Office of Public Instruction (OPI) conducts a yearly survey of Montana's
LEAs. OPI has developed a rubric for scoring the needs Critical Quality Educator Shortage areas based on
rural isolation, economic disadvantage, and low student achievement. These three factors are weighted to
set a threshold for identifying impacted schools.

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance 55 22
(I) Measuring student growth 5 5
(i) Developing evaluation systems 15 | 7
(iii) Conducting annual evaluations. 10. | 3
(iv) Using evaluations to inform key decisions 28 7

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

D)(2)(i) Montana's plan has established clear approaches to successfully measuring achievement, but not
student growth measures for each individual student. Currently, Montana utilizes a Criterion Reference
Test (CRT) as a summative assessment data source for student achievement and growth; however, the
CRT addresses student achievement but not individual student growth. Through the use of this

data Montana is able to compare schools across the state to determine the efficacy of their education
programs. Through the new assessment strategies including Achievement in Montana (AIM), and the
state partnership with the SAS Institute, Montana proposes to integrate more reliable assessment tools in
the classroom that will inform and direct instruction, determine professional development needs, and
assess areas where schools need additional support and intervention. These assessments are being
designed with the needs of the student as the central factor. Through RTTT, Montana will be able to better
define student achievement, and LEAs, teachers, and administrators will have the tools they need to ensure
their students meet benchmarked standards of achievement as set by the Montana Board of Public
Education (BPE).

(D)(2)(i)) Montana has not successfully designed and implemented rigorous, transparent, and fair
evaluation systems for teachers and principals that differentiate effectiveness using multiple rating
categories that take into account data on student growth as a significant factor, and are designed and
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developed with teacher and principal involvement. BPE has established through administrative rule, ARM
10.55.701(5) requirements that local boards of trustees have written policies and procedures for regular
and periodic evaluation of all regularly employed administrative, supervisory, and teaching personnel;
however, there are no multiple rating categories and student growth (difference between point A and point
B) is not a significant evaluation factor.

(D)(2)(iii) Montana's RTTT proposal calls for minimum standards for annual teacher and principal
evaluation to be established as part of the review of Chapter 55 in the ARM. In addition, the state is
planning on creating evaluation tools that are transparent, reliable, and serve to inform instruction and
Race to the Top State of Montana Phase 2 Application. In order to achieve these goals, Montana plans to
consistently implement these tools so that all stakeholders can rely on the data garnered. The state did
provide adequate explanations of their RTTT plans to conduct annual evaluations of principals and
teachers,; however, the state did not provide convincing evidence of plans to conduct annual evaluations
of teachers and principals that include timely and constructive feedback and provide teachers and
principals with data on student growth for their students, classes, and schools.

(D)(2)(iv) (a) Montana provides a solid plan for developing teachers and principals, including by providing
relevant coaching,induction support, and/or professional development. The state's new reforms in educator
evaluation and related training programs will seek to fulfill four of the eight fixed essential components of
RTI, including evidence-based curriculum and instruction, ongoing assessment, data-based decision-
making, and ongoing training and professional development. This new model will give the educators the
proper resources and support to effectively meet students at their specific educational needs, enlarging and
stocking educator toolboxes with innovative instructional approaches that will drive student achievement
and success of the whole child. The state provides detailed discussion of each of the four components and
clearly explained how they will impact teachers and principals.

D)(2)(iv)(b) To complete the evaluation process, districts will determine appropriate teacher commendation,
compensation, and transparent performance ratings through collective bargaining. The Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), sponsored by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
has developed evaluation standards for principals that will direct the reform process in Montana. The state
reports that a Principal Professional Growth Plan "could also be a natural outcome” of the evaluation
process, where the principal identifies goals and areas needing improvement as well as professional
development opportunities or other means to achieving these goals. It will be up to LEASs to establish
compensation and promotion mechanisms that appropriately reward principal effectiveness and leadership.
The state reports that "merit systems based largely on assessment scores change the educational
dynamic in the classroom. Rather than encouraging teachers to develop the whole child and promote
learning and leadership, these pay structures reward a financial motivation based on test scores that ma y
or may not objectively measure student achievement Montana schools do not currently utilize merit pay
structures based on student achievement, and yet our students are achieving”. Although the state provided
explanations of teacher and principal growth plans, Montana does not provide convincing evidence for
compensating, promoting, and retaining teachers and principals, including by providing opportunities for
highly effective teachers and principals to obtain additional compensation and be given additional
responsibilities.

D)(2)(iv)(c) Montana did not adequately address whether to grant tenure and/or full certification to teachers
and principals using rigorous standards and streamlined, transparent, and fair procedures; and

D)(2)(iv)(d) Montana did not adequately address removing ineffective tenured and untenured teachers and
principals after they have had ample opportunities to improve, and ensuring that such decisions are made
using rigorous standards and streamlined, transparent, and fair procedures.

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals 25 10
(1) Ensuring equitable distribution in high-poverty or high-minority schools 15 7
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas 10 3

http://www.mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/technicalreview.aspx?id=3350MT-7 7/14/2010



Technical Review Page 12 of 17

(D)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(3)(i) Montana reports that there is no system currently in place to accurately and consistently measure
teacher effectiveness. Montana states that there is no intention to implement a rule that determines the
effectiveness of teachers and principals from the state level in the requirements for LEAs teacher and
principal evaluations. The state will propose minimum evaluation criteria for all LEAs be adopted by the
BPE.

(D)(3)(i1) Montana presents plans to increase the number and percentage of highly qualified teachers but
does not address highly effective teachers teaching hard-to-staff subjects. The state does not provide data
showing the increase in the number and percentage of effective teachers in speciality areas including
mathematics, science, and special education and teaching in language instruction educational programs.

In reporting its high poverty profiles, the state evidence includes the number of core academic classes
taught by teachers who are highly qualified and the percentage of core academic classes taught by
teachers who are highly qualified; however this data does not reflect increases in the number and
percentage of effective teachers.

(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation 14 7
programs
(1) Linking student data to credentialing programs and reporting publicly 7 2
(il) Expanding effective programs 7 5

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(4)(i) The state does not have a high quality plan in place to accurately link student achievement and
student growth data to the students’ teachers and principals. Montana reports that there is no system
currently in place to accurately and consistently measure achievement and growth of students. The Office
of Public Information has been funded by the state and is currently developing a staffing modules system
which is projected to have the capacity to link such data. However, the state if funded plans to implement its
RTI model, which includes evidence based curriculum and instruction, on-going assessment, data-based
decision making, ongoing training and professional development.

(D)(4)(i1) A high quality plan includes clear goals, supporting activities, persons responsible and evaluation:
however, Montana's plan does not appear to include these components. The state presents sketchy plans
for expanding preparation and credentialing options and programs. The state mentions working with the
university system and also the state mentions the Professional Educator Preparation Program Standards
as partners in developing assessments; however, there is no clear plan for how this will occur.

(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and principals 20 8
(i) Providing effective support 10 4
(i) Continuously improving the effectiveness of the support 10 4

(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(D)(5)(i) The state provides a matrix detailing training and implementation plans for its proposed RTI
model for providing effective support to teachers and principals. The RTI training model is a three-phased
system with specific benchmarks and development processes. Within Montana's systemic Response to
Intervention (RTI) framework, educators select and administer ongoing skill assessments that identify the
instructional needs of all students. The best practice teaching cycle includes concept instruction, assessing
for learning, and differentiating instruction based upon assessment data. When this cycle is ongoing,
teaching is supported and student learning and achievement is optimized. Although the state asserts that
the Office of Public Instruction (OPI) will work with LEAs to roll out the Montana plan, the state does

not provide a solid plan or clear goals for providing data-informed professional development, coaching,
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induction and common planning and collaboration time to teachers and principals that are on-going or job
imbedded.

(D)(5)(i) To measure, evaluate, and continuously improve the effectiveness of supports in order to improve
student achievement Montana currently utilizes a survey tool to measure, evaluate and continuously
improve the effectiveness of RTI implementation in the 111 pilot schools. Using RTTT resources, the state
plans to integrate this survey tool into their new data collection capabilities under development in
partnership with the SAS Institute; however, the plan is not fully developed and is missing goals and
timelines.

lotal 138 65

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools
Available | Tier 1
(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAs 10 0

(E){(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(E)(1) Montana reports that the superintendent of public instruction has the general supervision of the
public schools and districts of the state; however, the state description does not define the state's role as
having the legal, statutory or regulatory authority to intervene directly in Montana's persistently lowest
achieving schools and in LEAs that are in improvement or corrective action status. While Montana's
constitution provides support for local control, statutory and case law has resulted in structural partnerships
between LEAs and the State Education Agency, allowing for high standards to be set at the state level
while policy and administration is implemented by the LEA at the local level according to their own locally
elected leadership. Although the state recognizes the need for change in expectations and practice in
order to be more successful in making a difference with its lowest-achieving schools, the state's Office of
Public Information (OPI) is currently limited but is seeking broader authority to intervene in persistently low
achieving schools via administrative rule change with the Board of Public Education. Montana appropriately
notes the reality of these challenges presented and that there is a great need for capacity building at all
levels before improvement efforts can be realized.

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools ' 40 14

(1) Identifying the persistently lowest-achieving schools 5 5
(i) Turning around the persistently lowest-achieving schools 35 9

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(i)ldentifying the persistently lowest achieving schools- The state has a credible plan for identifying lowest-
achieving schools that includes looking at high school graduation rates, Title | status, language arts and
math proficiency rates utilizing the Single Percentage Method as defined in the USDOE guidance. Currently
Montana's plan addresses only Tier | schools since the Tier Il and Tier Ill classifications do not identify
additional groups of schools that need support from the Office of Public Instruction.

(i) Turning Around the Persistently Lowest Achieving Schools- The state plans to use the transformation
improvement model,as it believes it works best with the current RTI initiative; however, the state does not
include the required components of a transformation model as required for RTTT applications. For
example, the state reports that one approach to the transformation model involves state support and a
Turnaround Team Intervention (The team is called a Chapter 55 Review Task force). The task force is
under the direction of the Board of Public Education and Superintendent of Public Instruction, who directed
the 30 member stakeholder group to examine and recommend turn around models, which would allow
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LEAs flexibility to focus on individual needs. Montana's plan has weak performance measures and lacks a
high quality plan that clearly show the use of a transformational model nor does it provide a plan that
adheres to the requirements for a turn around model. Also the state does not provide the required details
on procedural guidance for the task force in selecting programs and strategies to be implemented in
schools; nor did the state present clear supporting data for determining LEA needs and for identifying best
practices that the task force would be recommending.

lotal 50 14

F. General
Available = Tier1
(F)(1) Making education funding a priority 10 8
(i) Allocating a consistent percentage of State revenue to education 5 3
(ii) Equitably funding high-poverty schools 5 5

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(i) The percentage of the state's total revenues used to support public elementary, secondary, and higher
education appears to have decreased from 2008 to 2009. There appears to be a discrepancy in the
reported percentage rates and the listed expenditures for K-12; the expenditure amounts show a drop
between 2008 and 2009; however the reported percentages show an increase. Therefore, due to a possible
discrepancy, the score for this criterion is low.

(i) The state clearly reported its policies related to equitable funding between high-need LEA's and other
LEA's or between high-poverty schools and other schools. Therefore the points for this criterion are high.

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charter schools and 40 9
other innovative schools
() Enabling high-performing charter schools "(caps)” 8 8
(i) Authorizing and holding charters accountable for outcomes 8 1
(iii) Equitably funding charter schools 8 0
(iv) Providing charter schools with equitable access to facilities 8 0
(v) Enabling LEAs to operate other innovative, autonomous public schools 8 0

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

(F)(2)(i) State law permits the formation of charter schools by Montana's Charter School Act and does not
cap the number of high-performing charter schools by percentage of total schools in the state that are
allowed to be charter schools. The State does have a charter school law; however, the state reports that
there are currently no charter schools in existence in Montana. Although the law has been in place for 12
years, no district has requested a charter school.

(F)(2)(ii) Although the state does permit charter schools by statue, the fact that there are no charter
schools indicate the state's lack of commitment to operating innovative public schools and providing
guidance and procedures for establishing, monitoring, accountability and supporting charter schools.
Montana attributes its lack of charter schools to the rural and frontier districts that exist.

(F)(2)(iii) Since there are no charter schools, there is no evidence that the state's charter schools receive
equitable funding compared to traditional public schools, and a commensurate share of local, state, and
federal revenues.

http://www.mikogroup.com/RaceToTheTop/technicalreview.aspx?id=3350MT-7 7/14/2010



Technical Review Page 15 of 17

(F)(2)(iv) Since there are no charter schools, there is no evidence to determine if the state provides charter
schools with funding for facilities, assistance with facilities acquisition, access to public facilities, the ability
to share in bonds and mill levies, or other supports; and the extent to which the State does not impose any
facility-related requirements on charter schools that are stricter than those applied to traditional public
schools

(F)(2)(v) The state does not provide evidence that it enables LEAs to operate innovative, autonomous
public schools other than charter schools.

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions 5 3

(F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

The state notes several programs that serve as examples of the state's commitment and effort in supporting
reform conditions and improving important outcomes. Examples of these reform initiatives include the Best
Beginnings STARS to Quality Program, focusing on early childhood education,; full time kindergarten, and
the College Now initiative, funded by the Lumina foundation for Education to improve the productivity of the
post-secondary system. Although the state describes these programs as examples of reform initiatives, the
state does not clearly support or explain how these initiatives have increased student achievement or
graduation rates, or narrowed achievement gaps.

: ! 1 \Ii r}5 20
Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM
Available Tier 1
Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM 15 0

Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

STEM initiatives listed include the Governor's vision of the Montana Science, Technology, Engineering,
and Math (STEM) Renewable Energy Plan with a renewable energy focus; the Big Sky Pathways, a
partnership with the State Department of Labor and Montana University to foster career development; The
Southwest Montana Science Partnership featuring a blended learning model for professional development;
and Wind for Schools, a live project featuring turbines installed in communities to educate future leaders on
the role of wind energy. The Montana Math and Science Teacher Initiative focuses on rerouting, training,
and retaining highly qualified math and science teachers. The Newslate program focuses on the integration
of technology. Although the state reports many activities, the state does not provide a STEM framework in
the budget, there is no rigorous course of study; and there is no recruitment money in the budget to
increase STEM. The initiatives presented do not address the STEM criteria to increase the participation of
girls and women.

15 0
Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform
Available Tier 1
Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform No

Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
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Montana's proposal is an attempt to invigorate its public education program; however, the state's
application does not comprehensively and coherently address the four ARRA education reform areas. The
state has presented a proposal that demonstrates its attempt to address all of the RTTT reform

areas. Although the state plans for the adoption of common core curriculum standards,Montana has not
provided a solid plan for how their proposed reforms will improve student achievement. The state was
unable to provide convincing evidence of providing for the increase of effective teachers, and has failed to
provide cohesive plans to support the growth and development of principals. The state does not present a
solid plan for school improvement efforts and the state longitudinal data system to evaluate the
effectiveness of their proposed reform initiatives needs more development. The critical mass of
participation has a degree of uncertainty as to the level of support and commitment for a statewide impact
in the implementation of the state reform measures. While the state provides a host of activities and
programs (some that appear to be promising),there does not appear to be a cohesiveness process to roll-
out its plan. Overall, the plan lacks accountability measures for coherently implementing the

state's proposed reform initiatives.

Grand Total 500 269
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Technical Review Form - Tier 1

Montana Application #3350MT-4

A. State Success Factors

Available | Tier 1

(A)(1) Art'i'culating State's e&ﬁééiion e agenda and LEAsparﬂcnpatlonm it | 65 54
fi)Artiéulating c.omprehen.siv.e',ué.bhéréntrefoél-'.r;éé.e.nda - | .”.5 | "4
o Sechring LEA Con.]mim_jém... B AR SR i 0
("iii) Translating .I;EA.pa.xrticipation inté .s.tatewide impact { 15 10

(A)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. Applicant provides a reform agenda that incorporates all four RTTT components. The RTTT components
are consistent with Applicant's vision and strategies for "evidenced-driven and standards-based education.

Applicant clearly states its uniqueness in describing its long history of providing for local control of
community-based school systems with appropriate oversight from the state level.

ii. Applicant secured MOU commitments from 82% of the LEAs which represent 86% of its schools, 94% of

Its students and 92% of its students living in poverty. All of these LEAs have committed to each component
of Applicant's reform proposal. In addition to the critical mass of LEAs, all of the MOUs are signed by local

Teacher's Union leaders, where applicable.

iii. Applicant's statewide impact will depend on how each of the participating LEAs implements the intent of
the reform agenda within the guidelines of decisions that are subject to local control.

Applicant's significant positive academic performance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) and its relatively high graduation rate, which are both above the national average, suggest that
how the state partners with LEAs to determine the specific needs of each community and responds
accordingly has produced positive student outcomes that should only continue to get better with the
implementation of its reform agenda. The Applicant's statewide averages from its Criterion-Reference Test
exams used for AYP purposes show positive results on trend data for decreasing achievement gaps
among American Indians and Hispanic students as well as achieving significant progress for low-income
students. However, data were not available to gauge progress on increasing college enrollment.

However, the significant changes that are part of the RTTT assurances will represent a significantly
expanded level for a change agenda that will challenge the delicate balance between traditional state and

local control.
(A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scale up, and sustain 30 22
proposed plans
(i) Ensuring the capacity to implement 20 14
(i) Using broad stakeholder support .10 8

(A)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
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I. Applicant has demonstrated its capacity to support reform efforts with 111 schools that represent 14% of
its total schools with the successful implementation of its Response to Intervention. This successful
comprehensive model for whole school improvement will be consistently integrated into the
implementation of the RTTT reforms and innovations. However, building upon the success of a best
practice model used with a small number of schools could become a capacity issue for statewide
implementation. Applicant's use of new Strategic Action Teams and existing Regional Service Centers and
its abbreviated P - 20 Achievement Strategic Action Plan does not address the needed details that should
be included in a comprehensive implementation action plan.

Applicant in 2005 strategically created Regional Service Areas (RSAs) to provide support to individual
LEAs and to serve as centers for collaboration among the LEAs. In addition, Applicant has developed a
Strategic Action Plan which is supported by Strategic Action Teams that match the four assurances of
RTTT. While the Applicant has outlined a budget that will support the reform initiatives, details how the
existing funding structure will transition at the completion of the grant to continue to support the reform
initiatives are not clear.

ii. Applicant has shown a broad level of stakeholder support by providing an array, but limited number, of
stakeholder letters. Stakeholders include state and local education agencies, labor unions, parent
associations, Indian education associations, and businesses. Additional support was received from four
businesses in the private sector who funded the consultant for this proposal. Support is not evident from
the State Legislature.

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achievement and closin 30 24

gaps
(i) Making progress in each reform area 5 3
(i) Improving student outcomes 25 21

(A)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
. Applicant provides specific examples of progress made of initiatives that address each of the four
RTTT reform areas. Examples include: implementation of a criterion reference test, the Achievement in
Montana (AIM) data collection system for student information, the Quality Educator Loan Assistance
Program that provides assistance to educators recruited for assignments in high need areas, and the use of
School Improvement Grants to support the transformation model for school improvement in low-achieving
schools. Applicant's progress in each reform area is promising but not yet completely comprehensive in
nature to support capacity for statewide implementation.

ii. Applicant has provided documentation of significant positive trend data which shows impressive student
achievement results on NAEP and its own ESEA- required criterion reference tests. Applicant's results
are not only above the national average but are in the top 20% of all states. Applicant has documented the
recognition it received from the Education Trust for their success in closing performance gaps for low-
income students and in Indian and Hispanic subgroups of their population. However, the Applicant's state
data actually indicates some widening of the achievement gap among some student subgroups.

Applicant has shown a steady increase in high school graduation rates that in 2008 attained 82.6%. This is
an an indication of successful academic programs that provide focused support for students.

Total 125 100

B. Standards and Assessments
 Available © Tier 1

(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards 40 20

http://mikogroup.com/Race ToTheTop/(X(1 )I(BA8375F068A6FEOF4FD030AS09E2AB4...  7/14/2010



AWl AL NGV IC VY Page Jofl12

(i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality standards - 20 20
(i) Adopting standards 20 | o0

(B)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. Applicant has signed a MOU with the Chief State School Officers to participate in the Common Core
Standards Initiative joining 48 other states.

ii. Applicant is currently pursuing the adoption of the Common Core Standards through the Office of Public
Instruction using the timeline indicated in Appendix B (1) - VI which indicates that the adoption process will
not be complete before January, 2011.

(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments 10 10
(i) Participating in consortium developing high-quality assessments 5 5
(ii) Including a significant number of States : 5 _ 5

(B)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

1/il. Applicant is a member of the Summative Multi-state Assessment Resources for Teachers and
Educational Researchers (SMARTER-Balanced) Consortium which includes 33 member states. Applicant's
intention is to implement assessments developed from its Consortium participation into its classrooms.

Applicant's MOU is found in Appendix B (2)-11.

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high-quality ‘: 20 14
assessments |

(B)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

Applicant's transition to Common Core Standards and accompanying high-quality assessments is in the
planning stages. Applicant has begun the transition to standards-based education through capacity gained
by its previous work with "Visions for Montana Mathematics and Communications Arts". The Office of
Public Instruction will create a development and implementation plan using this successful model. Applicant
will build upon the established structures of its Regional Service Areas, which will provide support for
directed professional development, collaborative leadership teams and best practice tools to ensure the
transition and implementation to enhanced standards and high-quality assessments.

Applicant has embraced the concepts presented in the Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development report, "The Learning Compact Redefined: A Call to Action, A Report of the Commission of
the Whole Child."

Because of the Applicant's rural landscape, the use of online learning and regional professional
development initiatives will be expanded.

Applicant outlines numerous statewide strategies to support different levels of training that builds upon
lessons learned from the assessment structure embedded in the RTI programs currently being piloted in
111 schools.

Applicant appropriately provides support for formative assessments and has partnered with New
Hampshire and Nimble Tools to study implementation of accommodations online.

The Applicant's transition plan for the Rollout for the Common Core Standards, PD Model: Roles and
Responsibilities, and Training levels for the new Common Standards has many elements of a high quality
plan but the plan lack details as to the oversight structure and targets for implementation that are
embedded within the general timelines of the plan.

Total 70 44
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iii. Applicant anticipates the development and implementation of a plan that will provide quality reporting
mechanisms that will make data accessible to researchers and will be looking for guidance from SAS
Institute in creating the new AIM longitudinal data warehouse.

i./ii./iii. Applicant, throughout this section on using data to improve instruction, has described some general
structures and some evidence of progress with AIM and the expectation that OPI will develop a training
plan that will provide technical assistance to users and the aspiration that data will be accessible to
researchers. However, details for implementation with necessary budget support are lacking and impact
the quality of this section.

Total | 47 20

D. Great Teachers and Leaders

Available | Tier 1

(D)(1) .P.rbvidi.ng high-qualit.y. pat.h'“;a;s fof asplrmg ;é.a.chers and p.fi.ncipals ] 21 14
(i) Allowing alte.rnati\.f.e routes to. certiﬁ\cation | “ 7 _ &)
(i) Using aIternatiQe routes to certification | - | ) ) i ? - 4
.(iii) F’reparing.teacﬁers ahd pr“i.n.ciﬁéi.é tohﬁ.l.r a.J.'.eas. of shortage - R 7 5. .

(D)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. Applicant has the legal authority as defined under Administrative Rule of Montana (ARM) to have the
State Superintendent of Instruction issue an alternative license through alternative routes to an individual
who submits evidence of completion of an accredited professional educator program. Applicant does not
mention whether institutes who operate independently of institutions of higher education are an option.
Applicant does not have an alternative route to administrator certification.

ii. Applicant has received low interest for alternative routes for certification and ,as a result, use of
alternative routes seem to be a reduced priority. The Northern Plains Transition to Teaching program, for
career professionals in programs other than teaching, provides a distance learning program that has been
a successful alternative route for 109 candidates over the past two years.

Applicant has a task force that is reviewing the rules for alternative routes for administrators and teachers.

iii. Applicant's Legislature responded to the critical teacher and principal shartage by implementing the
Quality Educator Loan Assistance Program which provides a degree of support for attracting professionals
in identified critical areas and for specific LEAs in need of support. The Indian Leadership and
Development program that has resulted in licensure of 70 Native American school leaders is noteworthy.

Applicant conducts an annual survey to identify critical shortage areas. However, Applicant does not
indicate results of this survey and the progress being made in meeting the needs of hard to fill vacancies
in rural areas.

(b)(z) Imprdﬁing teacher ;a"nd f:.nrinc.ibal .e'f'fecti.vé.né;s bé.s.ed on .bé-rf.c.)rr.rIl;m.:e “ 58 o 26
) Measoring Stu.dén{'growth . S S . \
(”)_ Dé.vaopmg e'\',amaﬁoﬁ' s'}','ste,-hs S —— 15.. .
(.iii.) Cc;ndl;cti.ng énnuér evélﬁa.tic;hé - .. | | “ 10 4
...(iV).U-Si.I."IQIIEV8|.I..’J.;':.lti.OIHSItO .i.n.f.or.r;i{e).;w;ec.isions o | B | 28 10

(D)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
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I. Applicant currently uses a state generated criterion reference test as a summative assessment for student
achievement and growth. Applicant hopes to expand this system to include more robust assessments as
part of its partnership with the SAS Institute. These expanded assessments will give LEAs additional
"tools," which will include formative assessments, to ensure their students "meet benchmarked standards
of achievement as set by the Board of Public Instruction (BPE)." However, details of how this will be
accomplished are not evident.

ii. Applicant's BPE through ARM (Administrative Rule of Montana) requires LEAs to have written policies
for regular and periodic evaluations of staff. The 2010 Annual Data Collection will contain a survey that will
give the Office of Public Instruction (OPI) statewide baseline data of teacher and principal evaluation
systems.

Applicant has assembled a Chapter 55 Review Task Force of 30 stakeholders, including principals and
teachers, to review present evaluation systems and make recommendations for minimum standards and
expectations for LEAs. Applicant has outlined a process to develop a plan but has not presented a high
quality plan. Applicant does not indicate if the evaluation system will include multiple rating categories that
will differentiate effectiveness for teachers and principals. In the new evaluation criteria, student growth "will
be measured in terms of the whole child development and success, and achievement will be one of many
factors that influence compensation and promotion."

As a result of the Task Forces work, accountability expectations for LEAs not aligned to minimum standards
for evaluations are unclear. Applicant makes statement that ,"local control is the essential element of
sustainability and stakeholder investment in wholesale reform measures." And "it will be up to the LEA to
determine the optimal evaluation criteria to meet or exceed state standards." The Applicant's criteria for the
development of a standards-based statewide evaluation system and how the Applicant will monitor the
quality of of the system statewide is not clear.

iii. Applicant, through the work of the Task Force, will establish minimum standards for annual teacher and
principal evaluations. However, as previously stated, implementation will be dependent upen the
acceptance of each LEA.

iv. Applicant, building on the successful experience using the Response to Intervention (RTI) framework will
seek to include the four sound components of RTI: evidence-based curriculum and instruction, ongoing
assessment, data-based decision-making, and ongoing training and professional development.

Applicant cites the quality work of Danielson's Enhancing Professional Practice: a Framework for Teaching
as a best practice guide in the development of its evaluation and professional growth models.

Applicant's plan currently lacks details that address the criteria of this section as well as timelines and
implementation strategies. Specifically it is the Applicant's belief that "centralized teacher and principal
evaluation systems that tie teacher and principal compensation directly to student achievement are
antithetical" to their system.

Applicant represents a collection of ideas in a culture that expects a carefully controlled balance between
state and local control. The uniqueness of the Applicant's decentralized plan for impraving teacher and
principal effectiveness can not be adequately understood without more details and a better understanding
who is responsible and accountable for its implementation.

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals i 25 12
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in high-poverty or high-minority schools 15 7
(i) Ensuring equitable distribution in hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas ' 10 5

I. Applicant's Office of Public Instruction tracks the distribution of Highly Qualified Teachers (HQT) and the
converse in high-poverty and high-minority schools and continues to adopt strategies to ensure teachers in
core academic content area meet the definition of highly qualified. Applicant expresses concern that
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student achievement in high-poverty student populations is a significant concern that is compounded when
majority of these districts have a significant number of American Indians. The OPI will measure, evaluate
and publicly report the progress toward meeting equitable distribution of HQT.

i.7i. Applicant does not differentiate connection between its HQT and highly effective teachers.

Applicant will identify targeted LEAS, collect data and provide technical assistance to targeted areas and
outlines four strategies the OP| will use to better meet the equitable distribution. While the strategies are
appropriate implementation details and targets to measure progress are not evident.

ii. Applicant's OPI team will work to address equitable distribution of HQT in hard-to-staff subjects and
speciality areas using the same four strategies. Again, appropriate details for implementation of these
strategies are lacking.

Additional support options for LEAs for both i ii. include: School Support Teams, teaching internship
programs and the Mentorship Institute as well as coordinated support from Regional services for
professional development and teacher sharing.

Applicant does not present details of present program strategies and a timeline for the implementation of
the four strategies listed. Applicant does not establish performance targets to judge progress in
addressing this concern.

(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation 14 5
programs :
(1) Linking student data to credentialing programs and reporting publicly 7 2
(i) Expanding effective programs 7 3

(D)(4) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i.fii. At the present time the Applicant does not have a system in place "to accurately and consistently
measure achievement and growth of students." A staffing module system with the capacity to link this data
is being developed. Applicant expresses its intentions to partner with universities to align new licensure
initiatives with BPE rules and has begun discussions with MUS (Montana University System) to align
Professional Educator Program Standards .

However, Applicant does not present a high-quality plan and has not developed annual targets for
improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs.

(D)(S) Providing effective support to teachers and principals 20 12
(i) Providing effective support _ 10 ; 6
(ii) Continuously improving the effectiveness of the support 10 6

(D)(5) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. The Applicant acknowledges the importance of professional development in working with LEAs to
implement each component of its reform agenda. The Applicant continues to frame its efforts on the
systemic framework currently being used in its successful RTI initiative.

Applicant has effectively described how its RTI training model will include a three-phased system with
specific benchmarks and a developmental process. Applicant has developed an implementation matrix
that includes goals, activities, responsible parties and timelines.

Il. A key component of Applicant's implementation plan will be a survey tool to measure, evaluate and
continuously improve the effectiveness of RTI implementation. The use this data will enable the Applicant
to make informed decisions to improve the effectiveness of its support over time. It is unclear if the survey
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will connect the effectiveness of the staff development component of this program with the student
achievement results in the classrooms it will serve.

Total L 138 | 69

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

| Available | Tier 1

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAs ! 10 0

(E)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

Applicant does not have the authority to intervene directly in its persistently lowest-achieving schools and
LEAs. The Montana Constitution provides that "supervision and control of schools in each schoaol district
shall be vested in a board of trustees."

The Applicant is seeking to broaden its authority to intervene in persistently low-achieving schools through
a policy change with the Board of Public Education.

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 40 19
(i) Identifying the persistently lowest-achieving schools 5 4
(ii) Turning around the persistently lowest-achieving schools 35 15

(E)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. Applicant defines persistently lowest achieving schools as any Title | school in improvement, corrective
action, or restructuring in the lowest five percent of schools (5) based upon assessment data. Applicant
outlines the process used to develop the list of schools. Applicant's three tiered process does not include
any secondary schools since they are not eligible for Title | funds.

ii. Applicant's Office of Public Instruction offer of support was accepted for four of the five LEAs eligible for
School Improvement . The Department will provide support for a three year grant to develop the
transformational School Improvement model which will include many of the essential elements in RTI.
Applicant does not mention any other intervention models. Applicant does not provide evidence of results
of past efforts to turn around its lowest-achieving schools.

Applicant is hampered by its lack of authority to intervene in persistently lowest-achieving schools.

Total 50 19

F. General

. Available | Tier 1

(F)(1) Making education funding a priority 10 9
(i) Allocating a consistent percentage of State revenue to education j 5 ; 4
(ii) Equitably funding high-poverty schools 5 | ]

(F)(1) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. Applicant increased the percentage of revenues to public education from 33.1% to 35.2% from FY 2008
to FY 2009.
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However, although the percent of funding increased, the gross amount of dollars decreased.

ii. Applicant has designed a funding formula that adequately addresses equitable funding by providing
additional resources for high-need and high-poverty districts. Included in the supplemental funding is the
American Indian Achievement Gap Payment.

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charter schools and 40 2
other innovative schools

() Enabling high-performfn.g chéfter sg:.hﬂc.)ol.s. "'(cabs)" 8 2
(ii) .»«!I\L.jt.h(.)rizi.ng .an.(;l holdfng c.harté.r:s..éct.:c.).u.ntabl.e- f;r outcames .. T 8 D
" quitab';! .f.undir;'g Chaner;cm;é}s S R - i ;
(iv) F.’rovid.i.ng chérter échoolé witﬁ .éql.Jit;b.le aé:f:eséﬂ to faci\lui.fi.es - 8 | .. 0 |
'(v) Enablihg LEAS to "dperafe other inrlwlovati;;,“ .auf.c;l.bmo.us. p.l.llbiiémscﬁ;ols I .8. - | 0 --

(F)(2) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

i. Since 1989, the Applicant's Board of Public Instruction was granted the authority of accepting the State
Superintendent's recommendation for the establishment of charter schools. Any school district may apply
to create a charter school that meets or exceeds the requirements of the Montana school accreditation
standards. There are no caps on the number of charter schools. The fact that individual LEAs must
generate the charter schools places a significant limitation for creating charter schools..

Since 1989, there have been no requests to the Board of Public Education to approve any charter schools.

ii.fiii.fiv. Since there are no existing charter schools, Applicant chose not to present information on these
sections.

Applicant did explain how the state's geography and "frontier” was not favorable for charter schools
because they would create a duplication of effort for the limited number of schools that are present in small
communities.

v. Applicant's Accreditation Standards provide for LEAs to operate innovative, autonomous public
schools. Applicant presents an outline of six steps that provide guidelines for potential applications for
such a school to the State Superintendent. However, Accreditation standards for these schools do not
meet the definition as defined in this notice.

Applicant did not provide examples of any schools that have resulted from this option.

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions ? 5 | 4
(F)(3) Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

Applicant provides several examples that demonstrate its commitment to innovation and reform
throughout the state.

Examples include;

The Five-Year Comprehensive Plan that each district develops to ensure continuous education
improvement for all students and schools. This plan is based upon the Education Northwest Sustainable
School Improvement Mode.

Best Beginnings/"Stars of Quality" Programs that are available for pre-school learners.
The establishment of full-time kindergarten for students.

The College!Now program that includes strategies for effective dual enroliment programs and opportunities
for college access by high school students.
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Applicant cites the above reforms as examples of improvement initiatives that have contributed to

increasing student achievement, decreasing achievement gaps and providing support for post secondary
education.

Total 55 15

Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM
Available | Tier 1
Competitive Preference Priority 2: Emphasis on STEM 15 0

Competitive Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)

Applicant's Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM) Renewable Energy Plan is embedded to
a degree throughout the proposal. This plan benefits from the Governor and First Lady's leadership and
support of the State's Math and Science Initiative that uniquely focuses on new energy development "to
meet the demands of a new energy economy".

Applicant outlines its commitment to STEM (and renewable energy) through an array of education
programs.

Examples of these programs that are supported with appropriate annotation include: Big Sky Pathways,
Southwest Montana Science Partnership, Wind for Schools, A World of Motion, NEWSLATE, and the
Montana Math and Science Teacher Initiative.

However, the Applicant does not specifically address the needs of underrepresented groups and the array
of programs are not organized into a comprehensive plan that describes implementation plans where
appropriate.

Total 15

[~

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

| Available Tier 1

Absolute Priority - Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform ' " No

Absolute Reviewer Comments: (Tier 1)
Applicant does not meet the Absolute Priority for a Comprehensive Approach to Educational Reform.
The Applicant documents the cultural expectations and government policies that balance the tradition of

local control and autonomy with general oversight from the Office of Public Instruction and the Board of
Public Education.

The Applicant documents impressive student achievement results that are the result of its present reform
agenda and are above the national average.

The Applicant has set in place strategies and committees to plan the plan which will result in
recommendations to support each area of the reform agenda.

The Applicant, however, falls short in presenting sufficient details and plans that will provide organizational
direction and an accountability structure with established targets that will support the successful
implementation of the ARRA reform areas.

The Applicant does not comprehensively and coherently provide sufficient implementation strategies
and details that address the uniqueness of its geographical challenges of its rural nature.
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Further more, it is the Applicant's lack of a systemic approach to reform with a supporting accountability
structure that decreases the probability that its reform initiatives would have statewide impact.

Total

Grand Total 500 267

http://mikogroup.com/Race ToThe Top/(X(1)F(BA8375F068A6FEOF4FD030A509E2AR4...  7/14/2010



	MT1
	MT2
	MT3
	MT4
	MT5

