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SECTION IIl. PART Il APPLICATION

Following the notice of Department approval of a State’s Part | application, a Governor must submit to the Department a Part Il application
including the information described below.

State Plan Overview: In this section of Part Il of the application, the State must provide an executive summary of its Phase 3 plan, including
an explanation of why the State believes the activities selected from Phase 2 Race to the Top submission in its Phase 3 plan will have the
greatest impact on advancing its overall statewide reform plan.

Summary Table for Phase 3 Plan: In this table, the State must indicate which sub-criteria are addressed in the State’s Phase 3 application.

Narrative and Performance Measures: For each selection sub-criterion the State addresses, the State must write its narrative response in the
text box below the selection sub-criterion. In this space, the State must describe how it has taken action or will take action to address that sub-
criterion. While the Department recognizes that the limited funding available under Race to the Top Phase 3 will likely require adjustments to
the scope, budget, timeline, and performance targets for activities selected for funding under Phase 3, eligible States must select activities from
its Phase 2 application for funding under Race to the Top Phase 3, including activities that are most likely to improve STEM education. In
addition to describing the activities selected from its Phase 2 plan, a State must also provide an explanation of why it has selected each of
those activities.

For sub-criteria addressed in a State’s Part 11 application, the State must provide goals and annual targets, baseline data, and other information
for performance measures as indicated in the State’s Phase 2 application. For each of those criteria, the State must complete the performance
measure tables or provide an attachment with the required performance measure information. The limited scope of Race to the Top Phase 3
means that funded activities might not be covered by performance measures in the Race to the Top Phase 2 application, thus potentially
preventing the meaningful evaluation of grantee performance. Consequently, applicants must develop and propose for the Department’s
approval performance measures for sub-criteria that do not have performance measures in the Race to the Top Phase 2 application. The State
may provide additional performance measures, baseline data, and targets for a criterion if it chooses. If a State does not have baseline data for
a performance measure, the State should indicate that the data are not available and explain why.

There will be selection sub-criteria in a State’s Phase 2 application that the State does not address in its Phase 3 application. The State
need not complete or include anything about those sub-criteria, including the performance measure, in its Phase 3 Part 11 application.

In addition, since a State’s Phase 2 application included specific evidence with respect to some selection criteria, a State need not resubmit this
evidence unless it chooses to provide updated evidence in support of Phase 3 activities.



VI.

STEM Summary: An applicant must describe how it will allocate a meaningful share of its Phase 3 award to advance STEM education in the
State. The State may meet this requirement by including in its plan and budget: (1) Activities proposed by the State to meet the competitive
preference priority for STEM education, if applicable; or (2) Activities within one or more of the four core education reform areas that are
most likely to improve STEM education. A State should address this requirement throughout the Part 1l application. In addition, the State
provides a summary of how it is meeting this requirement in part V.

Budget: The State must link its proposed reform plans to projects that the State believes are necessary in order to implement its Phase 3 plans.
The State must also include how it plans to direct a meaningful share of its Phase 3 award to advance STEM education in the State. Providing
additional budget detail through a project-level table and narrative allows the State to specifically describe how its budget aligns with its
reform plans and how its budget supports the achievement of the State’s goals. The total State budget should not exceed the budget amount
provided to the State upon the approval of Part I.

Application Signature Page: The State must assure that all of the information and data in the Part 11 application and the certified assurances in
the Part | application are true and correct. The State must further certify that the signatories have read the application, are fully committed to it,
and will support its implementation.




l. STATE PLAN OVERVIEW

A. Provide an executive summary of the State’s Phase 3 plan. Please include an explanation of why the State believes the activities in its
Phase 3 plan will have the greatest impact on advancing its overall statewide reform plan.

Executive Summary of the lllinois RTTT3 Plan

On the day the awards were announced for the second phase of Race to the Top funding, the State Superintendent of Education was clear
in his message to Illinois school districts and education stakeholders, stating:

— “l am proud of the effort that our state has made to put together such an ambitious plan, which | believe should serve as our
blueprint for where we need to take education through the next decade.”

The Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE), Office of the Governor, and education leadership throughout the State have held true to this
commitment to the objectives and strategies in the Phase 2 plan, advancing far-reaching reforms across all of the Race to the Top reform areas.
For example:

o lllinois has maintained its leadership role in the PARCC consortium, serving as a governing state;

e |ISBE has hired 15 content specialists to assist with Common Core State Standards implementation, with expertise in Math, English
language arts, and data and assessment;

e The Office of the Governor, various State agencies, and the P-20 Council have forged ahead with the State's STEM education agenda,
developing Program of Study models in key STEM career cluster areas and establishing an interagency governance structure to manage
statewide STEM initiatives;

¢ lllinois has been selected to be one of the first states to implement the Shared Learning Infrastructure, a multi-state collaborative to
develop a next-generation technology system that will enable teachers to easily find high-quality and highly-customizable curriculum and
classroom resources aligned to the Common Core State Standards;

¢ lllinois has developed the regulatory framework and model templates to implement the State's sweeping reforms of its teacher and
principal performance evaluation systems; and
¢ lllinois has enacted bold education reform legislation through a consensus-based process that ties performance evaluations to critical

human capital decisions, streamlines the teacher dismissal process, and reforms collective bargaining and strike provisions.




The Race to the Top Application for Phase 3 Funding (RTTT3) provides the State of lllinois with an opportunity to further accelerate the
implementation of the reform blueprint laid out in the State's Phase 2 application and continue to build on the State's "reform momentum.” The

State has established the following three goals for its RTTT3 plan:

1. Attract a group of Participating LEASs that can serve as "reform exemplars" for the entire State. These districts will agree to meet a high

bar for participation across a comprehensive set of reforms.
2. Within the Participating LEAS, build systems and processes to accelerate and sustain improved student outcomes.
3. While the Participating LEAs will blaze the path for a comprehensive approach to key reforms, RTTT3 will also build State capacity to

extend these reforms statewide.
The below diagram depicts the general structure for the State's RTTT3 Participating LEA expectations and State supports:

RTTT3 Strategy Areas: Learners at the Center
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Learners are at the center of the State's RTTT3 strategies, with integrated expectations and supports for:

e Implementing standards-aligned instructional systems that address (i) curriculum, grading, and reporting; (ii) instructional practices; and




(iii) high quality assessments (see B(3) of this Plan); and
e Improving educator quality and effectiveness through (i) the establishment of redesigned performance evaluation systems; (ii) programs

to attract effective educators to High Poverty High Minority schools; and (iii) induction and mentoring programs (see D(2), D(3), and
D(5) of this Plan).

These strategy areas are supported by three foundational elements:

1. A common data and technology platform -- the Illinois Shared Learning Environment, which incorporates the Shared Learning
Infrastructure and state-level enhancements and extensions to support personalized learning and access to high quality resources (see
C(3) of this Plan).

2. A common comprehensive continuous improvement process -- the "Rising Star" system, which will guide districts and schools
through the procedures and practices for systemic change and instructional improvement (see A(2) of this Plan).

3. Integrated State supports, with increased capacity at ISBE and a new Center for School Improvement as the nexus of the Statewide
System of Support (see A(2) of this Plan).

The State expects that the common foundational elements of the Plan will support ISBE's ability to ensure consistent implementation across the
Participating LEAs, as well as provide opportunities for inter-district networking and collaboration.

The Participating LEA expectations and State supports aligned to the State's RTTT3 strategy areas are described in each Section of this
Plan, and collectively summarized in Appendix 1. As shown in the timeline in Appendix 2, this Plan will result in full implementation of a
comprehensive set of reforms in the 2014-15 school year. At that time, the different RTTT3 strategy areas are intended to be linked within each
Participating LEA as part of a comprehensive instructional system, with instructional practices, standards & curriculum, assessments, learner
profiles, and educator systems linked in a real-time cycle that drives personalized learning and improved student outcomes.




A Real-Time Instructional Improvement Cycle Across the RTTT Strateqy Areas
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This graphic is used with permission from the Center for Educational Leadership and Technology, to

demonstrate how the Shared Learning Infrastructure can connect and support various components of the
instructional improvement cycle.

Through this Plan, the State will support Participating LEAS to establish the elements of this system, and monitor and evaluate the
Participating LEASs so that the State can adjust its support strategies to prepare for broader statewide implementation. This Plan will also have a
substantial impact on STEM education in the State by (i) funding the establishment of a new, innovative public-private infrastructure to advance
STEM Programs of Study; (ii) focusing standards implementation supports on math and science integration into the curriculum; (iii) establishing
a technology platform for the delivery of STEM resources; and (iv) providing induction and mentoring supports targeted to STEM educators.




Ultimately, the State's objective for this Plan is to impact student achievement and close the achievement gap. With the intensive work
performed by the Participating LEAs and the Statewide systems established under this Plan, Illinois believes it can continue to raise proficiency
levels for all students, significantly cut the achievement gap from current levels, and improve high school performance and college enrollment.

B. Provide student outcome goals, overall and by student subgroup, for—

(a) Increasing student achievement in (at a minimum) reading/language arts and mathematics, as reported by the NAEP and the assessments
required under the ESEA;

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

(c) Increasing high school graduation rates; and

(d) Increasing college enrollment and increasing the number of students who complete at least a year’s worth of college credit that is
applicable to a degree within two years of enrollment in an institution of higher education.

RTTT3 Student Outcome Goals

The systems and supports necessary to implement the Common Core State Standards, advance teacher and principal effectiveness, and
provide educators with actionable data cannot be built in a single school year. lIllinois will aggressively pursue their implementation through the
2013-14 School Year, and strive toward student achievement gains during this period that outpace current trends, with an expectation of an
accelerated performance trajectory in the third school year of the grant period and beyond. The systems and resources developed by this Plan are
particularly critical to closing the achievement gap and dramatically improving performance in Illinois' lowest performing schools. As a result,
for the Black, Hispanic, and Low-Income subgroups, the State's goals are more aggressive, both in the timing and trajectory of student outcomes.

Appendix 3 contains a table identifying the State's overall and subgroup-specific goals over the life of the RTTT3 grant period and
beyond for increasing student achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics on the NAEP, ISAT, and PSAE, as well as for increasing
high school graduation and college enrollment rates. These goals were informed by trend data across the State and its districts that have
demonstrated significant improvement, external benchmarking based on performance among the nation's top performing states, and expectations
for growth resulting from the continuation of the State's current reform agenda and the implementation of this Plan.

As detailed in Appendix 3, the State's achievement goals are:

. Increasing proficiency levels in reading and math on the ISAT and PSAE: As State assessments are modified to align with the
Common Core, Illinois expects steady gains throughout the RTTT grant period.
° Increasing proficiency levels in reading and math on NAEP: The State's goals are to increase overall NAEP proficiency rates by 10%

over the RTTT grant period to align with gains that have been demonstrated by some of the top performing states over the prior decade.




Consistent with the State's overall achievement gap objectives, the State has established the goal of a 15% increase in black, Hispanic,
and low-income subgroup performance on NAEP.

Decreasing achievement gaps between subgroups in reading and mathematics on State assessments and NAEP: As detailed in
Appendix 3, the State's goals for decreasing achievement gaps include accelerated improvements over the course of the next six years
(the RTTT grant period and beyond) that reduce the achievement gaps by 1/2 of current levels. Based on the State's success to date
closing the achievement gap, the State believes this goal is attainable and must remain a top priority for the State's education system.
Increasing high school graduation rates: With the State's comprehensive focus on high schools, the State's goal is to achieve a 90%
overall graduation rate in the next six years. For particular student subgroups, the State, over the next six years, plans to reduce by 1/2 the
difference from 90% for each student subgroup's graduation rate.

Increasing college enrollment and increasing the number of students who complete at least a year's worth of college credit
applicable to a degree within two years of enrollment: Since Illinois incorporated the ACT in its State assessment system in 2001,
many more Illinois students, particularly underrepresented minorities, are in the college pipeline. However, as analyzed by the Illinois
Board of Higher Education in its report, the Illinois Public Agenda for College and Career Success, many of these students do not
continue to a degree. Approximately 42% of Illinois students enter college directly after graduating from high school, but only 28.4%
enroll in a second year. In lllinois, 20.9% of adults aged 25 to 64 attended some college but never received a degree. According to data
analyzed in the Illinois Public Agenda Report, in the best-performing states 57.3% of ninth grade students directly entered college upon
graduation, and 42% enrolled in a second year. The State's goals for both initial college enroliment and continuation of higher education
is to close the gap between Illinois and the best performing state in each of these areas by the end of the RTTT3 grant period. To achieve
these goals, college enrollment will increase to 52%, and the number of students who complete at least a year's worth of college credit
applicable to a degree will climb to 40%.




. SUMMARY TABLE FOR PHASE 3 PLAN

Please indicate which sub-criteria are addressed in the State’s Phase 3 application.

Check the
Elements of State Reform Plans Performance Measure appropriate
box

A. State Success Factors®

(A)(Z_) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, scale up, and Must be proposed by Applicant X
sustain proposed plans

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achievement and
closing gaps

B. Standards and Assessments

(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standards Must be proposed by Applicant
(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quality
assessments

(B)(?,) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high- Must be proposed by Applicant X
quality assessments

C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

Must be proposed by Applicant

Must be proposed by Applicant

(C)(1) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinal data system Must be proposed by Applicant
(C)(2) Accessing and using State data Must be proposed by Applicant
(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction: Must be proposed by Applicant X

D. Great Teachers and Leaders
(D)(2) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and

Must be proposed by Applicant

principals

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on From Phase 2 application X
performance

S?i)n((f:%i)palf:surmg equitable distribution of effective teachers and From Phase 2 application X

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

From Phase 2 application

1 We do not expect States to write to sub-criterion (A)(1) since States will be working with LEAs regarding their participation during the scope of work process.




(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers and principals | Must be proposed by Applicant

E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LEAS Must be proposed by Applicant

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools From Phase 2 application

F. General Section Criteria

(F)(1) Making education funding a priority Must be proposed by Applicant

(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charters

and other innovative schools Must be proposed by Applicant

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions Must be proposed by Applicant

Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics

(STEM) Must be proposed by Applicant
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I NARRATIVE

In the text box below, the State must list the selection sub-criterion from its Phase 2 application the State is proposing to address in Phase 3 (e.g.,
(D2)), the page reference from the Phase 2 application where the original plan for addressing the sub-criterion can be found, and a narrative
description of the Phase 3 plan to address that sub-criterion.

The Phase 3 plan should include, at a minimum, the goals, activities, timelines, and responsible parties for each proposed activity. A Phase 3
applicant need not resubmit evidence from its Phase 2 application. If it chooses, a Phase 3 applicant may provide updated evidence if it supports
the Phase 3 activities. Any new supporting evidence the State believes will be helpful must be described and, where relevant, included an
Appendix. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.

For a full description of the selection criteria, please see Section VII.

| Selection sub-criterion | (A)(2) | Page references from State’s Phase 2 application | 24-44 |

Building Strong Statewide Capacity to Implement, Scale-Up, and Sustain Proposed Plans

(A)(2) Goal I: Build strong leadership & dedicated teams to implement statewide reform

The State's Phase 2 application included a plan for realigning and strengthening ISBE capacity around the State's reform agenda through a
revamped internal structure that focused on supporting policy and program coordination and implementation in each of the Plan areas --
Standards and Assessments; Data Systems and Use; Teacher and Leader Effectiveness; and Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools. As
the foundation for the reforms set forth in this Application, ISBE, under RTTTS3, will increase its capacity and re-align its resources to effectively
manage the State's Plan through: (1) the establishment of the RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team and (2) the creation of the Center for
School Improvement (CSI).

Key Activity 1: Establish the RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team

The RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team, as detailed in the State's Phase 2 Application, will consist of the State Superintendent of
Education, two deputy superintendents, Assistant Superintendents with oversight of the various reform areas, and four new staff hires described
below. The RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team will spearhead all aspects of Plan implementation and ensure accountability at the State
and LEA levels. This Team will meet regularly to review the status of RTTT policy and program implementation and to identify and address
issues as they arise (utilizing external advisors and partners, as necessary). This Team will use information provided through this Plan's various
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data, evaluation, and monitoring systems to lead a process of continuous improvement in the implementation of the State's reform agenda. In
addition, this Team will share periodic reports on implementation efforts with the State Board of Education, the Governor, the P-20 Council,
legislative leadership, and make decisions about which Participating LEAs, if any, are not meeting requirements under the MOU and State law
and determine the appropriate course of action/intervention.

As part of the RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team, ISBE will use RTTT3 funds to support four new staff members. The new
positions, as detailed below, are: a Director of Performance Management, a Director of Policy and Program Implementation, a Statewide
Professional Development Coordinator, and a RTTT Implementation Counsel. The key responsibilities of each new position are as follows:

The Director of Performance Management will be charged with gathering, analyzing and making available, as appropriate, all of
the data sources identified in the State's Plan that will be utilized to gauge State and Participating LEA progress toward Plan
implementation, including gains in student achievement. Working with agency staff, the Director of Performance Management will
oversee the development and implementation of key instructional technology initiatives including the Illinois Shared Learning
Environment (ISLE). This Director will also work closely with the Illinois Collaborative for Education Policy Research (ICEPR) to
integrate research and evaluation data into the State's performance management processes.

The Director of Policy and Program Implementation will be charged with managing and monitoring the intersecting work of the
State's plan as described in this Application in order to ensure there is coherence and coordination across all reform activities. This
Director will serve as the "glue" that will bind the State's multiple reform efforts into a comprehensive and effective whole. The
Director will work with the Center for School Improvement (described below) to coordinate and leverage all aspects of the Center's
work while also managing a process of stakeholder and partner engagement to sustain strong support for this Plan. The Director will
be responsible for raising any implementation issues to the RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team for resolution.

The Statewide Professional Development Coordinator will help ensure that existing and new professional development and
technical assistance programs outlined in this Plan are implemented in a strategic and coordinated manner, taking into consideration
the needs and capacity of Participating LEAs and timelines for implementation of the Plan's reforms. This coordinator will work
closely with the Center for School Improvement Director to strengthen the quality and impact of professional development offerings.
The RTTT Implementation Counsel will be tasked with handling the legal components of the State's RTTT3 plan including, but not
limited to, the preparation of procurement requests, data share processes and agreements in support of, among others, ISBE, ISLE and
the ICEPR, inter-agency and intergovernmental agreements and the review of Participating LEA Memoranda of Understanding and
related agreements. The RTTT Implementation Counsel will also serve as the liaison to the Department of Education for reporting
and compliance-related matters.

Key Activity 2: Establish the Center for School Improvement

ISBE, with both RTTT3 and Title I, Part A 1003(a) funds, will establish the Center for School Improvement (CSI) as the nexus of its
Statewide System of Support (SSOS) to provide high-quality, coordinated and consistent support to districts and schools across the State. 1003(a)
funds will be used to support CSI's activities in low-performing schools and districts eligible for such services under federal law. RTTT3 will be
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used to extend CSl's services to Participating LEAS, and to build capacity within CSI to support key reforms that are central to this Plan. The CSI
provides ISBE with greater flexibility to quickly scale up capacity to work across the State's reform agenda and move ahead with intensive work
in the Participating LEAs while expanding its scope in key areas such as standards implementation and continuous improvement processes. The
CSI will be operated as a partnership between: (1) ISBE; (2) one or more university or nonprofit partners with a proven track record of effectively
and efficiently providing high-quality support in the RTTT focus areas; and (3) the Illinois Association of Regional Superintendents of Schools
(IARSS), serving as the representative of the regional delivery system. ISBE will issue a procurement for the CSI in the first quarter of 2012 and
will be supported by guidance and direction from the RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team. The CSI Director will report directly to an
ISBE Deputy Superintendent.

(A)(2) Goal II: Build the Capacity of LEAs for Successful Implementation of Reforms
Key Activity 1: Use Integrated Plans and a Comprehensive Continuous improvement Process as Tools for Building LEA Capacity

The State's Phase 2 application described the use of School and District Integrated Plans as a tool for RTTT oversight and building LEA
capacity. Since submission of the Phase 2 Application, the "Rising Star" system, a comprehensive continuous improvement process, has been
fully embedded in the State's web-based school and district "Integrated Plans" that serve as the required template for a variety of plans required by
both State and federal funding sources (e.g., Title I, Title 111, and technology implementation plans).

Rising Star uses indicators of effective practice, at both the district and school level, to provide the structure for improving teaching and
learning as part of a continuous cycle of assessment, planning, implementation, and progress monitoring. At the district level, Rising Star uses
indicators of effective practice organized into the following three overarching areas: district context and support; district change process; and
district-school expectations. At the school and classroom level, there are additional indicators of effective practice, organized into the following
four categories and eight essential elements:

Rising Star Categories and Elements

Category Essential Element
Continuous Improvement Comprehensive Planning
Learning Environment Climate and Culture
Community and Family Engagement
Educator Quality Professional Development
Leadership
Teaching and Learning Curriculum
Instruction
Assessment

As ISBE has shifted its improvement planning process to align with the Rising Star framework, ISBE believes it is critical for its
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expectations for RTTT3 Participating LEAS to also align with Rising Star. As described in Appendix 1, the Participating LEA expectations are
structured around the RTTT3 strategy areas described in the Executive Summary of this Plan, which place learners at the center of the State's
RTTT3 strategies, and build around them structures for supporting personalized learning and instructional improvement that tie to the Rising Star
indicators of effective practice. The CSlI, through RTTT3 funding, will support Participating LEASs in working with the Rising Star indicators and
corresponding categories in order to help drive, accelerate and sustain continued improvements that cut across all of the RTTT3 strategy areas. In
addition, the CSI will also be responsible for overseeing and providing intensive supports to Participating LEAS for:

e Standards implementation, curriculum alignment, and improvement of instructional practices (see Section B(3)); and
o Professional development and training to effectively utilize the Illinois Shared Learning Environment (ISLE) to impact teaching and
learning (see Section C(3)).

In order to support the State's commitments to dramatic instructional improvement set forth above, the Participating LEAS, in turn, will be
required to make the following general commitments that cut across all elements of the State's RTTT3 Plan:

e Participate in the second phase of ISLE implementation, as further discussed in Section C(3), integrating with ISLE to support each of
the RTTT3 strategy areas;

e Use Rising Star or an approved equivalent as the basis for a comprehensive continuous improvement process at the district and school
levels;

e Provide sufficient autonomy in the use of time and re-allocate professional development resources necessary for implementation of
RTTT3 activities;

e Participate in all State-led efforts to undertake Participating LEA networking activities, disseminate implementation models, and
evaluate program results;

e If the district has any "Tier I" or "Tier 11" schools as defined under the School Improvement Grant program, the Participating LEA
must seek to leverage SIG funds to support its RTTT3 implementation plan; and

e Use the Participating LEA funding allocation only for implementation of the Participating LEA requirements under this Plan.

Key Activity 2: Measure Progress and Intervene When Necessary

The State's Phase 2 application described the establishment of an RTTT Outcomes Measurement Plan that would use data submitted
through Integrated Plans and data collected by the State through its longitudinal data system to monitor and track RTTT implementation and
publicly report on outcomes. Since the Phase 2 application submission date, the State's P-20 Council has led a comprehensive process to redesign
the State Report Card to achieve many of the stakeholder engagement and public reporting objectives envisioned for the RTTT Outcomes
Measurement Plan in the Phase 2 application. Legislation enacted in November 2011 will lead to a report card redesign to roll out by October
2013. For the first time, the State will report information such as how many college-level Advanced Placement courses each high school offers,
how many eighth-graders passed algebra, and how many teachers received top ratings on their performance evaluations. Elementary School
Report Cards will indicate how many students attended preschool, while the high schools' will highlight how many freshmen were academically
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on track and how many graduates completed their first year of college without requiring remedial courses. All the Report Cards will compare test
results to other Illinois public schools with similar student compositions. Dozens of educators, parents and students offered their views during the
redesign process, and more than 60 focus groups were convened to provide input.

ISBE's RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team will use outcome indicators included within the redesigned State Report Card to
track the impact of RTTT3 reforms on teaching and learning. In addition, Participating LEAs must agree to use information in the redesigned
State Report Cards to support parental and community engagement.

In addition to the outcome indicators in the redesigned State Report Card, the State will define supplemental process and outcome
indicators needed to effectively assess the progress of the State, LEAS, and schools in meeting key goals, addressing objectives, and undertaking
activities outlined in this Plan. The scope of work for the Illinois Collaborative for Education Policy Research (ICEPR), described in Section
C(3), will include working with ISBE's Director of Performance Management to:

o Define the supplemental process and outcome indicators;

e Establish mechanisms for gathering data to support these supplemental indicators; and

e Incorporate the redesigned State report card indicators and supplemental indicators into a coherent outcomes measurement system for
Participating LEAs, and this Plan as a whole.

This outcomes measurement system will provide the State, Participating LEAs, and other stakeholders with the information needed to closely
monitor performance and progress and adjust implementation when necessary to achieve this Plan's objectives.

In addition to addressing this sub-criterion, please explain why your State has selected to address the activities in this sub-criterion in its
Race to the Top Phase 3 application.

State capacity, both within ISBE and external to the agency, is critical to the successful implementation of this Plan. The RTTT
Leadership and Implementation Team and the expansion in scope of the Center for School Improvement will help coordinate and align State
support systems and provide comprehensive assistance to Participating LEAs. The State must also establish processes and systems to measure
outcomes associated with this Plan to ensure the reforms are being successfully implemented and are ultimately improving student performance
and closing the achievement gap.
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General goals to be provided at time of application: Baseline data and annual targets
Percentage of Participating LEAS achieving 4-star or 5-star status within the State's NA NA* 30% 35% 40%
accountability designation system.*
Of those Participating LEAs not achieving 4-star or 5-star status, % on track to achieve 4-star | NA NA* 40% 50% 66%
or 5-star status by the end of SY 2016-17.**
Percentage of Participating LEASs that have assessed, prioritized, and established plans for the | NA 25% 100% 100% 100%
full implementation of the mandatory indicators within Rising Star or an approved equivalent
continuous improvement system.
Percentage of Participating LEAs utilizing Rising Star that have assessed, prioritized, and NA 0 40% 60% 80%
established plans for the full implementation of at least 75% of the non-mandatory district
indicators within the district continuous improvement plan.
Percentage of Participating LEASs that have had a peer review of the LEA's implementation of 0% 0% 50% 100%

the Rising Star continuous improvement process.

[Optional: Enter text here to clarify or explain any of the data]

Baseline data is not available because the State does not yet know which districts will be Participating LEAs. Baseline data will be provided and
any necessary updates to the annual targets will be made within two weeks of finalizing the list of Participating LEAS.

*This performance measure is tied to the State of Illinois' proposed ESEA waiver application to be submitted to ED on February 21, 2012. The
application will establish a "5-star" accountability system for schools and districts derived from indices for achievement on State assessments,
student growth, and graduation outcomes. The State is proposing for the new system to take effect in SY 2012-13. This measure will be revised

and updated as necessary to reflect the State's final approved waiver application.

**"On track™ status will be determined by ISBE's Director of Performance Management based on performance on the indices included in the State

accountability system.

Sub-criteria (A)(2): Building Strong Statewide Capacity to Implement, Scale-Up, and Sustain Proposed Plans*

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS TIMELINE

RESPONSIBILITY

(1) Develop and issue Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Jan. - Apr. 2012 ISBE
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Center for School Improvement (CSI)

(2) Select CSI entity July 2012 ISBE
(3) CSlI planning and development of support mechanisms July - Dec. 2012 ISBE, selected CSI entity
(4) CSI commences supports to Participating LEAS January 2013 ISBE, selected CSI entity
(5) Hiring of four (4) positions aligned with the State's Jan. - July 2012 ISBE
reform strategies
(6) Support for the redesign of the State Report Card ;%n.32012 - May ISBE, P-20 Council

1

*The Participating LEA implementation timeline for this plan is located in Appendix 2.
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| Selection sub-criterion | (B)(3) | Page references from State’s Phase 2 application | 72-88 |

Supporting the Transition to Enhanced Standards and High-Quality Assessments

The Phase 2 Application described the State's plan to support an accelerated transition by Participating LEASs to the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS) and high quality assessments by focusing on two central strategies:

o Establishing an action framework so that Participating LEAs can effectively implement the CCSS in every classroom, and for
every student, by the end of the second year of the grant period. The core elements of this framework included (i) aligning
curriculum, (ii) implementing interim and formative assessments, (iii) ensuring Response to Intervention plans are aligned to the
CCSS, and (iv) implementing P-20 STEM Programs of Study in middle and high schools that define clear student pathways,
related to student academic and career interest, that help students successfully transition to high school, college, and careers.

e Providing LEAs with comprehensive State supports to implement the elements of the action framework. The Phase 2 application
described focused supports for (i) assisting LEA implementation of assessment systems to inform classroom instruction and
promote instructional alignment, and (ii) creating a statewide network of partners delivering high quality instructional resources
supporting P-20 STEM Programs of Study in key STEM application areas.

Since the Phase 2 Application and with a greater understanding of supports needed to transition to the CCSS, the State has focused specifically on
developing a more robust standards-aligned instructional model, with an emphasis on Programs of Study in STEM application areas, and
developing assessments across a broader range of subjects. In addition, as the State moves forward with implementation of performance
evaluation reforms pursuant to the Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) (see Section D(2)), the State's assessment system must support
this re-designed evaluation system, which incorporates student growth, and be in alignment with the recommendations of the Performance
Evaluation Advisory Committee (PEAC), the special advisory committee charged with providing input to ISBE and monitoring PERA
development and implementation. While the goals and activities remain constant, the State's plan for RTTT3, as described below, represents a
more integrated, targeted, and PERA-aligned approach to supporting the transition to enhanced standards and high-quality assessments.

(B)(3) Goal I: Participating LEAs Deliver Standards-Aligned Instruction in Every Classroom, and for Every Student.
Key Activity 1: Establish Standards Aligned Instructional Systems in All Schools Within Participating LEAS.

As part of RTTT3, Participating LEAs will be required to implement the following steps designed to lead to the establishment of
standards aligned instructional systems, informed by ISBE's further development of standards and assessment implementation strategies:

o  Grade-level analysis math and ELA curriculum analysis using the CCSS;
o  Cross-grade-level discussions to identify shifts in content;
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Integration of writing through-out the curriculum;

Integration of CCSS in Math, ELA and literacy across the curriculum, including the concept of text complexity for ELA and
application for Math;

Integration of the CCSS Science framework into the curriculum; and

Implement a standards-based reporting system in Math, ELA and Science.

To support the State's goal of developing and implementing common, high-quality assessments aligned to the CCSS and PERA,
Participating LEAs, under RTTT3, will be required to:

o Develop an assessment system that includes the following types of assessments in a coherent framework to both support standards

aligned-instruction and, where appropriate, measure student growth:

a) Through-course assessments designed to assist teachers and administrators to track students’ progress [e.g. NWEA MAP]

b) Formative assessments designed to inform improved instruction in real time [e.g. teacher-created assessments for use
throughout the year]

c) Summative assessments designed to measure changes in students knowledge and skills through an entire course [e.g. district
or network-wide end-of-term/course assessments]

e Integrate CCSS assessments items in subjects other than math and ELA;

e Participate in district network activity to develop Type Il and Type Il assessment framework and items (see definition under B(3)
Goal 11, Key Activity 1), which can be used on a district-wide basis by all teachers in a given grade or non-tested subject area;
and

e Agree to serve as a pilot district for the PARCC Consortium and the Kindergarten Individual Development Survey (KIDS).

Furthermore, Participating LEAs will ensure that the district's plan for Rtl implementation provides targeted interventions and differentiated
supports, aligned to the CCSS, for students who are not on pace to meet college-and-career-ready expectations. See B(3), Goal Il below for a
discussion of how the State will provide comprehensive supports to assist Participating LEAs in implementing the above-mentioned steps
designed to promote standards-aligned instructional systems in schools.

Key Activity 2: P-20 STEM Programs of Study as a Framework for High School Reform.

Recognizing that a standards-aligned instructional system will need to support college and career readiness for all learners, the State's
Phase 2 Application focused on implementing the Illinois P-20 Programs of Study model in nine STEM application areas in Participating LEAs.
P-20 STEM Programs of Study are a sequence of courses, assessments, and applied learning experiences organized around a career cluster where
students pursue their academic and career interests starting from an orientation experience and continuing through advanced pathway and dual
credit courses where there are opportunities to connect to professional networks through work-based learning experiences as well as opportunities
to earn stackable credentials and degrees.
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Under RTTTS3, the State is renewing its commitment to developing and implementing P-20 STEM Programs of Study within Participating
LEAs. However, with the limited RTTT3 grant funds, the State's plan will specifically focus on establishing P-20 STEM Programs of Study that
directly promote STEM application areas and developing individualized learning plans for middle-school students that are aligned to P-20 STEM
Programs of Study at the high school level. As a result, RTTT3 Participating LEAs will be required to:

e As part of the Participating LEA's integration with ISLE, implement a strategy to link student data across local systems to enable
the creation of integrated learner profiles that can support learning plans and other personalized learning tools;

e Establish an individual learning plan program, commencing in the 7" grade, that identifies students' academic and career interests
and aligns to a P-20 STEM Program of Study model. The individual learning plan program must be implemented at minimum in
the predominant feeder schools for high schools implementing P-20 STEM Programs of Study; and

e For LEAs serving grades 9-12, implement two or more P-20 STEM Programs of Study promoting STEM application areas (as
discussed under B(3) Goal Il below).

(B)(3) Goal 1lI: The State Delivers Comprehensive LEA Supports for Standards Implementation, with a Focus on: (i) Assessment Tools
to Inform Classroom Instruction and Promote Instructional Alignment, and (ii) High Quality STEM Instructional Resources.

The Center for School Improvement (CSl), as the nexus of the State's System for Support (as further described in Section A(2)), will be
responsible for overseeing the establishment of standards-aligned instructional systems in Participating LEAs. The CSI will provide Participating
LEAs with a full continuum of supports to ensure the Participating LEAS have the necessary tools and guidance to meet the expectations set forth
under Goal I of this Section. In addition, ISLE (as described in Section C(3)) will enable educators to find and utilize high-quality and
customizable curriculum and classroom resources to support implementation of the CCSS.

Beyond the supports offered through CSI and ISLE, RTTT3 funds will be used to (i) support the development of comprehensive local
assessment systems supporting standards-aligned instruction and, where appropriate, the measurement of student growth; and (ii) establish STEM
Learning Exchanges as a new State support infrastructure for P-20 STEM Programs of Study.

Key Activity 1: Establish LEA Assessment Systems Supporting Standards-aligned Instruction.

The Phase 2 Application described the State's intent to develop new capacities and undertake new investments to assist Participating
LEAs in effectively assessing both college and career readiness and implementing the CCSS on an aggressive timeline. Since the Phase 2
application, the State's Performance Evaluation Advisory Committee (PEAC, more fully described in Section D(2)) has defined a framework for
three distinct types of assessments that can be used to support standards-aligned instruction and, where appropriate, measure student growth. The
three types of assessments included within this framework are:

e Type I: an assessment that measures a certain group of students in the same manner with the same potential assessment items, is
scored by a non-district entity, and is widely administered beyond lllinois;
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o Type Il: an assessment developed or adopted and approved by the school district and used on a district-wide basis that is given by
all teachers in a given grade or subject area;

o Type Ill: an assessment that is rigorous, aligned with the courses' curriculum, and that the evaluator and teacher determine
measures student learning.

Through RTTT3, ISBE will incorporate this assessment classification into a two-pronged "Assessments for Learning" strategy to support
standards implementation, improving instruction, and measuring student growth.

o First, ISBE will procure a statewide contract for "Type I"" assessments to ensure the best available pricing and a simplified
procurement/contracting process for Participating LEAs. All procured assessments must be able to measure student growth in a manner
aligned to the CCSS, be coupled with appropriate training and professional development linked to the use of the assessment, and be
integrated with ISLE (as described in Section C(3)) to the maximum extent possible.

e Second, ISBE will develop a network among the Participating LEAS to develop both the frameworks and, if needed, specific "Type 11"
and "Type 1" assessments, including the facilitation of working groups across districts with similar assessment needs. An entity
procured by ISBE will manage this network activity and ensure the work is informed by and integrated with appropriate subject area
content expertise within the state and nationally. In particular, RTTT3 support will focus on the development of Type Il and Type IlI
assessment supports in grade levels and subjects not assessed by the State and assessments that can support a P-20 STEM Program of
Study model (including employability and pathway/technical assessments).

To further support the RTTT3 Assessments for Learning strategies, ISBE will convene a panel of technical experts and practitioners to
provide guidance and expertise on, at minimum, the following areas: (i) alignment to the CCSS, as integrated within the Illinois Learning
Standards; (ii) alignment to PERA and the PEAC recommendations; (iii) appropriate use of the assessments, including for instructional,
evaluative, predictive or multiple purposes; (iv) the demonstrated technical quality of assessments, including item quality; (v) the design of
reporting systems ensuring accessibility to actionable data relating to appropriate uses; (vi) recommendations for professional development
necessary to effectively use the assessments and results for instructional change; and (vii) appropriate methods for assessing English language
learners and students with disabilities.

Each Participating LEA will be required to use ten percent (10%) of its RTTT3 allocation to develop Type Il and Type Il assessments
frameworks and items which can be used on a district-wide basis by all teachers in a given grade or non-tested subject area, with all assessment
frameworks and items developed using RTTT3 funds made available as "open source™ and integrated with an assessment item bank and other
assessment supports housed on ISLE (as described in Section C(3)). Participating LEAS can use these funds for release time for teachers to assist
in the development of these assessments; hiring consultants to design assessment elements; or providing support to general network activity for
development of Type Il or Type Il assessments.
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Key Activity 2: Investing in High Quality STEM Instructional Resources and College and Career Readiness Initiatives to Support
Programs of Study in Key STEM Application Areas.

Building off of the State's comprehensive framework for STEM education, the State's Phase 2 Application set forth a plan to invest in
high quality instructional resources that will support the expansion of the P-20 STEM Programs of Study model through the establishment of
STEM Learning Exchanges and college and career readiness supports. STEM Learning Exchanges are a new, innovative public-private
education infrastructure that is organized to advance college and career readiness and support local implementation of P-20 STEM Programs of
Study by coordinating statewide networks of P-20 education partners, business, labor, and other organizations on a sector-by-sector basis to
coordinate planning and investment, aggregate resources, and review talent pipeline performance. Recognizing the importance of STEM
instructional supports to the future success of the P-20 STEM Programs of Study model, RTTT3 funds will be used to (i) develop STEM
Learning Exchanges, which will provide the resources and tools for LEAs to develop the required P-20 STEM Programs of Study promoting
STEM application areas, and (ii) the Illinois Pathways Resource Center, to support a centralized resource and assistance center for the STEM
Learning Exchanges and school districts that are establishing P-20 STEM Programs of Study. Furthermore, the State will use RTTT3 funds to
expand the College and Career Readiness Program, which is designed to increase alignment between high school and college curriculums and
support student pathways from high school to postsecondary education through Programs of Study models.

As further described in the State's Phase 2 Application, STEM Learning Exchanges are public-private partnerships including
representatives from school districts, postsecondary institutions, business, industry experts, labor unions, professional associations, local
workforce investment boards, state government agencies, student organizations, museums, research centers, and other community partners.
Organized as collaborative communities, the STEM Learning Exchanges will be governed by and orchestrated through the public-private steering
group consisting of representatives from the above-referenced stakeholders. Each Exchange will be supported by a lead non-profit organization
or governmental entity that will serve as the administrative and fiscal agent, receiving tax-deductible donations and other funding from both
public and private sources.

Since submission of its Phase 2 Application, the State has continued to move forward with its plan to establish the STEM Learning
Exchanges. This past year, ISBE, the Illinois Community College Board (ICCB), the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE), the Department
of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEOQ), the Illinois Department of Employment Security, and the Illinois Student Assistance
Commission (ISAC) entered into the Illinois Pathways Initiative Intergovernmental Agreement (the "Pathways Agreement™), which accomplishes
the following:

e Provides a framework for the establishment and management of the STEM Learning Exchanges;
o Creates an interagency management committee and public/private advisory council; and
o Permits the interagency transfer of funds and data necessary to support the STEM Learning Exchanges.

Under the Phase 2 Application, the State was planning to fund the development of nine STEM Learning Exchanges in the following
application areas:
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1. Agriculture, Food, and Natural 6. Transportation, Distribution, and Logistics;
Resources;

2. Energy; 7. Research and Development;

3. Manufacturing; 8. Health Sciences; and

4. Information Technology; 9. Finance

5. Architecture and Construction;

With the limited RTTT3 funding, the State's plan has been revised to provide full funding for the establishment of 3-5 STEM Learning Exchanges
and partial funding, through matching planning grants, to the remaining STEM application areas. Under the authority of the Pathways Agreement
and upon award notice, the "lllinois Pathways Interagency Committee" established by the Pathways Agreement will initiate the selection process
for the Lead Entities for the 3-5 STEM Learning Exchanges to be established as initial priority areas, with the goal of soliciting for the
establishment of the initial Lead Entities in the first quarter of 2012.

STEM Learning Exchanges will provide the curricular resources, assessment tools, and professional development systems necessary for
LEAs to develop STEM-related P-20 Programs of Study in these application areas. For a more detailed description of the STEM application
areas and a listing of the specific functions of the STEM Learning Exchanges, see Appendix 4. Each STEM Learning Exchange will deliver
instructional resources through ISLE (see Section C(3)).

As a support for both the STEM Learning Exchanges and school districts establishing P-20 STEM Programs of Study, the Illinois

Pathways Resource Center (IPRC) will serve as a centralized resource and assistance center providing services including, but not limited to, the
following:

e Assistance with communicating the mission and goals of the established Learning Exchanges and assisting with external outreach and
recruitment efforts for P-20 and industry partners;

e Coordinating applications and funding proposals for federal and foundation resources;

e Statewide technical assistance and training for P-20 partners in implementing STEM Programs of Study aligned to the National Career
Cluster Framework;

o Developing applications, toolkits and other resources that assist with education and career planning and are common across all Learning
Exchanges; and

o  Assisting with performance review of sector-based P-20 talent pipelines using education and workforce longitudinal data.

Additionally, as part of the Illinois Pathways Initiative established by the Pathways Agreement, the Illinois Community College Board
(ICCB) will target support through its College and Career Readiness Program to increase alignment between high school and postsecondary
education and support the implementation of Programs of Study in key STEM application areas.
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In addition to addressing this sub-criterion, please explain why your State has selected to address the activities in this sub-criterion in its
Race to the Top Phase 3 application.

The State of Illinois is committed to the successful implementation of CCSS, and RTTT3 provides a means to obtain additional support
for this critical priority. Robust local assessment systems are necessary for the successful delivery of standards-aligned instruction and the
measurement of student growth across the curriculum. Preparing more Illinois students for careers in STEM fields is a key State priority, and P-
20 Programs of Study and the STEM Learning Exchanges offer a comprehensive and coherent model for improving STEM education and
increasing student engagement and success.

Performance Measures (B)(3) Actual Data: Endof SY | EndofSY | EndofSY | EndofSY
Baseline 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 | 2014-2015
(Current/most recent
school year)
Aligning % of Participating LEAs NA 0% 25% 90% 100%
curriculum to implementing CCSS throughout all
CCSS grade levels and applicable subject
areas
Implementing % of Participating LEA teachers NA 0% 25% 90% 100%
assessment providing ELA instruction who use
systems non-summative assessments that
measure student learning over the
course of the school year (through
administration of the assessments
multiple times per year) aligned to
the CCSSin ELA
% of Participating LEA teachers NA 0% 25% 90% 100%

providing Math instruction who use
non-summative assessments that
measure student learning over the
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Performance Measures (B)(3)

Actual Data:
Baseline
(Current/most recent
school year)

End of SY
2011-2012

End of SY
2012-2013

End of SY
2013-2014

End of SY
2014-2015

course of the school year (through
administration of the assessments
multiple times per year) aligned to
the CCSS in Math

Participation in
network activity to
develop
assessments

% of teachers in Participating LEAS
participating in working groups that
are contributing to the development
of assessment frameworks and
items for Type Il and Type Il1
assessments

NA

0%

5%

10%

NA

Programs of Study
& STEM
Implementation

% of high school students in
Participating LEASs currently
participating in a STEM Program
of Study

NA

5%

20%

40%

55%

% of underrepresented high school
students™ in Participating LEAS
currently participating in STEM
Program of Study

NA

10%

30%

50%

65%

% of graduating high school seniors
in Participating LEAS receiving
WorkKeys National Career
Readiness Certificate or other
industry certification by graduation

NA

5%

20%

40%

55%

% of 8" graders in Participating
LEAs completing an education and
career plan

NA

10%

30%

50%

65%

% of Participating LEA students
currently in a STEM Program of
Study participating in work-based
learning experiences

NA

10%

30%

50%

65%

[Optional: Enter text here to clarify or explain any of the data]
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Performance Measures (B)(3)

Actual Data:
Baseline
(Current/most recent
school year)

End of SY
2013-2014

End of SY
2014-2015

End of SY
2012-2013

End of SY
2011-2012

Baseline data is not available because the State does not yet know which districts will be Participating LEAs. Baseline data will
be provided and any necessary updates to the annual targets will be made within two weeks of finalizing the list of Participating

LEAs.

* "Underrepresented high school students" for purposes of this performance measure include low-income, English language-

learners (ELLs), students with disabilities (SWDs), minorities, and female students.

Sub-criteria (B)(3): Supporting the Transition to Enhanced Standards and High-Quality Assessments*

ASSESSMENTS FOR LEARNING

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS TIMELINE RESPONSIBILITY
(1) Develop and issue Request for Proposals (RFP) to Jan. - Apr. 2012 ISBE
assist with management of Assessments for Learning
Strategy
(2) Assessments for Learning management entity July 2012 ISBE
selected
(3) Assessments for Learning advisory committee Jan - July 2012 ISBE

selected

(4) Development of statewide RFP for Type |
assessments

July - Dec. 2012

ISBE; Assessments for Learning Management Entity;
Assessments for Learning Advisory Committee

(5) Type | assessments available through the statewide
RFP

July 2013 --

ISBE; Assessments for Learning Management Entity;
Assessments for Learning Advisory Committee

(6) Development of plan and establishment of working
groups for open-source frameworks and assessment
items for Type Il and Type Il assessments

July - Dec. 2012

ISBE; Assessments for Learning Management Entity;
Assessments for Learning Advisory Committee
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(7) Working groups develop frameworks and
assessment items, development of item banks and
process for compilation of items into item banks.

Jan. - Dec. 2013

ISBE; Assessments for Learning Management Entity;
Assessments for Learning Advisory Committee

P-20 PROGRAMS OF STUDY AND STEM LEARNING EXCHANGES

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS

IMPLEMENTATION
STEPS

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS

(8) Select and enter into agreement with lead
organization to administer the Pathways Resource
Center (PRC)

Jan. -Apr. 2012

Illinois Pathways Interagency Committee (IPIC)

(9) Development of plans and methods to support
Programs of Study (POS) implementation and support
STEM Learning Exchanges

May - Dec. 2012

IPIC; PRC

(10) Support to POS and STEM Learning Exchanges

Jan. 2013 --

IPIC; PRC

(11) Issue RFP for letters of intent/proposals for STEM
Learning Exchanges

Feb. 2012

IPIC

(12) Letters of intent/proposals for STEM Learning
Exchanges due

Mar. 2012

IPIC

(13) Designation of "Implementation™ and "Planning"
clusters. Implementation clusters will receive planning
and implementation funds. Planning clusters will only
receive planning funds.

Apr. 2012

IPIC

(14) Lead Entities selected for Implementation clusters;
Lead Planning Entities selected for Planning Clusters

Aug. 2012

IPIC

(15) Lead Entities and Lead Planning Entities commence
planning activities. Lead Entities create strategic plans and
Lead Planning Entities commence stakeholder engagement.

Sept. 2012 --

Lead Entities and Lead Planning Entities

(16) Lead Entities in Implementation clusters commence

Jan. 2013

Lead Entities
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STEM Learning Exchange implementation

(17) Decisions regarding whether Lead Planning Entities July 2013 IPIC
will proceed to implementation are made.

(18) Creation of targeted supports through the College and Sept. 2012 -- IPIC; Hllinois Community College Board (ICCB)
Career Readiness Program to increase alignment between

high school and postsecondary education to support
implementation of POS in key STEM application areas.

*The Participating LEA implementation timeline for this plan is located in Appendix 2.
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| Selection sub-criterion | (C)(3) | Page references from State’s Phase 2 application | 100-116 |

Using Data to Improve Instruction

(C)(3) Goal I: Ensure that all Participating LEAs can implement local instructional improvement systems that provide teachers,
principals, and administrators with the information and resources they need to inform and improve their instructional practices,
decision-making, and overall effectiveness.

Key Activity 1: Undertake a State-district partnership for a next-generation instructional improvement system

The Phase 2 Application described the State's intent to partner with its school districts to implement a statewide instructional
improvement platform consisting of the following two components:

e The Learning and Performance Management System: The "Learning and Performance Management System" (LPMS), as
described in the Phase 2 application, was intended as a shared environment for LEAs, principals, teachers, and students to access
instructional improvement tools and systems delivered at economies of scale far beyond what districts can achieve on their own.

e The HliniCloud: In fall 2009, a core group of district tech coordinators and regional Learning Technology Center Directors, in
coordination with ISBE, began to formally meet to support a grassroots effort to explore the need and interest in "building" a shared,
cloud-based technology infrastructure. This grassroots effort, known as the IlliniCloud, has grown to include over 200 Illinois
districts that have validated the immediate need and desire for shared, cloud-based services.

Since the Phase 2 Application submission, the State has forged ahead with the implementation of the LPMS and the expansion of the
liniCloud. Specifically, the following four developments have advanced this work:

1. NCSA technical requirements report: ISBE and the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity
commissioned a report by the National Center for Supercomputing Applications at the University of Illinois-Urbana Champaign
(NCSA) that addressed the technical requirements for the LPMS set forth in the Phase 2 application, but also expanded upon that
vision to provide the blueprint for an architecture addressing broader P-20 educational and workforce development objectives.

2. ARRA EETT grant to HlliniCloud: In May 2011, ISBE issued a request for proposals for ARRA EETT competitive grant
funding to provide $4,200,000 to support the acquisition and development of data centers that can be integrated into a network to
support district instructional activities and connect to a statewide instructional improvement platform. The IlliniCloud
cooperative was selected to receive this grant, which has supported the expansion of its services.

3. $12 million state capital commitment: The Governor committed $12 million in state capital funds for the development of the
system architecture described in the NCSA technical requirements report.

4. 1llinois selected as an SLI pilot state: The Shared Learning Collaborative, an alliance formed by the Council of Chief State
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School Officers, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, and the Carnegie Corporation of New York, is in the process of
implementing the Shared Learning Infrastructure (SLI), an open-source system supported by a $100 million philanthropic
investment that will enable states to provide administrators, teachers, parents, and other education stakeholders with an array of
affordable, high-quality content and tools. Illinois is one of five states chosen by the Shared Learning Collaborative to first
implement the SLI. The SLI will be piloted and operational in two Illinois school districts by the end of calendar year 2012, with
a scaling up to other Illinois school districts in the following year.

The "lllinois Shared Learning Environment" (ISLE) is the name for the entire project space that incorporates (i) the State investments and
infrastructure previously referred to as the "LPMS" in the Phase 2 Application, (ii) the SLI and state-level extensions of the SLI, and (iii) the
IliniCloud, which serves as a proof-of-concept and foundation for a common, cloud-based solution for Illinois educational entities. The current
description of ISLE, including a systems architecture diagram, is included in Appendix 5.

RTTT 3 funds are only being used for ISLE professional development support through the Center for School Improvement, and are not
being used for ISLE development. Instead, other state, federal, and private funds are being directed toward the development of this system.
However, as described in the Executive Summary and Section A(2), ISLE is a critical platform for carrying out multiple strategies within this
Plan. Participating LEAs must agree to integrate with ISLE, participating in the 2™ phase of implementation occurring after its initial pilot, for
all of the RTTT 3 strategy areas described in the Executive Summary of this Plan.

Key Activity 2: Teachers, principals, and administrators receive effective professional development on how to use ISLE

The ISLE Steering Committee, as described in Appendix 5, will develop a detailed professional development and training plan as part of
ISLE's implementation. The Center for School Improvement, as further described in Section A(2), will oversee the implementation of this
professional development and training plan to ensure it is aligned with other components of the instructional improvement process. This plan will
also be coordinated with the training and implementation plan used for the multi-state SLI initiative, and will incorporate the following two
approaches described in the Phase 2 Application:

1.  Regional and On-line Support Networks: Each of the State's regional Learning Technology Centers will develop a regional support
network of district technology leadership teams to provide support and collaboration opportunities for teachers and principals in
effectively integrating the tools provided through ISLE into their daily work with students. These educational leaders will receive
continuous professional development opportunities through the Learning Technology Centers, as coordinated by the Center for School
Improvement, including facilitating the change process, data analysis, data-driven decision making, use of collaboration and
communication tools, and curriculum and instruction applications. In addition, ISLE users will participate in on-line collaborative
communities formed on ISLE to exchange effective implementation strategies.

2.  Portable Institutes. ISLE professional development will also build off of the existing portable technology institutes led by the
Learning Technologies experts at the University of Illinois College of Education in collaboration with staff from districts across the

30




state. Educators throughout Illinois have come to know these institutes as "Moveable Feasts,"” which have provided professional
development to approximately 10,000 lllinois educators since their inception in 1997. The Feasts will develop strands designed to
assist LEAs with the movement to ISLE and effective use of ISLE applications. Due to their portability, these opportunities are offered
regionally and are easily accessible to teachers, principals, and technology staff representing all lllinois districts.

Combining the flexibility of the Moveable Feast model with the ongoing, sustained professional development and coaching to be provided in
partnership by the Learning Technologies experts at the University of Illinois and the Learning Technology Centers will help establish a
comprehensive and intensive system of support for the successful implementation of ISLE.

(C)(3) Goal II: Data from ISLE and the statewide longitudinal data system is available and accessible to researchers to evaluate the
effectiveness and impact of RTTT 3 reforms

Key Activity: Establish the Illinois Collaborative for Education Policy Research

As has been demonstrated by the Consortium on Chicago School Research at the University of Chicago (CCSR), researchers can move
beyond after-the-fact analysis to turn data into actionable tools that drive LEA policy, school improvement, and classroom instruction. The
Illinois Collaborative for Education Policy Research (ICEPR), to be established through both RTTT 3 support and IES State Longitudinal Data
System funding, will extend this same model of research and development to a broader number of Participating LEAS, using data obtained from
the State longitudinal data system and LEA instructional improvement systems (including ISLE) through data sharing arrangements. In addition,
as described in (A)(2), ICEPR will also help design and implement the State's outcomes measurement system for Participating LEAs.

A. Governance and Functions. The ICEPR will be an independent organization with a governance structure linking it closely to State
agencies, participating universities, and other educational stakeholders in Illinois. The ICEPR's Steering Committee will leverage Illinois' deep
"bench strength™ in educational research to inform practice and policy, including membership from CCSR, the Illinois Education Research
Council (IERC) at Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville, the Center for the Study of Education Policy (CSEP) at Illinois State University,
Northern Illinois University, the University of Illinois at Chicago, and the Forum on the Future of Public Education at the University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign. The ICEPR Board will consist of 15-20 members, including the Steering Committee and representatives from state
education agencies, the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEOQ), the lllinois Department of Human Services
(DHS), practitioner organizations, Chicago Public Schools (CPS), regional public universities, private universities, and independent research and
policy organizations. ICEPR's functional responsibilities will include recruiting researchers and coordinating their work across multiple
institutions; facilitating data sharing arrangements with LEASs and easing administrative demands of research projects; communicating research
findings in a way that informs ongoing practice, policy development, and innovative program implementation; and seeking and securing external
funding for projects.

B. Access to LEA and State Data. Participating LEAs must cooperate with ICEPR to build local capacity to support research and
development activities and share data with ICEPR in a manner consistent with all State and federal privacy protection laws. The creation of ISLE
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will provide ICEPR with ready access to LEA data, as historical data will be retained in a standardized format in ISLE's data stores, with access
to that data overseen by the governing board of ISLE.

C. Research Agenda. To align its work with the key objectives of this Plan, the focus for the ICEPR research agenda will be on how
policies and programs in the following areas promote student growth and close achievement gaps: (1) systems to attract, develop, and
support effective teachers and leaders; (2) P-20 alignment and college- and career-readiness; (3) innovations and interventions in low-performing
schools and districts; (4) assessment and management of learning (formative vs. summative); and (5) approaches to teaching math and science
(including STEM education), language, and literacy, and enhanced outcomes for traditionally low-achieving student groups.

D. PERA Research-based Study. The State priority of establishing systems to attract, develop, and support effective teachers and
leaders will be the immediate priority for the ICEPR. In particular, ICEPR will provide critical support to the State's implementation of the
redesign of performance evaluation systems through its management of an independent analysis of performance evaluation implementation. The
Performance Evaluation Reform Act specifically requires that the State contract for a research-based study of performance evaluation reform by
no later than September 1, 2012 (the "PERA Research-based Study").

The PERA Research-based Study will use data collected by the State including, but not limited to, performance ratings for teachers and
principals, district recommendations to renew or not renew non-tenured teachers, and student achievement data. In addition, the LEA data made
available through ISLE may allow the PERA Research-based Study to incorporate information from local assessment and HR systems for
evaluation in a statewide manner that has never before been possible.

The ICEPR's role in this effort is to partner with ISBE to select the entity responsible for the PERA Research-based Study and, working
closely with ISBE and stakeholders, provide consultation and oversight for its implementation. A leading model for the PERA Research-based
Study is the Excellence in Teaching pilot in Chicago, where CCSR has partnered with Chicago Public Schools on every element of the design,
implementation, and reporting, while still delivering an independent assessment of successes and challenges. Extensive access to individual
student and teacher data was a critical element of the success of CCSR's work, as will be true for the PERA Research-based Study.

The PERA Research-based Study is a major priority because of its important link to RTTT and to establishing the credibility and
repertoire of the ICEPR. The ICEPR, including partners such as CCSR, will play a critical role in building relationships with local districts
through its hands-on approach to research that is highly connected to practice and policy. In particular, researcher access to both State and local
assessment data will support the State's efforts to ensure that rigorous methods for measuring student growth are employed by all teachers, and
not just those in State-tested grades and subjects. The PERA Research-based Study will serve as a model for using the State longitudinal data
system and local instructional improvement systems and ensuring that local and statewide decision-making are focused on improved school
performance.

In addition to addressing this sub-criterion, please explain why your State has selected to address the activities in this sub-criterion in its
Race to the Top Phase 3 application.

32




The strategies described in Section C(3) of the State's Phase 2 application have been a continued focus for State investment and effort.
The establishment of ISLE provides the opportunity to transform how data is used to impact instruction, and to provide all lllinois school districts
with a comprehensive array of supports across all areas of this Plan. The State believes it needs improved research capacity to better support
State policy, and ICEPR will help ensure data and evaluations are informing the ongoing implementation of this Plan.

Performance Measures (C)(3) Actual Data: End of SY | Endof SY | EndofSY | Endof SY
Baseline 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 | 2014-2015
(Current/most
If the State wishes to include performance measures, please ;eegir;t school
enter in rows below, and provide baseline data and annual
targets in the columns provided.
IL Shared % of Participating LEAs that have NA 0% 5% 40% 100%
Learning integrated local data with ISLE in the
Environment sections of standards implementation
(ISLE) and educator quality/effectiveness
strategies
% of teachers in Participating LEAS NA 0% 3% 30% 80%
accessing instructional applications
hosted on ISLE at least once per week
during the school year
% of principals in Participating LEAs | NA 0% 3% 30% 80%
accessing performance dashboard
applications hosted on ISLE at least
once per week during the school year
% of high school students in NA 0% 3% 20% 50%

Participating LEAS accessing
instructional or college/career
planning applications on ISLE at least
once per week during the school year

[Optional: Enter text here to clarify or explain any of the data]

Baseline data is not available because the State does not yet know which districts will be Participating LEAs. Baseline data will be provided and
any necessary updates to the annual targets will be made within two weeks of finalizing the list of Participating LEAs.

The process of LEA adoption of ISLE will become more efficient over time; therefore the adoption curve will be fairly exponential with most
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LEAs integrating with and accessing ISLE in the last year of the grant.

Sub-criteria (C)(3): Using Data to Improve Instruction*

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS

TIMELINE

RESPONSIBILITY

(1) Select and enter into agreement with lead
organization to administer Illinois Collaborative for
Education Policy Research (ICEPR)

Jan. - Apr. 2012

ISBE

(2) Formalization of ICEPR organizational structure
and research agenda

May 2012 - Dec.
2012

ICEPR Steering Committee

(3) ICEPR supports the development of outcomes
measurement plan

May 2012 - Dec.
2012

ICEPR Lead Entity; ISBE's Director of Performance
Management

(4) Implementation of outcomes measurement plan Jan. 2013 -- ICEPR Lead Entity; ISBE's Director of Performance
Management
(5) ICEPR administers research and evaluation Jan. 2013 -- ICEPR Lead Entity and Steering Committee

activities

(6) Develop and issue Request for Proposals (RFP) for
a PERA research-based study contractor

Jan. - June 2012

ISBE; ICEPR Lead Entity; ICEPR Steering
Committee

(7) PERA research-based study contractor is selected

July - Sept. 2012

ISBE; ICEPR Lead Entity; ICEPR Steering
Committee

(8) PERA research-based study is commenced and
conducted

Sept. 2012 - Sept.
2014

PERA research-based study contractor

*The Participating LEA implementation timeline for this plan is located in Appendix 2. The implementation timeline for ISLE is located

in Appendix 5.
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| Selection sub-criterion | (D)(2) | Page references from State’s Phase 2 application | 126-150 |

Improving Teacher and Principal Effectiveness Based on Performance

(D)(2) GoAL 1: Build robust teacher and principal evaluation systems that focus on both effective practice and student growth.

As fully explained in the State's Phase 2 Application, the foundation of Illinois' performance evaluation reforms and indeed, the State's overall
educator effectiveness strategies is the Performance Evaluation Reform Act of 2010 ("PERA") (Public Act 96-0861). This legislation, which passed
with overwhelming bipartisan support, substantially re-envisions the State systems for supporting developing teachers and leaders by tightly aligning
student outcomes and effectiveness measures. The critical elements of PERA, from requiring all teacher and principal evaluation systems to include
student growth as a significant factor in evaluations to employing actionable plans for building on reported strengths and addressing documented short-
comings, are fundamental in improving classroom instruction and school leadership. For a more detailed description of PERA's critical elements, see
Appendix 6.

To develop the system's components and framework for ongoing implementation, the State Superintendent, as required under PERA, appointed
the Performance Evaluation Advisory Council (PEAC), a special advisory council comprised of thirty-two members, including representatives of
teacher unions, school district management, and persons with expertise in performance evaluation processes and systems. Since submission of the
Phase 2 Application, PEAC and its three subcommittees have conducted regional forums and online webinars and surveys to obtain input from
educators across Illinois in order to provide recommendations to ISBE regarding the regulatory structure and model templates for teacher and principal
evaluations. PEAC submitted its recommendations to ISBE this past October and, based on these recommendations, ISBE recently released the draft
PERA administrative rules for public comment. ISBE expects to finalize these rules in Spring 2012. In addition, Governor Quinn signed into law
Senate Bill 7 (Public Act 97-0008) this past June, which, among other reforms, (i) allows the State Superintendent to initiate the suspension or
revocation of certificates based on performance; (ii) streamlines the tenured teacher dismissal process, including the establishment of a streamlined
process for performance-based dismissals; and (iii) places a greater emphasis on performance in key decisions such as filling of new and vacant
positions, awarding tenure, and determining the order of dismissal in a reduction in force. With the heightened stakes attached to performance
evaluations as the result of Senate Bill 7, Illinois believes a key focus for RTTT3 should be to ensure performance evaluation systems are implemented
effectively for all teachers and principals in Participating LEAS, and that these LEASs can serve as models for scaling up redesigned performance
evaluations across the State.

Key Activity 1: Create Extensive State Supports for Implementation

As referenced above and as set forth in the State's Phase 2 Application, State supports for the implementation of the redesigned teacher and
principal evaluation systems will be critical to the ability of Participating LEAs to undertake the significant changes required under PERA and
accelerated under this Plan. Through PERA and the work of PEAC, the State has committed to creating a robust PERA support system, including the
following elements:

Table D(2)-1: State Supports for LEA Implementation of Redesigned Performance Evaluations
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STATE SUPPORTS FOR LEA IMPLEMENTATION OF REDESIGNED PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS

Practice Frameworks

Teacher and principal practice frameworks that describe the elements of good practice and
provide rubrics and other tools for assessing practice. The State will also provide guidelines
for the processes for collecting, reflecting on, and reporting evidence of practice with teachers
and principals.

Model Evaluation Plans

Model evaluation plans for both teachers and principals for combining evidence of practice
with evidence of student growth into a summative rating. The model will incorporate the
requirements established by the State, but allow customization by districts in a manner that
does not conflict with such requirements.

Training and Pre-
qualification

o An evaluator pre-qualification program aligned with the State evaluation model.

¢ An evaluator training program based on the State evaluation model. The training program
will provide multiple training options that account for the prior training and experience of
the evaluator.

e A superintendent training program based on the State principal evaluation model.

Supports and Tools to
Implement Redesigned
Systems

A State provided or approved technical assistance system that supports districts with the
development and implementation of teacher and principal evaluation systems. The State will
also develop:

o Web-based systems and tools and video-based observation processes supporting
implementation of the model templates and the evaluator pre-qualification and training
programs. Many of these systems and tools will be hosted on the Illinois Shared
Learning Environment (ISLE) (see Section C(3)).

o Multiple instruments to collect evidence of principal practice, including the State-adopted
survey of learning conditions (described below).

Data Collection and
Continuous Improvement

e The State will measure and report correlations between local principal and teacher
evaluations and (i) student growth in tested grades and subjects, and (ii) retention rates of
teachers.

¢ Pursuant to and in accordance with PERA and SB7, the State will develop a survey of
learning conditions to provide feedback from, at a minimum, students in grades 6 through
12 and teachers on the instructional environment within a school.
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RTTT3 funds will be used to support critical elements of the above-referenced State PERA supports, including the development and
implementation of the PERA Evaluator Pre-Qualification and Training Program; the development and implementation of the Survey of Learning
Conditions; and funding to support PEAC and its related subcommittee work. Under PERA, the State is required to develop an evaluator pre-
qualification and training program in order to ensure that a broader range of properly trained evaluators can undertake teacher and principal
evaluations, including "peer" evaluations. As a result, this past October, the State released a Request for Sealed Proposals (RFSP) for the Performance
Evaluation Training Program. Under this RFSP, the State is seeking one or more contractors for the development of a performance evaluation training
program, the delivery of evaluator training courses, and the provision of technical assistance and web-based resources to support the redesigned teacher
and principal evaluation system. The PERA Pre-Qualification and Training Program, as detailed in the RFSP, will include the following components:

e A pre-qualification program aligned to the State's performance evaluation system that individuals conducting evaluations after September
1, 2012 must successfully complete, including incorporation of a process for ensuring that evaluators' ratings align to the requirements of
the system.

e An evaluator re-training program for pre-qualified evaluators to take at least once during the five-year certificate renewal cycle for the
purpose of maintaining credentials to evaluate teachers. The evaluator re-training program must be continuously updated, offer modules
that build upon each other over time, and address the various skill and knowledge levels among evaluators.

e A technical assistance system that supports districts with the development and implementation of teacher and principal evaluation systems.

e Web-based systems and tools that support the implementation of the State's performance evaluation models for teacher and principal
evaluations and evaluator pre-qualification and training programs.

e A train-the-trainer program that includes development and delivery of content specific to the evaluator pre-qualification program, the
evaluator re-training program, the technical assistance system, and the web-based system and tools.

RTTT3 funds will be used to both support the development of the PERA Pre-Qualification and Training Program, as well as support for principal and
teacher evaluators in LEAs throughout the State to participate in the trainings. Specifically, any LEA (whether or not participating in RTTT3) will
receive $200/evaluator to participate in the teacher practice training component of the pre-qualification program to be provided during the 2012-13
school year, except for any Participating LEA receiving more than 50% of the RTTT3 Participating LEA allocation.

In addition to supporting the PERA Pre-Qualification and Training Program, RTTT3 funds will be used to support the development of a survey
of learning conditions to provide feedback from, at a minimum, students in grades 6 through 12 and teachers on the instructional environment within
the schools. School climates and learning conditions are associated with positive youth development, effective risk prevention, student learning and
academic achievement, increased student graduation rates, and teacher retention. Recognizing the importance of a positive and sustained school
climate, PERA identifies surveys of learning conditions as a potential tool to collect information on principal practice. Furthermore, certain
information from the survey of learning conditions will also be used in the State's redesigned School Report Cards and ISLE parent portals, as further
described in Section A(2). ISBE will issue an RFSP for the creation of a research-based instrument with the goal of improving school climate and
learning conditions that:

e Provides feedback on how students and school personnel perceive a school's or district's particular climate and conditions for learning,
including, but not limited to:
0 Family & community engagement;
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0 The learning environment; and
0 The teaching environment.

e Uses valid and reliable survey instruments based on leading indicators of positive school climate in order to assess and evaluate conditions
for learning.

e Helps schools and districts use the data to drive school improvement, including creating summary reports and identifying areas of
weakness identified by the school climate surveys.

As described above, the Performance Evaluation Advisory Council (PEAC) plays a vital role in the development of re-designed teacher and
principal evaluation system, and is tasked with developing recommendations for the evaluation system's components and framework for ongoing
implementation. PEAC has three committees: the Teacher Evaluation System Design Subcommittee, the Principal Evaluation System Design
Subcommittee, and the Evaluator Training, Prequalification and Support Subcommittee. The State will provide RTTT3 funds to support the continued
work of PEAC and its subcommittees to ensure PEAC has the necessary support and capacity to continue to provide leadership for the State's
performance evaluation reforms.

Key Activity 2: Establishing Participating LEAs as Reform Exemplars Through Accelerated PERA Implementation

As part of the State's strategy to highlight Participating LEAs as "reform exemplars" for the entire State, Participating LEAS, under RTTT3,
will be required to implement PERA on an aggressive timeline. PERA mandates evaluations that include student growth for all principals by
September 1, 2012. Under PERA, school districts having 500,000 or more inhabitants must fully implement PERA's student growth requirements for
teacher evaluations by September 1, 2013. For any Participating LEA having less than 500,000 inhabitants, the LEA must implement PERA's student
growth requirements for teacher evaluations on at least the following timeline, if not sooner:

¢ Implementation with a "no stakes" student growth component (i.e., student growth component is not used in final teacher summative
evaluations) in all schools by September 1, 2013; and

e Full implementation of PERA's student growth requirements by:
o September 1, 2014 for Participating LEAs within the lowest performing 20% of districts, as defined by ISBE; and
0 September 1, 2015 for all other school districts.

For all districts other than Chicago Public Schools, these timelines are a full year earlier than otherwise required by statute. To be eligible for a
timeline that is more aggressive than required by law, PERA requires a Participating LEA to have written agreement by the exclusive bargaining
representative of its teachers.

In addition to implementing PERA on an aggressive timeline, all Participating LEAs must incorporate the following elements into their
performance evaluation systems:

o A formal peer evaluation system that is used for a significant portion of summative evaluations and can be used as part of evaluations
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during teacher remediation;

e The use of positive performance evaluations as part of the basis for selecting peer evaluators and mentors;

o Full cooperation in the PERA Research-based Study (as further described in Section C(3)); and

o Implementation of the State-adopted survey of learning conditions or an ISBE-approved equivalent, subject to the availability of RTTT3 or
State funding for its implementation.

Furthermore, as part of the Participating LEA scope-of-work, ISBE will request information about how Participating LEAs are defining teacher and
principal leadership pathways and career ladder models. Generally, career ladders define a multi-level system for teachers and principals to access
opportunities for increased responsibilities and leadership roles, often with additional compensation in return. With this information, ISBE can:

e Analyze what career ladder models are developing between districts and local unions, and how these models relate to performance evaluations
and compensation;

e Determine whether State supports can assist districts to develop teacher and principal leadership pathways and career ladder models; and

e Use this information for federal or foundation funding requests to further promote and define teacher and principal leadership pathways and
career ladder models.

In addition to addressing this sub-criterion, please explain why your State has selected to address the activities in this sub-criterion in its Race to the
Top Phase 3 application.

The State is committed to the successful implementation of performance evaluation reforms as the result of the enactment of PERA and SB 7.
RTTT3 provides needed support to better ensure successful implementation.
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Criteria General goals to be provided at time of application: Baseline data and annual targets

(D)(2)(D) Percentage of participating LEAs that measure student growth NA 5% 25% 100% | 100%
(D)(2)(ii) Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifying evaluation systems NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
for teachers.
(D)(2)(ii) Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifying evaluation systems NA 5% 100% 100% | 100%
for principals.
D)Q2)(iv) Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifying evaluation systems NA
that are used to inform:
(D)(2)(iv)(a) e Developing teachers and principals NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) e Compensating teachers and principals* NA 3% 5% 10% | 15%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) e Promoting teachers and principals NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) e Retaining effective teachers and principals NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
(D)(2)(iv)(c) e Granting tenure and/or full certification (where applicable) to NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
teachers and principals
(D)(2)(iv)(d) e Removing ineffective tenured and untenured teachers and NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
principals

Baseline data is not available because the State does not yet know which districts will be Participating LEAs. Baseline data will be provided and
any necessary updates to the annual targets will be made within two weeks of finalizing the list of Participating LEAS.

* Commencing in SY 2013-2014, Participating LEAs will implement induction and mentoring systems, and must use positive peer evaluators as
part of the basis for selecting mentors who will likely receive a stipend for mentoring activities. However, stipends for mentoring activities are not
accounted for in the annual targets for this criterion.
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Criteria General goals to be provided at time of application: Baseline data and annual targets
. Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifying evaluation systems NA
(D)()(iv) : )
that are used to inform:
(D)(2)(iv)(a) e Developing teachers NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
o Developing principals NA 5% 100% 100% | 100%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) e Compensating teachers* NA 3% 5% 10% | 15%
e Compensating principals NA 5% 100% | 100% | 100%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) e Promoting teachers NA 5% 10% 35% 75%
e Promoting principals NA 5% 100% 100% | 100%
(D)(2)(iv)(b) o Retaining effective teachers NA 5% 10% 35% 75%
o Retaining effective principals NA 5% 100% 100% | 100%
- PTIT - 5 5 5 5
D)2)(IV)(©) o tcs};ir;]telz?sg tenure and/or full certification (where applicable) to NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
e Granting full certification (where applicable) to principals** NA 5% 100% | 100% | 100%
(D)(2)(iv)(d) e Removing ineffective tenured and untenured teachers NA 5% 10% 35% | 75%
e Removing ineffective principals NA 5% 100% 100% | 100%
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Baseline data is not available because the State does not yet know which districts will be Participating LEAs. Baseline data will be provided and
any necessary updates to the annual targets will be made within two weeks of finalizing the list of Participating LEASs.

* Commencing in SY 2013-2014, Participating LEAs will implement induction and mentoring systems, and must use positive peer evaluators as
part of the basis for selecting mentors who will likely receive a stipend for mentoring activities. However, stipends for mentoring activities are not
accounted for in the annual targets for this criterion.

** For principals, unsatisfactory performance can be a basis for certification suspension or revocation.

General data to be provided at time of application:

Total number of participating LEAES. NA
Total number of principals in participating LEAS. NA
Total number of teachers in participating LEAS. NA

[Optional: Enter text here to clarify or explain any of the data]
Baseline data is not available because the State does not yet know the which districts will be Participating LEAS.

Criterion Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

(D)(2)(ii) Numbe_r of teache(s and principals in participating LEAs with
qualifying evaluation systems.

(D)(2)(iii)* Number of teachers and principals in participating LEAs with

qualifying evaluation systems who were evaluated as effective or
better in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in participating LEAs with
(D)(2)(iii) gualifying evaluation systems who were evaluated as ineffective
in the prior academic year.

2 Note that for some data elements there are likely to be data collection activities the State would do in order to provide aggregated data to the Department. For
example, in Criteria (D)(2)(iii), States may want to ask each Participating LEA to report, for each rating category in its evaluation system, the definition of that
category and the number of teachers and principals in the category. The State could then organize these two categories as effective and ineffective in order to
meet Department reporting requirements.
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Number of teachers and principals in participating LEAs with

(D)(2)(iv)(b) qualifying evaluation systems whose evaluations were used to
inform compensation decisions in the prior academic year.
(D)(2)(iv)(b) Number of teachers and principals in participating LEAs with

qualifying evaluation systems who were evaluated as effective or
better and were retained in the prior academic year.

(D)(2)(iv)(c) Number of teachers in participating LEAs with qualifying
evaluation systems who were eligible for tenure in the prior
academic year.

(D)(2)(iv)(c) Number of teachers in participating LEAs with qualifying
evaluation systems whose evaluations were used to inform tenure
decisions in the prior academic year.

(D)(2)(iv)(d) Number of teachers and principals in participating LEAs who
were removed for being ineffective in the prior academic year.

Sub-criteria (D)(2): Improving Teacher and Principal Effectiveness Based on Performance*

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS TIMELINE RESPONSIBILITY

(1) Selection of entity, pursuant to Request for Proposals Jan. - Mar. 2012 Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE)
(RFP), for PERA Pre-Qualification and Training Program

(2) PERA Pre-Qualification and Training Program entity Sept. 2012 Selected entity, ISBE, PEAC
commences work with Participating and Involved LEAS

(3) Develop and issue RFP for the administration of a State- | Jan. - March 2012 ISBE, PEAC
adopted school climate survey

(4) Select entity to administer State-adopted school climate May - June 2012 ISBE

survey

(5) Establishment of plan for administration and adaptation | July 2012 - June Selected entity, ISBE, PEAC
of instrument for State-adopted school climate survey 2013

*The Participating LEA implementation timeline for this plan is located in Appendix 2.
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| Selection sub-criterion | (D)(3) | Page references from State’s Phase 2 application | 151-174 |

Ensuring Equitable Distribution of Effective Teachers and Principals

(D)(3)(i) Goal 1I: Create a pipeline of highly effective principals and teachers to serve the State's neediest schools.

Recognizing that the single most-important school-based factor affecting student learning is quality of instruction, the State's Phase 2
Application focused on improving teacher and principal preparation programs and the establishment of regional "School Leadership Consortia"
that will coordinate the efforts of preparation programs (including universities and alternative providers), school districts, Lead and Supporting
Partners to recruit and prepare teachers and principals for placements in High Poverty High Minority (HPHM) schools. With the limited RTTT3
funds, the State will target teacher preparation programs and increase the placement of highly qualified teacher candidates in HPHM schools.
While RTTT3 funding will not be provided for principal preparation programs, the State will leverage School Improvement Grant (SIG) and other
state and federal funding streams to support these initiatives.

Key Activity 1: Target Teacher Recruitment and Placement Initiatives to Supply a Pipeline of Teachers to Serve High Need Schools.

RTTT3 funding will be used to provide incentives for teacher preparation programs to: develop new programs aligned with the CCSS and
ISLE (as further described in Section C(3)); and establish partnerships with Participating LEAs to support placements of teachers with extensive
training on CCSS in HPHM schools. Specifically, elementary and middle level teacher preparation programs receiving RTTT3 funds will align
their curriculum to the CCSS and ISLE while also developing new programs focusing on the four core academic areas: ELA, Math, Science and
Social Science. By creating partnerships with Participating LEAS, teacher preparation programs will bring faculty together with teachers from the
Participating LEAs to learn about the CCSS and develop new courses and programs to be submitted to the State Educator Preparation and
Licensure Board (SEPLB) in late 2012 or early 2013, with the first class completing the new program by early 2015. A plan for transitioning
candidates from the current programs to the new preparation programs will also be required. Furthermore, the teacher preparation programs
receiving RTTT3 funds will also be expected to partner with and leverage other initiatives supporting placement of highly qualified candidates in
HPHM schools through other state, federal and private funding sources. All Participating LEAs will be required to partner with a participating
teacher preparation program.

In addition to addressing this sub-criterion, please explain why your State has selected to address the activities in this sub-criterion in its
Race to the Top Phase 3 application.

Quality of instruction is critical to improving student outcomes in HPHM schools, and teacher preparation programs must be engaged as partners
in the State's overall reform strategies.
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Performance Measures for (D)(3)(i)* v
(D)) sornosmsm|yo
. . : — . o : B8C M2 |02 |2 |2
Note: All information below is requested for Participating LEAs with qualifying evaluation systems. |2 = £ = 2 || 4 2 =
538 2| 2|82 %
* All (D)(3) performance measures will be updated within two weeks after Participating LEAs have § og o o = o
been identified and finalized. -3 = = =
= - ihe -
General goals to be provided at time of application: Baseline data and annual targets
Percentage of teachers in schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both who are highly NA 12 15 18 22
effective.
Percentage of teachers in schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both who are highly effective. | NA 17 19 22 25
Percentage of teachers in schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both who are ineffective. NA 28 24 20 16
Percentage of teachers in schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both who are ineffective. NA 23 20 17 14
Percentage of principals leading schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both who are highly | NA 12 15 18 22
effective.
Percentage of principals leading schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both who are highly NA 17 19 22 25
effective.
Percentage of principals leading schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both who are NA 28 24 20 16
ineffective.
Percentage of principals leading schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both who are NA 23 20 17 14
ineffective.

Baseline data is not available because the State does not yet know the which districts will be Participating LEAS.

General data to be provided at time of application*:

Total number of schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both. 1,054
Total number of schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both. 1,134
Total number of teachers in schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both. 35,534
Total number of teachers in schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both. 37,230
Total number of principals leading schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both. 1,054
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Total number of principals leading schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both. 1,134

*Per clarification from the Department of Education, this general data applies only to Participating LEAs with qualifying evaluation systems.

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of teachers and principals in schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both who were

evaluated as highly effective in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both who were

evaluated as highly effective in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in schools that are high-poverty, high-minority, or both who were

evaluated as ineffective in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in schools that are low-poverty, low-minority, or both who were

evaluated as ineffective in the prior academic year.

Sub-criteria (D)(3): Ensuring Equitable Distribution of Effective Teachers and Principals*

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS

TIMELINE

RESPONSIBILITY

(1) Solicitation and selection of teacher preparation
programs to receive incentives for developing programs
aligned with CCSS and ISLE

Jan. - June 2012

ISBE

(2) Teacher preparation programs develop programs aligned
with CCSS and ISLE for submission to SEPLB

July 2012 - Feb.
2013

Teacher Preparation Programs with support from ISBE

(3) Teacher preparation programs chose Participating LEA
partner(s) to support placement of teachers in HPHM
schools

July 2012 - Sept.
2012

Teacher Preparation Programs with support from ISBE

(4) First class of teachers complete the new teacher
preparation programs

June 2014 - Jan.
2015

Teacher Preparation Programs

*The Participating LEA implementation timeline for this plan is located in Appendix 2.
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| Selection sub-criterion | (D)(5) | Page references from State’s Phase 2 application | 180-189 |

Providing Effective Support to Teachers and Principals

With the passage of the PERA and Senate Bill 7 (both as described in Section D(2)), there is a great need for new teacher and principal
induction and mentoring to support Illinois' new evaluation and accountability laws. Accountability and expectations are set high and supports to
help teachers and principals are needed to provide practitioners with the tools necessary to meet these increased expectations.

(D)(5) Goal I: All Beginning Teachers and Principals in Participating LEAs Are Supported Through High Quality Induction and
Mentoring Programs.

Key Activity 1: Scale Up Induction and Mentoring Programs to Support all Beginning Teachers.

Recognizing that nearly half of all new teachers leave the classroom within their first five years of service, and in some Chicago schools
that figure is as high as 75 percent, the State's Phase 2 Application stressed the need to strengthen induction and mentoring programs for new
teachers. As aresult, all RTTT3 Participating LEAs, subject to the availability of RTTT3 funds or other State funding of at least $1,600 per
teacher in years one and two and $1,200 per teacher in years 3 and 4, will be required to: (i) establish induction and mentoring programs for all
new teachers that are at least two years in duration, use positive performance evaluations as a factor in the selection of mentors, and meet
standards set forth in the School Code and administrative rules; and (ii) participate in the State's technical assistance and accountability systems to
improve the quality of all new teacher induction and mentoring programs. RTTT3 funds will be provided to assist Participating LEAS in
establishing these programs.

Key Activity 2: Establish the Statewide Infrastructure Necessary to Build and Maintain Induction Program Quality.

As described in the State's Phase 2 Application, the State will provide technical assistance to the induction and mentoring programs
developed by the Participating LEAs while also holding these programs accountable to ensure program quality. Key components of the technical
assistance system will include:

e Tailored Program Improvement: ISBE, working with one or more partnership organizations, will assemble a team of staff who
will provide tailored technical assistance to individual program leadership teams in Participating LEAs. This focused and
consistent coaching and support for individual induction programs will serve as the cornerstone for improving program quality.

¢  Formative Assessment and Mentoring Materials: Technical assistance providers will provide guidance and support to programs
around the use of formative assessment of new teacher practice protocols and local teacher evaluation procedures.

¢ Online Mentoring for Math, Science, and Special Education Teachers: The technical assistance system will provide enhanced
mentoring services for first-time STEM teachers via online technology. These services are particularly important for new teachers
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in rural and/or many urban settings who may not have access to a qualified, experienced teacher in one of these high-need subject
areas.

In order to ensure program accountability, the State will develop and implement a process of ongoing program improvement based upon
the Illinois Standards of Quality and Effectiveness for Beginning Teacher Induction Programs, the Illinois Continuum of Induction Program
Development, and implementation and impact data. To collect the necessary data for the program accountability process, ISBE, working with its
partnership organizations, will ramp-up a system, developed through an independent external evaluation, that collects and synthesizes program
impact data, including teacher effectiveness, teacher retention, student achievement, and teacher efficacy. Furthermore, RTTT3 funds will be
allocated to the dissemination and replication of best induction/mentoring practices beyond the Participating LEAs. The Statewide Professional
Development Coordinator, as further described in Section A(2), will be responsible for overseeing and coordinating the technical assistance,
program accountability process and dissemination of best practices as described above.

Key Activity 3: Individualized Mentoring Support for all New Principals.

Since 2007, the State has required individuals who first begin working as principals to engage in a one-year mentoring program. Through
the Illinois New Principal Mentoring Program, an ISBE-sponsored program, new principals are matched with an experienced principal who
provides on-the-job guidance and helps principals develop competencies in a broad array of leadership skills and practices aimed at improving
teaching and learning in their schools. ISBE's program requirements ensure no fewer than 50 contact hours between the mentor and the principal.
As part of RTTT3, the State will provide funds, subject to the availability of RTTT3 funds or other State funding of at least $1,600 per principal
in years one and two and $1,200 per principal in years 3 and 4, to continue and strengthen the New Principal Mentoring Program in the
Participating LEAs. Furthermore, as required with the new teachers mentoring and induction programs, Participating LEAs will be required to
use positive performance evaluations as a factor in selecting principal mentors.

In addition to addressing this sub-criterion, please explain why your State has selected to address the activities in this sub-criterion in its
Race to the Top Phase 3 application.

As stated in the introductory paragraph to this Section, new teacher and principal induction and mentoring programs provide a critical support for
educators to address Illinois' new evaluation and accountability laws.
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Performance Measures (D(5) Actual Data: End of SY | End of SY | End of SY | End of SY
Baseline 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 | 2014-2015
If the State wishes to include performance measures, please enter in | (Current/most
rows below, and provide baseline data and annual targets in the recent school
columns provided. year)
Scaling up support for | % 2™ year teachers in Participating NA NA* 5% 20% 80%
all beginning teachers | LEAs completing a 2-year induction and
and principals mentoring program
% of beginning teachers completing a 2- | NA NA* 60% 65% 70%
year induction and mentoring program
that, for the final school year of the
program, achieve an overall summative
performance evaluation rating of either
proficient or excellent
% of beginning teachers rated "needs NA NA* 60% 65% 70%
improvement" in their first year of
teaching who, after completing a 2-year
induction and mentoring program,
achieve an overall summative
performance evaluation rating of
proficient or excellent
% of beginning principals participating NA 60% 60% 65% 70%

in a one-year mentoring program that
achieve an overall summative
performance evaluation rating of either
proficient or excellent for the school year
in which they participated in the program

Baseline data is not available because the State does not yet know which districts will be Participating LEAs. Baseline data will be provided and

any necessary updates to the annual targets will be made within two weeks of finalizing the list of Participating LEAS.

* Participating LEAs are not required to establish a new teacher induction and mentoring program until the end of the 2012-13 school year,
although some Participating LEASs are expected to implement a program on an earlier timeline. Therefore, the induction and mentoring
performance measures are phased in starting with the end of SY 2012-13.
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Sub-criteria (D)(5): Providing Effective Support to Teachers and Principals*

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS TIMELINE RESPONSIBILITY
(1) Distribution of RTTT3 funds, subject to availability, to Jan. 2012 - June ISBE
Participating LEAs for the establishment of 2013
induction/mentoring programs
(2) Assemble a team to provide tailored technical assistance | Jan. 2012 - June ISBE
to Participating LEASs on individual teacher and principal 2013

induction programs and the use of formative assessments
related to evaluations

(3) Development of online mentoring for math, science and | Jan. 2012 - June ISBE, contracted support entity (or entities)
special education teachers 2013

(4) Commence technical assistance to Participating LEAS July 2013 ISBE, contracted support entity (or entities)
(5) Development of a system to collect and synthesize data July - Dec. 2012 ISBE, contracted support entity (or entities)

on the impact of teacher and principal induction and
mentoring programs

(6) Collecting and disseminating best induction/mentoring January 2013 - ISBE, contracted support entity (or entities)
practices beyond the Participating LEAs December 2015

*The Participating LEA implementation timeline for this plan is located in Appendix 2.
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES

There will be selection sub-criteria in a State’s Race to the Top Phase 2 application that the State does not address in its Phase 3 application. The
State need not complete or include anything about those sub-criteria, including the performance measures, in its Phase 3 Part Il application. For
sub-criteria to which a State is responding that are included in its Phase 2 application, the State must provide goals and annual targets, baseline
data, and other information for performance measures as indicated in the Phase 2 application. For each of those criteria, the State must complete
the performance measure tables or provide an attachment with the required performance measure information. In addition, the limited scope of
Race to the Top Phase 3 means that funded activities might not be covered by performance measures in the Race to the Top Phase 2 application,
thus potentially preventing the meaningful evaluation of grantee performance. Consequently, applicants must develop and propose for the
Department’s approval performance measures for sub-criteria that do not have performance measures in the Race to the Top Phase 2 application.
The State may provide additional performance measures, baseline data, and targets for a criterion if it chooses. If a State does not have baseline
data for a performance measure, the State should indicate that the data are not available and explain why.
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V. SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, ENGINEERING AND MATHEMATICS (STEM) SUMMARY

An applicant must explain in its detailed plan and budget for Phase 3 funding how it will allocate a meaningful share of its Phase 3 award to
advance STEM education in the State. You may meet this requirement by including in your plans and budgets:

1) Activities proposed by the State to meet the competitive preference priority for STEM education, if applicable; or

2) Activities within one or more of the four core education reform areas that are most likely to improve STEM education.
A State should address this requirement throughout the Part 11 application (i.e., indicate the plan, performance measures and budget by
addressing applicable sub-criterion). Use the text box below to provide a summary of how the State is meeting this requirement.

Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) Summary

The Illinois RTTT3 Plan includes a comprehensive focus on the establishment of a rigorous course of study in Science, Technology,
Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) for all students within Participating LEAs, including addressing the needs of underrepresented groups
and women. As described in Section B(3), Programs of Study in key STEM application areas are a central component of the Illinois RTTT3
plan. Participating LEASs serving grades 9 through 12 must establish at least two Programs of Study promoting critical STEM application areas.
The Program of Study model provides a wide set of highly flexible options for students to enter STEM-related pathways, especially for students
that have not performed well in traditional science and math courses and other underrepresented groups in STEM fields, including women and
minorities.

Ilinois will use RTTT3 funding to establish "STEM Learning Exchanges" through public-private partnerships modeled after a long-
standing, successful model for Illinois agricultural education. STEM Learning Exchanges will include representatives from school districts,
postsecondary institutions, businesses, industry experts, museums, research centers, and other community partners responsible for overseeing
the grant. While the State's ultimate objective is to establish separate STEM Learning Exchange in each of the nine critical STEM application
areas, RTTT3 funds will be used to provide full funding for the establishment of 3-5 STEM Learning Exchanges, with partial funding, through
matching planning grants, to the remaining STEM application areas (see B(3)). STEM Learning Exchanges will provide the curricular
resources, assessments tools, professional development systems, and IT infrastructure necessary for LEASs to develop STEM-related Programs
of Study in these application areas. The supports developed by each STEM Learning Exchange will be housed on the cloud computing hosting
infrastructure of the Illinois Shared Learning Environment (see C(3)) to ensure that all Participating LEAs will have access to the software and
curricular resources needed for effective instruction in the STEM disciplines.

Illinois' approach to STEM learning and career preparation and development provides a strong platform for STEM education because it
integrates and vertically aligns STEM standards at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. The State's supports for the implementation
of the Common Core State Standards will ensure that the CCSS math and science standards are effectively integrated into the local curriculum.
This Plan's assessment strategies will provide LEAs with access to assessments to effectively measure progress in the STEM disciplines,
including employability and pathway/technical assessments to support P-20 STEM Programs of Study. Additionally, the State's technical
assistance system for induction and mentoring includes online math and science mentoring — particularly important for rural STEM instructors.
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RACE TO THE TOP PHASE 3 BUDGET

BUDGET SUMMARY

Budget Summary Table: Attached to this Application Package is the Budget Summary Table in Excel format (titled Race to the Top Phase 3
Budget). States should complete the Budget Summary Table as the final step in their budgeting process, and include this table as the first page of
the State’s budget.

The State must include, on Line 14 of the Budget Summary Table, the amount of funding to be subgranted to its participating LEAs based on their
relative shares of funding under Part A of Title | of the ESEA for the most recent year (that is, FY 2011), as required under section 14006(c) of the
ARRA. States are not required to provide budgets for how the participating LEAs would use their funds. However, the Department expects that,
as part of the administration and oversight of the grant, States will monitor and track all expenditures to ensure that participating LEAs spend these
funds in accordance with the State’s plan and the scope of work described in the agreement between the State and the participating LEA.

Budget Summary Narrative: A budget narrative that accompanies the Budget Summary Table should provide an overview of the projects that
the State has included in its budget. Applicants should use their budget narratives to provide a detailed description of how they plan to use their
Federal grant funds and how they plan to leverage other Federal, State, and local funds to achieve their reform goals. The budget narrative
should be of sufficient scope and detail for the Department to determine if the costs are necessary, reasonable, and allowable. The State must
also include how it plans to direct a meaningful share of its Phase 3 award to advance STEM education in the State.

The State's budget for the Illinois RTTT3 Plan provides the State of Illinois with the resources to further accelerate the implementation
of the reform blueprint laid out in the State's Phase 2 application and continue to build on the State's reform momentum. The following three
goals have provided the basis for the Illinois RTTT3 plan and its corresponding budget:

1. Attract a group of Participating LEAs that can serve as “reform exemplars” for the entire State. These districts will agree to meet a
high bar for participation across a comprehensive set of reforms.

2. Within the Participating LEAs, build systems and processes to accelerate and sustain improved student outcomes.

3. While the Participating LEAs will blaze the path for a comprehensive approach to key reforms, RTTT3 will also build State
capacity to extend these reforms statewide.

Based on these goals and as further detailed in the lllinois RTTT3 Plan, the State's budget includes funding for the following projects:

Establishing the Center for School Improvement to provide comprehensive supports to Participating LEAS;
Increasing ISBE capacity to support Illinois' reform goals;

Enhancing the State's Report Card;

Implementing Assessment for Learning;

Establishing Programs of Study and STEM Learning Exchanges;
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Implementing the College and Career Readiness Program to increase alignment between high school and postsecondary education
and to support the implementation of Programs of Study;

Implementing the State's redesigned performance evaluation system and a State-adopted Survey of Learning Conditions;
Establishing the Illinois Collaborative for Education Policy Research (ICEPR) to extend the use of data in creating actionable tools
that drive LEA policy, school improvement, and classroom instruction to a broader number of Participating LEAS;

Improving and expanding teacher and principal induction and mentoring; and

Providing supports to teacher preparation programs to increase the pipeline of high-quality teacher in high poverty, high minority
schools.

For additional detail on each of these projects, see the Project-level Budget Narratives.

The State's general theory of funding allocation, as is demonstrated throughout the Project Level Budgets and Budget Narratives, is as follows:

Grant Year 1 (12/22/11 - 12/31/12): Planning and establishment of the Illinois RTTT3 plan projects, programs and activities,
including development of the state capacity and infrastructure necessary to support these project, programs and activities.’

Grant Year 2 (1/1/13 - 12/31/13): Intensive implementation of the Illinois RTTT3 plan projects, programs and activities. This
largest allocation of RTTT3 funds will be allocated during this period.

Grant Year 3 (1/1/14 - 12/31/14) : Continuation of the Illinois RTTT3 plan projects, programs and activities implemented during
Grant Years 1 and 2. These project, programs and activities will begin to see a deceleration in the amount of RTTT3 funds flowing
to the projects. The programs and activities must begin to focus on self-sustainment after Grant Year 3 using other federal, State
and local sources.

Grant Year 4 (1/1/15 - 12/22/15): Projects, programs and activities funded through the Illinois RTTT3 plan will transition to non-
RTTT3 funding and will implement self-sustaining strategies.

The State has and will continue to leverage other Federal, State and local funds to achieve the reform goals set forth in the Illinois
RTTT3 plan. Examples, as further described in this Application include:

Illinois Shared Learning Environment (ISLE): As further described in Criteria C(3), ISLE is the name for the entire project space

®Illinois anticipated that the first year of the grant would be abbreviated due to start up times. Thus, in a practical sense, the first year of the budget covers the
time from which funding would be available (approximately April) through December. The remaining years span the full calendar years. Please see sections
below for an explanation of how grant year 1 budgets were determined or need to be modified accordingly.
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that incorporates (i) the State investments and infrastructure previously referred to as the "Learning Performance Management
System" in the Phase 2 Application, (ii) the Shared Learning Infrastructure (SLI) and state-level extensions of the SLI, and (iii) the
IlliniCloud, which serves as a proof-of-concept and foundation for a common, cloud-based solution for Illinois educational entities.
While ISLE is a central component of the Illinois RTTT3 Plan, RTTT3 funds will not be used to support the continued development
of ISLE. Rather, the State has committed $12 million in state capital funds for the development of the system architecture.
Furthermore, as more fully described in Criteria C(3), Illinois has been selected to be one of the first states to implement the SLI, a
multi-state collaborative supported by a $100 million philanthropic investment to develop a next-generation technology system that
will enable teachers to easily find high-quality and highly-customizable curriculum and classroom resources aligned to the Common
Core State Standards.

Illinois Collaborative for Educational Policy Research (ICEPR): As further described in Criteria C(3), both RTTT3 and IES State
Longitudinal Data System funding will be used to establish ICEPR in order support the transformation of data into actionable tools
that can drive LEA policy, school improvement, and classroom instruction.

Common Core State Standards (CCSS): In addition to RTTT3 funds, ISBE is using its own funding to hire 15 content specialists to
assist with Common Core State Standards implementation, with expertise in Math, English language arts, and data and assessment.

STEM Learning Exchanges: As further described in Criteria B(3), all RTTT3 funding provided to establish STEM Learning
Exchanges will require private matching grants.

School Improvement Grant Funds (SIG): Participating LEAs with "Tier I" or "Tier 1" schools will be encouraged and expected to
leverage SIG funds to support its RTTT3 scope-of-work and implementation plan.

Furthermore, as demonstrated through this Application, the Illinois RTTT3 plan includes a comprehensive focus on the establishment of
a rigorous course of study in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) for all students within Participating LEAs, including
addressing the needs of underrepresented groups and women. Specifically, Illinois will direct a meaningful share of its Phase 3 award to
advance STEM education through the following projects:

STEM Learning Exchanges: RTTT3 funds will be used to establish "STEM Learning Exchanges" (as further described in Criteria

B(3)). Full-funding will be provided to establish 3-5 STEM Learning Exchanges, with partial funding, through matching planning
grants, to the remaining STEM application areas (see Criteria B(3)). STEM Learning Exchanges will provide the curricular
resources, assessments tools, professional development systems, and IT infrastructure necessary for LEAS to develop STEM-related
Programs of Study (as further described in Criteria B(3)) in these application areas.

Programs of Study: Participating LEAs will be required, through their allocation of RTTT3 funds, to establish Programs of Study in

key STEM application areas as a central component of the Illinois RTTT3 plan. Participating LEAs serving grades 9 through 12
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must establish at least two Programs of Study promoting critical STEM application areas. The Program of Study model (as further
described in Criteria B(3)) provides a wide set of highly flexible options for students to enter STEM-related pathways, especially for
students that have not performed well in traditional science and math courses and other underrepresented groups in STEM fields,
including women and minorities.

e Supports for Programs of Study in key STEM Application Areas: As further described in Criteria B(3), the Illinois Pathways
Advisory Council (IPIC) will establish the Illinois Pathways Resource Center (IPRC) in order to support a centralized resource and
assistance center for the STEM Learning Exchanges that provides services including, but not limited to, coordinating applications
and funding proposals for federal and foundation resources and statewide technical assistance and training in implementing STEM
Programs of Study. Furthermore, through the College and Career Readiness Program (as further described in Criteria B(3)), the
Illinois Community College Board (ICCB) will target support to increase alignment between high school and postsecondary
education in order to strengthen the implementation of Programs of Study in key STEM application areas.

e Integration of STEM Standards and Assessment Strategies: The State's supports for the implementation of the Common Core State
Standards will ensure that the CCSS math and science standards are effectively integrated into the local curriculum. This Plan's
assessment strategies will provide LEAs with access to assessments to effectively measure progress in the STEM disciplines,
including employability and pathway/technical assessments to support P-20 STEM Programs of Study.

e Induction and Mentoring for STEM instructors: Additionally, the State's technical assistance system for induction and mentoring
includes online math and science mentoring — particularly important for rural STEM instructors.

ISBE has extensive experience writing Requests for Proposals and letting and managing contracts. Its use of an Expenditure Review Board,
which meets monthly, and Contract Authorization Form facilitates effective collaboration among its program, legal, and procurement staff. Each
state fiscal year, ISBE manages approximately 100 contracts. The addition of the contracts designated in the State Plan for the length of the
grant period can easily be absorbed by the current infrastructure. Unless otherwise noted, the estimated budget for contractual items is based on
ISBE's prior experience with similar contractual expenses, and a determination that the estimated budget and annual allocations are reasonable
and appropriate. In its contracting and procurement processes, ISBE generally does not break out budgets by work streams to enable bidders to
provide the most effective cost proposal possible in light of the allocated budget.

PROJECT LEVEL BUDGET
The supporting project-level detail is required as back-up to the budget summary. For each project that the State is proposing in order to
implement the plans described in its Race to the Top Phase 3 application, the State should complete the following:

Project-Level Budget Table. Attached to this Application Package is a template for project-level budgets in Excel format. States should complete
a project-level budget table for each project, by budget category and for each year for which funding is requested.
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Project-Level Budget Narrative: Provide a budget narrative that accompanies the Project-Level Budget Table and backup detail associated with
each budget category in the Project-Level Budget.

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: CENTER FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT (CSI)
CRITERIA A(2)

The Center for School Improvement (CSI) is described in Criteria (A)(2) of the Application. CSI will serve as the nexus of Illinois’ Statewide
System of Support (SSOS) to provide high-quality, coordinated and consistent support to districts and schools across the State. 1003(a) funds
will be used to support CSl's activities in eligible low-performing schools and districts and RTTT3 funds will be used to extend CSI's services to
Participating LEAs, and to build capacity within CSI to support key reform areas such as standards implementation and continuous
improvement processes (see Criteria B(3)).

1) Personnel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2) Fringe Benefits
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
3) Travel
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
4) Equipment
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
5) Supplies
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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6) Contractual

ISBE will issue a contract with an entity to lead the CSI. The CSI provides ISBE with greater flexibility to quickly scale up capacity to work
across the State's reform agenda and move ahead with intensive work in the Participating LEAs while expanding its scope in key areas such as
standards implementation and instructional improvement processes. The CSI will be operated as a partnership between: (1) ISBE; (2) one or
more university or nonprofit partners with a proven track record of effectively and efficiently providing high-quality support in the RTTT focus
areas; and (3) the Illinois Association of Regional Superintendents of Schools (IARSS), serving as the representative of the regional delivery
system. The CSI will be responsible for assisting Participating LEAS to incorporate standards-based reporting into their Math, Science and
ELA programs; the training and professional development for the Statewide System of Support coaches; and the evaluation of the Statewide
System of Support.

CSlI's budget will be based upon a cost proposal submitted by the successful bidder and approved through ISBE's procurement process. The
budget estimates per year set forth below assume that Year 1 will primarily consist of planning and start-up activities, the most intensive
assistance to LEAs will occur in Year 2, and Years 3 and 4 will include a transition to other funding streams in order to continue the services as
needed. The CSI will employ one full-time Director, approximately 10 area coordinators to manage the delivery of services throughout
Participating LEAs, and Content Area Specialists to support the roll-out of the Common Core in Participating LEAs. The remaining funding
will be allocated for training and resource development and sub-contractual assistance to support CSI's field activities. The CSI will receive an
additional $5-6 million dollars per year through Title | Part A and SIG 1003(g) state administrative funding. The SIG funding will be
specifically used to support CSl's work with low-performing schools and districts.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $264,000 $1,012,100 $543,500 $274,514 $2,094,114
ISBE will be in compliance with the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40-74.48 and Part 80.36.

7) Training Stipends

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
8) Other
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

Total Direct Costs
Year 1
$264,000

Year 2

Total $1,012,100

Indirect Costs

Year 3
$543,500

Year 4

$274,514

Total
$2,094,114

An Indirect Cost rate of 16.4% will be applied to the first $25,000 of each contract. It is estimated that one contract will be used in each of

the years.
Year 1 Year 2
Total $4,100 $4,100
Funding to Involved LEAs
Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00

Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAS

Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00
Total Funds Requested

Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Total

Year 3
$4,100

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Line 9
$264,000
$1,012,100
$543,500
$274,514
$2,094,114

Year 4

$4,100

Year 4

$0.00

Year 4

$0.00

Line 10
$4,100
$4,100
$4,100
$4,100

$16,400

Total
$16,400

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total
$268,100
$1,016,200
$547,600
$278,614
$2,110,514
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PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION (ISBE) CAPACITY
CRITERIA A(2)

RTTT3 funds will be used to increase capacity at the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) to support the reforms set forth in the
State's Plan as further described in Criteria (A)(2) of the Application. The funding will be used to pay salary, benefits, travel and equipment for
four new positions.

The Director of Performance Management will be charged with gathering, analyzing and making available, as appropriate, all of
the data sources identified in the State's Plan that will be utilized to gauge State and Participating LEA progress toward Plan
implementation, including gains in student achievement. Working with agency staff, the Director of Performance Management will
oversee the development and implementation of key instructional technology initiatives including the Illinois Shared Learning
Environment (ISLE) and also work closely with the Illinois Collaborative for Education Policy Research (ICEPR), both, to integrate
research and evaluation data into the State's performance management processes.

The Director of Policy and Program Implementation will be charged with managing and monitoring the intersecting work of the
State's plan as described in this Application in order to ensure there is coherence and coordination across all reform activities. This
Director will serve as the "glue" that will bind the State's multiple reform efforts into a comprehensive and effective whole. The
Director will work with the Center for School Improvement to coordinate and leverage all aspects of the Center's work while also
managing a process of stakeholder and partner engagement to sustain strong support for this Plan. The Director will be responsible
for raising any implementation issues to the RTTT Leadership and Implementation Team for resolution.

The Statewide Professional Development Coordinator will help ensure that existing and new professional development and
technical assistance programs outlined in this Plan are implemented in a strategic and coordinated manner, taking into consideration
the needs and capacity of Participating LEAs and timelines for implementation of the Plan's reforms. This coordinator will work
closely with the Center for School Improvement Director to strengthen the quality and impact of professional development
offerings.

The RTTT Implementation Counsel will be tasked with handling the legal components of the State's RTTT3 plan including, but
not limited to the preparation of procurement requests, inter-agency and intergovernmental agreements and the review of
Participating LEA Memorandum of Understanding and related agreements. The RTTT Implementation Counsel will also serve as
the liaison to the Department of Education for reporting and compliance-related matters.
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1) Personnel

Director of Performance Management

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
% Base % Base % Base % Base
FTE salary 'O | FTE salay | TO® FTE salary | TO? | FTE | salary | O
50% | 88,800 | $44,400 | 100% ($91,500 |$91,500 | 100% ($94,200 | $94,200 0% $0 $0

Director of Policy and Program Implementation

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
% Base % Base % Base % | Base
FTE Salary | O FTE | salay | O TETE | salay | T ETE salary | 7O

50% | 98,000 $49,000 100%  $100,940 $100,940 100% | $104,000 $104,000 0% $0 $0

Statewide Professional Development Coordinator

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
% | Base 0 Base % | Base % Base
FTE (salary | O® PFTE qoary - T ere  salary | 0@ eTE gy | TOW
50% 88,800 $44,400 | 100% $91,500 $91,500 100% $94,200 $94,200 0% $0 $0
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RTTT Implementation Counsel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
% | Base 0 Base % | Base % Base
FTE |Salary Total % FTE Salary Total FTE | Salary Total FTE | Salary Total
50% (79,600 $39,800 | 100% ($82,000 |$82,000 | 100% |$84,460 | $84,460 0% $0 $0
TOTAL
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
$177,600 $365,940 $376,860 $0

Base salary is projected to increase by three percent in the first three years of the grant. In the fourth year, salary will be paid with an alternate
funding source.

2) Fringe Benefits

Director of Performance Management

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
% Base % Base % Base % Base
FTE Benefit| '°@ | EFTE Benefit| °® | FTE Benefit| '°? | ETE | salary | %
50% $53,280 | $26,640 | 100% |$54,900 ($54,900 |100% ($56,520 | $56,520 0% $0 $0
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Director of Policy and Program Implementation

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
% Base % Base % Base % Base
FTE Benefit %@ | FTE |Benefit| '@ | FTE |Benefit| 'O | FTE | Benefit| 'O
50% $58,300 | $29,400 | 100% $60,564 |$60,564 |100% ($62,400 | $62,400 0% $0 $0

Statewide Professional Development Coordinator

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
% Base % Base % Base % Base
FTE Benefit %@ | FTE |Benefit| '@ | FTE |Benefit| 'O | FTE | Benefit| 'O@
50% $53,280 | $26,640 | 100% $54,900 ($54,900 |100% ($56,520 | $56,520 0% $0 $0

RTTT Implementation Counsel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
% Base % Base % Base % Base
FTE Benefit %2 | FTE |Benefit| '@ | FTE |Benefit| 'O | FTE | Benefit| 'O
50% $47,760 | $23,880 | 100% $49,200 ($49,200 |100% ($50,676 | $50,676 0% $0 $0
TOTAL
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
$106,560 $219,564 $226,116 $0

Benefits computed as 60% of salary (41.55% retirement; 17% group insurance; 1.45% FICA) and increase three percent the first three years of
the grant. In the fourth year, benefits will be paid with an alternate funding source.
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3) Travel
The travel request will cover expenses of staff to and from partner meeting locations.

Given the size of Illinois and the substantial amount that state employees travel between Springfield, the capitol, and Chicago, the
largest city, travel costs are always difficult to estimate, and the numbers below are estimated based on past experience with other
similar positions. Travel for the four personnel was budgeted as a conservative average, and additional travel will most likely need to be
paid with an alternative funding source. Ideally, these would be single day trips. In the event that one of the staff members needed to
stay overnight, part of the $175 allocated for mileage would be traded for lodging costs (unless (s)he stayed in Chicago, where lodging
costs could approach $175.) Also, in the event the overall travel costs for these four individuals begins to exceed those budgeted, ISBE
may use other methods to reduce costs such as encouraging the use of agency vehicles rather than paying mileage. It is anticipated that
travel costs for these individuals would transition to another fund source in the fourth year of the grant. Based on these considerations,
an average of nine to eleven trips to meetings for each staff member (approximately 41 total) for each of Grant Years 1-3 are included in
the budget. Each meeting is budgeted at $200.00 per trip with such expenses including an average mileage reimbursement of $175.00
in addition to a per diem.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $8,200 $8,200 $8,200 $0.00 $24,600

4) Equipment
The current master contract for a laptop is $1,162 and the initial cost of an air card is $55, or a total of $1,217. Notably, air card usage totals
$42 per month. These costs will be paid from another funding source. The current master contract for a desktop is $1,288. The $1,300 was

used in case a desktop is preferred.

Cost of Item Item Description Total

Four laptop/desktop computers will be needed in the first year to
supply the needs of the four employees. Air cards will also be $1,300 |Laptop/Desktop Computer and Air Card | $5,200
purchased to allow for accessibility while out of the office.

Total $5,200
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5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

Supplies

Total

Contractual

Total

Training Stipends

Total

Other

Total

Total Direct Costs

Total

Indirect Costs

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1

$297,560

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2

$593,704

An Indirect Cost rate of 16.4% will be applied.

Total

Year 1

$48,800

Year 2

$97,383

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3

$611,176

Year 3

$100,217

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4

$0

Year 4

$0

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total

$1,502,440

Total

$246,400
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11) Funding to Involved LEAS
Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00

13) Total Funds Requested

Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4

Total

Year 3

$0.00

Year 3

$0.00

Line 9
$297,560
$593,704
$611,176
$0

$1,502,440

Year 4

$0.00

Year 4

$0.00

Line 10
$48,800
$97,383

$100,217
$0

$246,400

Total

$0.00

Total

$0.00

Total
$346,360
$691,087
$711,393
$0

$1,748,840

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: STATE REPORT CARD
CRITERIA A(2)

The State Report Card is described in Criteria (A)(2) of the Application. Legislation enacted in November 2011 will lead to a report card
redesign by October 2013. For the first time, the State expects to report valuable information for stakeholders, in addition to information
required by the No Child Left Behind Act. For example, District and School Report Cards may include new information such as how many
college-level Advanced Placement courses each high school offers, how many eighth-graders passed algebra, and how many teachers received
top ratings on their performance evaluations. In addition, the Report Cards will compare test results to other Illinois public schools with similar
student compositions. RTTT3 funds will be used to support this work. The State Report Card will be an integrated part of the RTTT Outcomes

Measurement Plan as described in Criteria A(2).
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1) Personnel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2) Fringe Benefits
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
3) Travel
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
4) Equipment
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
5) Supplies
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

6) Contractual
ISBE will contract with an entity to provide supports and enhancements to complement the re-designed State Report Card.

The contractor's budget will be based upon a cost proposal submitted by the successful bidder and approved through ISBE's procurement
process. The budget estimates per year set forth below are based on ISBE experience with other data management and reporting projects. The
estimates assume that most contractual expenditures will occur in Years 1 and 2, when the report card design and data configuration work will
occur. Years 3 and 4 will include data management and production of the new report card.
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Total

Year 1

$491,800

Year 2

$295,000

Year 3

$98,400

Year 4

$98,400

Total

$983,600

ISBE will be in compliance with the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40-74.48 and Part 80.36.

7) Training Stipends

Total

8) Other

Total

9) Total Direct Costs

Total

10) Indirect Costs

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1

$491,800

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2

$295,000

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3

$98,400

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4

$98,400

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total

$983,600

An Indirect Cost rate of 16.4% will be applied to the first $25,000 of each contract. It is estimated that one contract will be used in each of

the years.

Total

Year 1

$4,100

11) Funding to Involved LEAS

Total

Year 1
$0.00

Year 2

$4,100

Year 2
$0.00

Year 3

$4,100

Year 3
$0.00

Year 4

$4,100

Year 4
$0.00

Total

$16,400

Total
$0.00
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12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00
13) Total Funds Requested

Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Total

Year 3 Year 4 Total
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Line 9 Line 10 Total
$491,800 $4,100 $495,900
$295,000 $4,100 $299,100

$98,400 $4,100 $102,500

$98,400 $4,100 $102,500
$983,600 $16,400 $1,000,000

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: ASSESSMENTS FOR LEARNING

CRITERIAB(3)

The Assessments for Learning Project is described in Criteria (B)(3) of the Application. The State plans to support an accelerated
transition by Participating LEAs to high quality assessments by contracting with an entity to provide a two-pronged Assessments for Learning
strategy to support standards implementation, instructional improvement and measures of student growth.

1) Personnel

Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00
2) Fringe Benefits
Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00

Year 3 Year 4 Total
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Year 3 Year 4 Total
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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3) Travel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
4) Equipment
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
5) Supplies
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

6) Contractual

ISBE will contract with an entity to oversee and manage the two-pronged Assessment for Learning strategy set forth in B(3) of the application.
e InProng 1, the Assessments for Learning management entity will develop and administer a Statewide RFSP for Type | assessments.
e InProng 2, the Assessments for Learning management entity will develop, plan, establish, and administer working groups for
development of open-source frameworks and assessment items for Type Il and 111 assessments.

The support vendor's budget will be based upon a cost proposal submitted by the successful bidder and approved through ISBE's procurement
process. The budget estimates per year set forth below assume that Year 1 will primarily consist of planning and start-up activities, the most
intensive assessment development activities will occur in Year 2, and Years 3 and 4 will include a transition to other funding streams in order to
continue the services as needed. The budget assumes at least one full-time staff member with administrative support, with the remainder of
funding allocated for funding for assessment and subject-area experts and administration of the working groups.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $175,300 $672,000 $361,000 $175,300 $1,383,600

ISBE will be in compliance with the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40-74.48 and Part 80.36.
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7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

Training Stipends

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total Direct Costs
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $175,300 $672,000 $361,000 $175,300 $1,383,600

Indirect Costs
An Indirect Cost rate of 16.4% will be applied to the first $25,000 of each contract. It is estimated that one contract will be used in each of

the years.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $4,100 $4,100 $4,100 $4,100 $16,400
Funding to Involved LEAS
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAS
¢ While no supplemental funding will be provided to Participating LEAs, 10% of the Participating LEAS' allocation must be used for
network activity to design open source assessment frameworks and items. Participating LEAs will be able to use these funds for
release time for teachers to develop or hire consultants to design items or to help fund an ISBE contract to support this work.
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

13) Total Funds Requested

Line 9 Line 10
Year 1 $175,300 $4,100
Year 2 $672,000 $4,100
Year 3 $361,000 $4,100
Year 4 $175,300 $4,100
Total $1,383,600 $16,400

Total
$0.00

Total

$179,400
$676,100
$365,100
$179,400

$1,400,000

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: STEM LEARNING EXCHANGES,
PATHWAYS RESOURCE CENTER AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT CRITERIA B(3)

1) Personnel

Existing ISBE personnel will manage the administration of the contracts described below. .

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2) Fringe Benefits
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
3) Travel:
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total
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Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

4) Equipment

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
5) Supplies
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

6) Contractual
STEM Learning Exchanges

STEM Learning Exchanges, as further designed in Criteria B(3), a public-private education infrastructure designed to advance college and
career readiness by coordinating statewide networks organized around the career cluster frameworks. Each STEM Learning Exchange will
operate as a consortium of public-private partners that is supported by a lead non-profit organization that will serve as the administrative and
fiscal agent for the Learning Exchange.

This network will reduce the transaction costs by connecting with a wide range of partners to share resources and coordinate public-private
investments to support local implementation of Programs of Study (POS) in key STEM application areas. IPIC, as described above and more
fully in Criteria B(3), is responsible for selecting the lead entity for each Learning Exchange as well as supporting them through data sharing
and alignment with state policies and programs.

IPIC will award both planning and implementation grants through a competitive selection to establish the STEM Learning Exchanges. ISBE
anticipates providing approximately 4 implementation grants at $500,000 each and 6 planning grants at $50,000 each over the course of three-
years. Each implementation and planning grant will require, at minimum, a one-to-one match thereby leveraging an additional $2,300,000 to
support STEM education in lllinois. The funding for the Learning Exchanges will be used to support staffing and the convening of statewide
meetings, but the majority of resources (approximate 60-40 split) will support implementation of the nine functions described in the application
narrative. Such activities include supporting the development, aggregation and implementation of career cluster-based curriculum and career
guidance resources as well as supporting and funding work-based learning opportunities for students and professional development workshops
for teachers. Planning grants will specifically be used to support staffing, the convening of regional meetings, and the publication of final
reports and recommendations that will be disseminated statewide.
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Below is a list of example allowable expenses and activities for Learning Exchanges accompanied by an example allocation for a Learning
Exchange funded at $500,000.

1/2 of Salary and benefits for full-time staff members, e.g. $119,925 for one full-time staff member over three years ($39,975 each year)
(based on a total salary of $239,850 or $79,950 each year).

1/2 of Travel and travel-related expenses, e.g. $28,125 over three years (based on total travel of $56,250, or $18,750 per year).
Supporting the nine functions of the Learning Exchanges identified in Attachment 4, including activities related to the development of
e-learning curriculum, developing and hosting competitive challenges, distributing career development information, professional
development support (including sponsoring STEM externships), and other materials and resources, e.g. $351,950 over three years.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $1,250,000 $850,000 $200,000 $0.00 $2,300,000

Illinois Pathways Resource Center

IPIC will establish the Illinois Pathways Resource Center (IPRC) in order to support a centralized resource and assistance center for the
Learning Exchanges that provides services including, but not limited to, the following:

1.

Annual STEM Learning Exchange Conference: 1 to 1.5 day conference for 300-400+ participants who are interested in the STEM
Learning Exchange Initiative in Illinois. Comprehensive agenda to showcase STEM Learning Exchange progress on an annual basis.

Regional Meetings and Workshops: .5 to 1 day targeted regional meetings and workshops focused on critical aspects of planning,
implementing and evaluating Programs of Study . These meetings and workshops align well with the strategy already employed by the
Illinois Community College Board (ICCB) to support POS through the "Pathways to Results" program.

Train the Trainer Workshops: 1-3 day workshops focused on preparing state, regional, STEM Learning Exchange, Teacher Educator,
Graduate Educator and other qualified professionals to support POS planning and implementation.

Leadership Workshops: .5 to 1 day workshops designed to engage K-12, community college and university, business and other leaders
in essential knowledge and skills to support POS planning and implementation.

Cross-site Meetings: 1-day meetings that bring together K-12 school, community colleges and universities, businesses, CBOs and
others who are working together as partners to support POS planning and implementation. Meetings will be organized by cluster sites
that have similar POS implementation plans, based on stage of implementation, regions, challenges, etc.

Networking Strategies: Organizations involved in POS will be encouraged to support one another using strategies such as Lead sites,
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Learning sites, etc. These strategies will be modeled after current strategies used with Pathways to Results.

7. One-on-one consulting, coaching and facilitation: Limited opportunity exists for one-on-one support (if extensive support needed,
outside organizations may need to provide financial support).

8. Website: created and maintained by IPRC with extensive interconnectivity to STEM Learning Exchanges, state agencies, employers,
and others.

9. Evidence-based materials and resources: Accessible and downloadable on IPRC Website. Selected materials will be produced in print
format to ensure widespread dissemination statewide. Examples of such materials and resources include: a STEM Learning Exchange
Resource Directory; e-learning modules created, maintained and accessible on the IPRC website; and webinars and go to meetings on
high priority topics and special issues to help link experts with practitioners.

10. Grant Writing: Support to secure additional resources to help scale up STEM Learning Exchanges and POS reform.

In addition to these technical assistance strategies, the IPRC will engage in applied research activities that support the STEM Learning
Exchanges. Without research to produce the evidence-based materials mentioned above, the STEM Learning Exchange initiative may have
difficulty achieving sustainability and scale up because new dollars are likely to depend on a baseline of evidence of success.

The IPRC may be a single entity or multiple entities tasked with different activities. The entity(ies) will be established through a competitive
procurement process or through intergovernmental agreements with eligible entities, such as university systems. A breakdown of approximate
costs for the IPRC is as follows:

Budget Category Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Salary and Benefits $180,250 | $250,000 | $230,000 $0.00 $660,250
Professional services $15,400 $15,000 $15,000 $0.00 $45,400
(conference registration fees,
consultations)
Travel $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $0.00 $30,000
Room rental and refreshments $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $0.00 $60,000
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Communications (telephone, $2,000 $1,500 $1,500 $0.00 $5,000
postage & mailings)

Duplication & Printing $10,000 $10,000 $8,500 $0.00 $28,500
Workman’s Compensation $200 $250 $200 $0.00 $650.00
Consumable Project supplies $2,550 $3,250 $2,300 $0.00 $8,100
Facilities & administrative costs $10,000 $15,000 $12,500 $0.00 $37,500
Total $250,400 | $325,000 | $300,000 $0.00 $875,400

The State has followed the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40 - 74.48 and Part 80.36.

7) Training Stipends

Year 1
Total $0.00
8) Other
Year 1
Total $0.00
9) Total Direct Costs
Year 1
Total $1,500,400

10) Indirect Costs

e The indirect cost rate is 16.4% of the initial $25,000 of the contracted amount. It is estimated that two contracts will be used in each of

grant years 1-3.

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2
$1,175,000

Year 3

Year 4

$0.00

Year 3

Year 4

$0.00

Year 3

Year 4

$500,000

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

Total

$0.00

Total

$0.00

Total
$3,175,400
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

Total $8,200 $8,200 $8,200 $0.00 $24,600

11) Funding for Involved LEAS
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAS

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
13) Total Costs
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $1,508,600 $1,183,200 $508,200 $0.00 $3,200,000

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: COLLEGE AND CAREER READINESS PROGRAM
CRITERIAB(3)

1) Personnel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2) Fringe Benefits
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

77




3) Travel

4) Equipment

5) Supplies

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

6) Contractual: ISBE will enter an intergovernmental agreement with the Illinois Community College Board to manage and implement the
College and Career Readiness Program, as further described in Criteria B(3), which focuses on the development and utilization of target
interventions in high schools by community colleges in an effort to reduce remediation for students with a particular focus on STEM application
areas. These interventions include instruction, targeted support services, and work with high schools and community colleges to improve
curriculum alignment to support implementation of Programs of Study in key STEM application areas. RTTT3 funding will be used to support
the following goals:

Diagnosing college readiness for students in Programs of Study by aligning placement assessments from secondary to postsecondary
education in developmental and freshmen curriculum;

Reduction of remediation by utilizing targeted interventions in the high schools to decrease remedial needs for students in math, reading
and writing;

Alignment of high school and college curriculum;

Provision of resources and academic support to students in their senior year of high school through remedial or advanced coursework
and other interventions; and

Evaluating the performance of the interventions through both self-evaluation processes and an external evaluation.

Specifically, funding will be allocated approximately as follows:

Personnel: one project director at $36,200 throughout the grant period (reduced amount in Grant Year 1). The Senior Director for
Academic Affairs and Director for Academic Affairs time on this project will be provided in kind over the grant period.

Fringe: $14,500 annually (reduced amount in Grant Year 1).

Sub-contract/Intergovernmental Agreement: A sub-contract/intergovernmental agreement will be entered for the evaluation of this
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project, with reports required on an annual basis. Total cost of the evaluation over the grant period, as further delineated below, is
estimated at $100,000.

Professional Development: ICCB will partner with professional organizations to provide training on the core elements of the project,
including, but not limited to: (1) curriculum alignment in Math and ELA; (2) curriculum alignment in STEM careers; (3) integrating the
Common Core State Standards and the Common Technical Core (under development) into curriculum; (4) building partnerships across
secondary and postsecondary education; and (5) developing effective high school interventions. Total cost of the professional services
over the grant period, as further delineated below, is $28,649.50.

College Sites: Funding will be provided to seven colleges that serve Participating LEAs to support the engagement of low-performing
high schools within those districts. Funding for Grant Year 1 will be focused on developing a protocol for the alignment and delivery of
college and career readiness assessments and the delivery of those assessment to no less than 3 partner high schools' junior classes in
CTE and STEM focused programs/courses. In addition, Grant Year 1 funding will also be used for the development of a targeted
remedial intervention model to reduce remedial needs in math and/or CTE gatekeeper courses and the convening of meetings with high
school and postsecondary faculty to assess and develop a plan for the alignment of curriculum. Funding in Grant Years 2-4 will be
focused on the delivery of college and career readiness assessments to partner high schools' junior classes in CTE and STEM focused
programs/courses; the delivery of targeted remedial interventions in math and CTE gatekeeper courses; continuing alignment activities
between high school and postsecondary institutions; and the delivery of an academic and student services support plan to directly
engage the targeted high school juniors. Total cost for the College Site component over the grant period, as further delineated below, is
$630,000 ($10,000 per college site in Grant Year 1, $30,000 per college site in each of Grant Years 2 and 3, and $20,000 per college
site in Grant Year 4).

Travel/Meetings: $7,200 is budgeted for travel to and from meetings to support the activities referenced above, as further delineated
below.

Indirect Costs: $27,625.50 is budgeted for indirect costs to support the activities referenced above, as further delineated below.

The State has followed the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40 - 74.48 and Part 80.36.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Personnel 27,150 36,200 36,200 36,200 135,750
Fringe 10,875 14,500 14,500 14,500 54,375
Evaluation 4,000 28,000 28,000 40,000 100,000
Professional Development 4,233.50 9,297 9,297 5,822 28,649.50
College Sites 70,000 210,000 210,000 140,000 630,000
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7) Training Stipends

Travel / Meeting Expenses

1,200

2,000

2,000

2,000

Indirect Costs

5,491.50

7,378

7,378

7,378

| ' Yearl | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 | Total

| Total | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00
8) Other

| ' Yearl | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 | Total

| Total | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00
9) Total Direct Costs

| ' Yearl | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 | Total

| Total | $122950 |  $307,375 |  $307,375 | $245,900 | $983,600

10) Indirect Costs

The indirect cost rate is 16.4% of the initial $25,000 of the contracted amount. It is estimated that one contract will be used in each of

the years.
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $4,100 $4,100 $4,100 $4,100 $16,400
11) Funding for Involved LEAS
| ' Yearl | Year2 | Year3 | Year4 | Total
| Total | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00 | $0.00
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12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAS

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
13) Total Costs
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $127,050 $311,475 $311,475 $250,000 $1,000,000

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: ILLINOIS COLLABORATIVE
FOR EDUCATION PoLICY RESEARCH CRITERIA C(3)

The Illinois Collaborative for Education Policy Research (ICEPR) is described in Criteria (C)(3) of the Application. ICEPR will be established
with both RTTT3 and IES State Longitudinal Data System funding, and will extend the practice of using data to create actionable tools that
drive LEA policy, school improvement, and classroom instruction to a broader number of Participating LEAs. Data will be obtained from the
State longitudinal data system and from LEA instructional improvement systems (including ISLE). In addition, as described in (A)(2), ICEPR
will also help design and implement the State's outcomes measurement system for Participating LEAS.

1) Personnel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2) Fringe Benefits
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
3) Travel
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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4) Equipment

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
5) Supplies
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

6) Contractual

ISBE will contract with an entity to manage ICEPR, including recruiting researchers and coordinating their work across multiple institutions;
facilitating data sharing arrangements with LEAs and easing administrative demands of research projects; communicating research findings in a
way that informs ongoing practice, policy development, and innovative program implementation; and seeking and securing external funding for
projects. In particular, ICEPR will provide critical support to the State's implementation of the redesign of performance evaluation systems
through its management of an independent analysis of performance evaluation implementation. The Performance Evaluation Reform Act
specifically requires that the State contract for a research-based study of performance evaluation reform by no later than September 1, 2012.

To align its work with the key objectives of this Plan, ICEPR research agenda will be focused on how policies and programs in the following
areas promote student growth and close achievement gaps: (1) systems to attract, develop, and support effective teachers and leaders; (2) P-20
alignment and college- and career-readiness; (3) innovations and interventions in low-performing schools and districts; (4) assessment and
management of learning (formative vs. summative); and (5) approaches to teaching math and science (including STEM education), language,
and literacy, and enhanced outcomes for traditionally low-achieving student groups.

Budget estimates assume that Year 1 will focus on organizing the ICEPR partnership, governance structure, policies, and building relationships.
ICEPR will be creating the initial ILDS Research Agenda and providing consultation in the selection of a PERA research entity. Year 2 will continue
to reach out to policy researchers and engaging them in implementing the ICEPR, including creating processes to create human subjects review
capacity, creating processes to review and approve policy studies tied to the proposed ILDS research agenda, etc. Year 3 will focus on growing
capacity of policy researchers and the state systems to provide researcher access to data, to support dissemination of policy research, and to pursue
additional funding to support research supportive of RTTT3 and ILDS.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

Total $165,900 $195,900 $125,900 $0.00 $487,700

ISBE will be in compliance with the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40-74.48 and Part 80.36.
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7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

Training Stipends

Total

Other

Total

Total Direct Costs

Total

Indirect Costs

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1

$165,900

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2

$195,900

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3

$125,900

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4

$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total

$487,700

An Indirect Cost rate of 16.4% will be applied to the first $25,000 of each contract. It is estimated that one contract will be used in each of

Grant Years 1-3.

Total

Year 1

$4,100

Funding to Involved LEASs

Total

Year 1
$0.00

Year 2

$4,100

Year 2
$0.00

Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAS

Total

Year 1
$0.00

Year 2
$0.00

Year 3

$4,100

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Year 4

$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Total

$12,300

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00
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13) Total Funds Requested

Line 9 Line 10 Total
Year 1 $165,900 $4,100 $170,000
Year 2 $195,900 $4,100 $200,000
Year 3 $125,900 $4,100 $130,000
Year 4 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $487,700 $12,300 $500,000

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: PERFORMANCE EVALUATION IMPLEMENTATION

CRITERIA D(2)

The Performance Evaluation Implementation Project is described in Criteria (D)(2) of the Application. RTTT3 funds will be provided to
support implementation of the Performance Evaluation Reform Act of 2010, which substantially re-envisioned the State systems for supporting
developing teachers and leaders by tightly aligning student outcomes and effectiveness measures. These state supports will be critical to the
ability of Participating LEAs to undertake the significant changes required under PERA and accelerated under this Application. Specifically,
ISBE will contract with entities for the development and implementation of the PERA Evaluator Pre-Qualification and Training Program and
the development and implementation of the Survey of Learning Conditions and will also provide funding to support the Performance Evaluation
Advisory Council (PEAC) and its related subcommittee work. In addition, ISBE will provide funding to local districts to support evaluator
training and will contract with an entity, as further described in Criteria C(3), for the PERA Research-based Study.

1) Personnel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2) Fringe Benefits
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00
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3)

4)

5)

6)

Travel
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Equipment
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Supplies
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Contractual

ISBE will contract with an entity for the development and implementation of the PERA Evaluator Pre-Qualification and Training Program.
Under this Request for Proposals, which was released this past October in anticipation of the future availability of RTTT3 funds, the State is
seeking one or more contractors for the development of a performance evaluation training program, the delivery of evaluator training
courses, and the provision of technical assistance and web-based resources to support the redesigned teacher and principal evaluation
system. The contractor will commence work in Spring 2012. As shown below, this contractual component is weighted heavily in Grant
Year 1 because Illinois is required to create evaluation materials and train 7,500 to 8,000 evaluators by September 1, 2012. The $2.5
million budgeted for this contract in Grant Years 1 and 2 will be allocated approximately as follows:

e Personnel: Funds are budgeted for individuals to manage this project including the supervision of all staff and deliverables for the
teacher and principal evaluation training programs. Specifically, funding will be allocated to management of the instructional
design, required technology integration, program logistics, project tracking and reporting, content design, and the train the trainer
and re-training programs. In addition, funding will be provided to individuals who will serve as master trainers for the training of
the teacher and principal evaluators, the train-the trainer programs, and the remediation modules. Funding will also be allocated for
technical assistance (development, coordination and support for web-based and online system components). The total personnel
budget over Grant Years 1 and 2 is $1,003,000.

e Supplies and Materials: Funding will be used for the purchase of laptop computers for data analysis and reporting, LDC projects
for statewide meetings, and related office supplies. The total supplies and materials budget over Grant Years 1 and 2 is $10,000.

e Travel: Funding will be allocated for travel costs associated with statewide/regional meetings and training sessions for both teacher
and principal evaluators. The total travel budget over Grant Years 1 and 2 is $33,000.

e Production Costs: Funding will be provided for the duplication of numerous materials for the teacher and principal evaluator
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trainings. The total production budget over Grant Years 1 and 2 is $85,000.

e Subcontracts: The contractor will enter into subcontracts for the development of the student growth component for both the teacher
and principal evaluation trainings; regional kick-off training events and technical support components of the overall project. The
total subcontract budget over Grant Years 1 and 2 is $1,369,000.

PERA Evaluator Pre-Qualification and Training Program Contract
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $2,150,000 $350,000 $0.00 $0.00 $2,500,000

ISBE will also contract with an entity for the development and administration of a Survey of Learning Conditions. RTTT3 funds will be
used to support the development of a survey of learning conditions to provide feedback from, students in grades 6 through 12 and teachers
on the instructional environment within the schools and the administration of said survey in approximately 1500 schools. lllinois budgeted
$375,000 in the first year of the grant and $275,000 in the second year of the grant to develop, pilot and commence implementation of a
climate survey which will be applied uniformly across the state at approximately one-fourth of its schools. Illinois used $500 per school as
the estimated amount for development and implementation of the survey based on the cost Illinois school districts and other states have
previously experienced to administer similar surveys. None of these funds will be granted directly to LEAs, but rather such numbers were
used as a basis to calculate the contract with the entity that will design and administer the Survey of Learning Conditions. $50,000 was
budgeted in the third and fourth years of the grant for continued implementation of the survey across schools to measure changes in the
climate over the elapsed time. Schools within Participating LEAs will be given first priority and if additional funds remain, those funds will
be used to administer the Survey of Learning Conditions in schools within Involved LEAs. If such funding is not enough to cover the
schools within Participating LEAS, a competitive process will be used to select the schools within the Participating LEAs where the Survey
of Learning Conditions will be administered. School climates and learning conditions are associated with positive youth development,
effective risk prevention, student learning and academic achievement, increased student graduation rates, and teacher retention.

Survey of Learning Conditions Contract
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $375,000 $275,000 $50,000 $50,000 $750,000

ISBE will contract with an entity, as further described in Criteria C(3), to develop a PERA Research-based Study. This study will use data
collected by the State including, but not limited to, performance ratings for teachers and principals, district recommendations to renew or
not renew non-tenured teachers, and student achievement data. In addition, the LEA data made available through ISLE may allow the
PERA Evaluation to incorporate information from local assessment and HR systems for evaluation in a statewide manner that has never
before been possible. ICEPR will partner with ISBE on the management of this contract. ISBE has extensive experience contracting with
entities for external evaluations of agency programs, and ISBE anticipates the contractual funds will be used for at least one principal
researcher, administrative support, data collection and analysis, and other related activities.
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PERA Research-based Study Contract
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $181,000 $728,000 $545,900 $0.00 $1,454,900

In addition, ISBE will contract with entities and individuals for work designed to support PEAC and its subcommittees with PERA-related
implementation activities. lllinois plans on contracting with a single facilitator in the first year of the grant. The $50,000 budgeted for the
facilitator's services was based on ISBE's previous experience hiring facilitators for other advisory groups of stakeholders. Another
$150,000 was budgeted in Grant Year 1 for additional consultants to assist PEAC. Again, Illinois budgeted this amount for additional
consultants based on its previous experience hiring consultants to assist other advisory groups of stakeholders. The $200,000 for these
contractual relationships was budgeted for the second year of the grant as well, but was eliminated in the third and fourth year of the grant in
anticipation of declining need for support over time.

PEAC Committee Support Contract
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $200,000 $200,000 $0.00 $0.00 $400,000

Total Contractual Budget
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $2,906,000 $1,553,000 $595,900 $50,000 $5,104,900
ISBE will be in compliance with the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40-74.48 and Part 80.36.

7) Training Stipends

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
8) Other
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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9) Total Direct Costs
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $2,908,400 $1,558,600 $600,200 $50,000 $5,117,200

10) Indirect Costs

An Indirect Cost rate of 16.4% will be applied to the first $25,000 of each contract. It is estimated that four contracts will be used in Grant
Years 1 and 2, two contracts in Grant Year 3 and one contract in Grant Year 1.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $16,400 $16,400 $8,200 $4,100 $45,100

11) Funding to Involved LEAS
See description under Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAS.
12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs

$1.3 million will be distributed to Participating and Involved LEAs during the first two years of the grant for evaluator training. First
priority will be given to Participating LEAs, followed by Involved LEAs. Given that the State does not yet know which LEAs will be
Participating LEAs, the exact breakdown between funding to Participating and Involved LEAS can not be ascertained at this time.

All of this funding will be used for training occurring during the 2012-2013 school year (which includes a portion of Year 1 and Year 2 of
the grant). It is anticipated that most of the training will occur in the first half of the 2012-13 school year. It is anticipated that $200 per
evaluator will be provided to 6,500 individuals. ISBE has estimated that 6,500 evaluators must be trained to ensure one evaluator of
principals per district, and one evaluator of teachers per school building (not including evaluators in an LEA that receives 50% or more of
the RTTT3 Participating LEA allocation, per the last sentence of this paragraph). ISBE has estimated $200/per evaluator based upon its
experience with the cost of other similar training programs. LEAs will select the individuals that will participate in the training; PERA
allows administrators and teachers to serve as qualified evaluators. No funding will be provided for any RTTT3 Participating LEA
receiving 50% or more of the RTTT3 Participating LEA allocation. If the allocated funding is not sufficient, ISBE will administer to
Involved LEAS using a competitive process.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $1,050,000 $250,000 $0 $0 $1,300,000
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13) Total Funds Requested

Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Total

Line 9 Line 10
$2,906,000 $16,400
$1,553,000 $16,400

$595,900 $8,200
$50,000 $4,100
$5,104,900 $45,100

Line 12
$1,050,000
$250,000
$0
$0
$1,300,000

Total
$3,972,400
$1,819,400

$604,100

$54,100
$6,450,000

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: TEACHER PIPELINE FOR
HIGH POVERTY HIGH MINORITY SCHOOLS
CRITERIA D(3)

The Teacher Pipeline for High Poverty High Minority (HPHM) Schools is described in Criteria (D)(3) of the Application. Funding will be used
to provide incentives for teacher preparation programs to: develop new programs aligned with the CCSS and ISLE; and establish partnerships
with Participating LEAs to support placements of teachers with extensive training on CCSS in HPHM schools.

1) Personnel

No personnel will be hired for this project. EXisting ISBE personnel will support any administrative functions relating to this project.

Total

2) Fringe Benefits

Total

3) Travel

Total

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1
$0.00

Year 1
$0.00

Year 2 Year 3
$0.00 $0.00

Year 2 Year 3
$0.00 $0.00

Year 2 Year 3
$0.00 $0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00
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4) Equipment

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
5) Supplies
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

6) Contractual

Funding will be provided to elementary and middle level teacher preparation programs to align their curriculum to the CCSS and ISLE
while also developing new programs focusing on the four core academic areas: ELA, Math, Science and Social Science. By creating
partnerships with Participating LEAS, teacher preparation programs will bring faculty together with teachers from the Participating LEAS to
learn about the CCSS and develop new courses and programs to be submitted to the State Educator Preparation and Licensure Board
(SEPLB). All grantees will be required to partner with a Participating LEA.

ISBE anticipates providing funding for up to two universities in Year 1 to provide stipends to faculty to develop the changes in
curriculum to align with CCSS and align with ISLE. By Year 2, it is anticipated that the design phase will be completed and ISBE
will be able to enter into agreements with approximately six more institutions, who will use the funding for stipends to faculty
for alignment activities. It is then anticipated that the number of institutions to which funding will be offered will decline in the
third year of the grant and even further in the fourth year as the re-alignment is completed.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $120,000 $467,600 $235,000 $120,000 $942,600

ISBE will be in compliance with the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40-74.48 and Part 80.36.

7) Training Stipends
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

Other
Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00
Total Direct Costs
Year 1 Year 2
Total $120,000 $467,600

Indirect Costs

An Indirect Cost rate of 16.4% will be applied to the first $25,000 of each contract. It is estimated that contracts with two higher education
institutions will be used in years one and four, six contracts will be used in year two and four contracts will be used in year three.

Year 1 Year 2
Total $8,200 $24,600
Funding for Involved LEAS
Year 1 Year 2
Total $0.00 $0.00

Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAs
Year 1 Year 2

Total $0.00 $0.00

Total Funds Requested

Year 1

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3

$235,000

Year 3

$16,400

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Line 9

$120,000

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4

$120,000

Year 4

$8,200

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Line 10

$8,200

Total
$0.00

Total

$942,600

Total

$57,400

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total

$128,200
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Year 2 $467,600 $24,600 $492,200

Year 3 $235,000 $16,400 $251,400
Year 4 $120,000 $8,200 $128,200
Total $942,600 $57,400 $1,000,000

PROJECT-LEVEL BUDGET NARRATIVE: TEACHER AND PRINCIPAL INDUCTION AND MENTORING
CRITERIA D(5)

The Teacher and Principal Induction and Mentoring Program is described in Criteria (D)(5) of the Application. Illinois needs to secure its
investment in educator induction and mentoring. Since FY 2007, Illinois has spent over $50 million to develop and refine state and district
capacity to implement high quality educator induction including the development of program standards and a continuum for program
improvement for teachers. With the passage of PERA and adoption of the CCSS, there is even a greater need for strong teacher and principal
induction and mentoring programs.

1) Personnel

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
2) Fringe Benefits
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
3) Travel
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
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4) Equipment

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
5) Supplies
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

6) Contractual

ISBE will contract with entities to provide technical assistance for the induction and mentoring programs developed by the Participating LEAS
and also for the development of mechanisms to ensure program quality and accountability. Key components of the technical assistance system
will include:

e Tailored Program Improvement: ISBE, working with one or more partner organizations, will assemble a team of staff who will
provide tailored technical assistance to individual program leadership teams in Participating LEAs. This focused and consistent
coaching and support for individual induction programs will serve as the cornerstone for improving program quality.

e Formative Assessment and Mentoring Materials: Technical assistance providers will provide guidance and support to programs
around the use of formative assessment of new teacher practice protocols and local teacher evaluation procedures.

e Online Mentoring for Math, Science, and Special Education Teachers: The technical assistance system will provide enhanced
mentoring services for first-time STEM teachers via online technology. These services are particularly important for new teachers
in rural and/or many urban settings who may not have access to a qualified, experienced teacher in one of these high-need subject
areas.

In order to ensure program accountability, the State will contract with an entity to develop and implement a process of ongoing program
improvement based upon the Illinois Standards of Quality and Effectiveness for Beginning Teacher Induction Programs, the Illinois Continuum
of Induction Program Development, and implementation and impact data. To collect the necessary data for the program accountability process,
ISBE, working with the contracted entity, will develop a system that collects and synthesizes program impact data, including teacher
effectiveness, teacher retention, student achievement, and teacher efficacy. The Statewide Professional Development Coordinator will be
responsible for overseeing and coordinating the contracts specified above. The breakdown of the total contractual budget of $1,165,200 is
outlined in the table below.
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Activities Work Stream Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Network Meetings 30,000 80,000 70,000 24,000
Online Mentoring for STEM Teachers 90,000 | 205,000 | 200,000 45,000
Induction Institutes 30,000 30,000

State Level Accountability Plan 10,000 15,000 5,000

Technical Assistance re Incorporating New

Teacher Practice Protocols 10,000 15,000 5,000

Individual Program Coaching and Support 41,200 | 105,000 | 105,000 50,000
Contractual Services Total 211,200 | 450,000 385,000 119,000

ISBE will be in compliance with the procedures for procurement under 34 CFR Parts 74.40-74.48 and Part 80.36.

7) Training Stipends

Year 1
Total $0.00
8) Other
Year 1
Total $0.00
9) Total Direct Costs
Year 1
Total $211,200

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2
$0.00

Year 2

$450,000

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3
$0.00

Year 3

$385,000

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4
$0.00

Year 4

$119,000

Total
$0.00

Total
$0.00

Total

$1,165,200
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10) Indirect Costs
An Indirect Cost rate of 16.4% will be applied to the first $25,000 of each contract. It is estimated that two contracts will be used in each of

the years.
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total

Total $8,200 $8,200 $8,200 $8,200 $32,800

11) Funding to Involved LEAS
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

12) Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAS

The distribution of $1,802,000 to Participating LEAs was developed based on the goal of serving 300 teachers and 40 principals annually.
In years one and two, $1,600 per teacher and principal is budgeted; in year three, $1,200 per teacher and principal is budgeted; and in year
four, $900 per teacher and principal is budgeted. Increased funding was provided in Grant Years 1 and 2 based on the assumption that
success of the program in the first two years of the grant program will reduce the cost per mentor in the subsequent years. Also, if the
program experiences measurable success in the first two years, alternative funding streams may be identified in the last two years of the
grant program and beyond. As the State does not yet know the number and identify of its Participating LEAs, it is uncertain whether
funding will be available to Involved LEAs. If the budgeted funds under this line item are indeed greater than needed, ISBE will utilize
any remaining funds for induction and mentoring programs in the Involved LEAs. If the allocated funds are less than needed, ISBE will
administer to Participating LEAs using a competitive process.

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Total
Total $544,000 $544,000 $408,000 $306,000 $1,802,000
13) Total Funds Requested
Line 9 Line 10 Line 12 Total
Year 1 $211,200 $8,200 $544,000 $763,400
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Year 2 $450,000 $8,200 $544,000 $1,002,200

Year 3 $385,000 $8,200 $408,000 $801,200
Year 4 $119,000 $8,200 $306,000 $433,200
Total $1,165,200 $32,800 $1,802,000 $3,000,000
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BUDGET: INDIRECT COST INFORMATION

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

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

YES X
NO O

If yes, please provide the following information:

Period Covered by the Indirect Cost Rate Agreement (mm/dd/yyyy):
From: _7/1/2011 To: 6/30/2012

Approving Federal agency: X ED ___ Other
(Please specify agency):

Directions for this form:

1.

2.

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

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

If “No” is checked, ED generally will authorize grantees to use a temporary rate of 10 percent of budgeted salaries and wages subject to
the following limitations:
(a) The grantee must submit an indirect cost proposal to its cognizant agency within 90 days after ED issues a grant award notification;

and
(b) If after the 90-day period, the grantee has not submitted an indirect cost proposal to its cognizant agency, the grantee may not charge
its grant for indirect costs until it has negotiated an indirect cost rate agreement with its cognizant agency.
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Copy of FINAL 2 2 12 IL_RTTT3 Excel Budget Final (4) 1of 12
INSTRUCTIONS

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USE

IMPORTANT: State populates white and yellow cells. Purple boxes are automatically calculated.

Begin with Project 1. This project includes sample numbers to demonstrate how this workbook works. Update the numbers in white and the indirect/fringe rates in yellow, but do not change
1) the purple cells.

2) Be sure to include your State's indirect and fringe rates, as applicable.
Once you have inserted all the relevant information for your projects, insert "Funding subgranted to LEAs" in the white cells within the Total worksheet (first tab after the Instructions).

3) Everything else in Total worksheet will lculated.

Add worksheets as needed by copying and pasting the existing template sheets as needed. Fifteen project worksheets are currently included for your use. Make sure to check that the Total
4) budget summary table includes tho: well.

5) If you are NOT using 15 projects, be sure to delete any extra project-level budget worksheets out of this workbook before submitting.
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Total

20f12

STATE NAME lllinois

| 1. Personnel
2. Fringe

3. Travel

4. Equip

5. Supplies

| 6. Contractual

7. Training Stipends

8. Other

9. Total Direct (1-8)

10. Indirect

11. Involved LEAs _

12. Supplements to particpating LEA

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

14. Funding Subgranted to Participating

LEA's (50% of Total Grant) 3,566,670.00 | § 7,138,008.00 | $ 7,138,009.00 | $ 3,566,666.00
15. Total Budget (lines 13-14) : . . :
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Projectl

State Name lllinois

Project Name: A(2): Center for School Improvement
1. Personnel $ -1% -1 $ -1 $ -
2. Fringe Benefits
3. Travel $ -3 -3 -19$ -
4. Equip $ -3 -13 -1 9 =
5. Supplies $ -1 % -19% -1% -
6. Contractual $ 264,000.00 | $ 1,012,100.00 | $ 543,500.00 | $ 274,514.00
7. Training Stipends $ -1$ -1$ -1$ -
8. Other $ -19$ -1% -1% -
9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs
11. Funding for Involved LEAs $ -3 -8 -13 -
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs $ -19% -1% -8 -
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

Fringe - Check

Rate | : .ma..bc..x..

Indirect - Check
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Project2

State Name lllinois
Project Name: A(2): lllinois State Board of Education Capaci

1. Personnel

2. Fringe Benefits
| 3. Travel

4. Equip

5. Supplies

6. Contractual

7. Training Stipends

8. Other

9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs .
11. Funding for Involved LEAs $ -1 9 -9 -9 -
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs $ -1% -1% -1% =
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

“

177,600.00

R

365,940.00 | $ 376,860.00 | $ =

8,200.00
5,200.00

8,200.00

8,200.00

<
T

o
L}

enlenlenlenlen

o | R | AR |

R Rl Rl Rrd R =]

wlwnlwlewlelew
| AR R
ealealenlenlen

Rord Rord hid R-gy
1

Fringe - Check

Rate .

Indirect - Check

Rate ,
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Project3

State Name Illinois
Project Name: A(2): State Report Card

1. Personnel

2. Fringe Benefits

3. Travel

4. Equip

5. Supplies

6. Contractual

7. Training Stipends

8. Other

9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs

11. Funding for Involved LEAs $ -1$ -3 -19% =
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs 3 -1 $ -1 8 -1$ =
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

L]
il
3

-3 -

&
il

1
ealen
R-E

i

ealen
i
1

€
1

R Rl R
1

©“
©“

98,400.00

98,400.00

295,000.00

491,800.00

o«

enlenleanlenlen

R R R Rl R

enlealenlenlenlen

ealealen
el el R
enlealen
wad hrd R

o3|

Fringe - Check

Rate [ G0.00%

Indirect - Check

Rate g 8.5.3
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State Name lllinois

Project Name: B(3): Assessments for Learnin
| 1. Personnel 3 -1$ -1% -1% -
2. Fringe Benefits
3. Travel 3 -1 9 -1 % -1 % -
4. Equip $ -1 9 -1 3 -1 % -
5. Supplies $ -3 -1% -3 -
6. Contractual $ 175,300.00 | $ 672,000.00 | $ 361,000.00 | $ 175,300.00
7. Training Stipends $ -19% -13$ -19% =
| 8. Other $ -3 -3 -1$ -
9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs
11. Funding for Involved LEAs $ -193 -19% -19$ -
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs $ -1 9% -1% -1 % -
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

Fringe - Check

Rate | ___ 60.00%

Indirect - Check

Rate
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State Name lllinois

Project Name: | B(3): STEM Learning Exchanges and Pathways Resource Center
1. Personnel 3 -5 -8 -9 &
2. Fringe Benefits
3. Travel 3 -3 -1% -1% -
4. Equip $ -1% -193 -19% z
5. Supplies $ -1$ -1% -19$ -
6. Contractual $ 1,500,400.00 | $ 1,175,000.00 | $ 500,000.00 | $ -
7. Training Stipends $ -1$ -1$ -1 8 -
8. Other $ -1 % -1 % -1 % -
9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs
11. Funding for Involved LEAs $ -3 -19 -19$ =
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs $ -1 % -8 -3 -
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

Fringe - Check

Rate S m.aba.x... i

Indirect - Check

Rate b3 ;_m..go_p...
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State Name Illinois
Project Name: B(3): College and C Readiness Program

| 1. Personnel $ -1$ -1 % -13 -
2. Fringe Benefits

3. Travel 3 -1 9% -1 % -1 9% -
4. Equip 3 -1 % -1 8 -1% -
5. Supplies 3 -1 % -1 % -3 -
6. Contractual 3 122,950.00 | $ 307,375.00 | $ 307,375.00 | $ 245,900.00
7. Training Stipends 3 -193 -9 -19% =
| 8. Other 3 -1% -1 % B E -

9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs

11. Funding for Involved LEAs $ -1 $ -1$ -1% -
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs $ -1 -1% -8 :

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

Fringe - Check

Rate B

Indirect - Check
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State Name lllinois 8
Project Name: C(3): lllinois Collaborative for Education Policy Research
1. Personnel $ -1% -1% -1% -
2. Fringe Benefits
3. Travel $ -1$ -15% -18 -
4, Equip $ -1 % -19% -1 % -
5. Supplies $ -1 9% -13 -1 3 -
| 6. Contractual $ 165,900.00 | $ 195,900.00 | $ 125,900.00 | $ -
7. Training Stipends $ -1 % -1 % -1 9% -
8. Other $ -13 -19$ -1 % -
9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)
10. Indirect Costs
11. Funding for Involved LEAs $ -9 -19 -19$ =
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs $ -1% -1 s -1 8 -
13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

Fringe - Check

Rate

Indirect - Check
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State Name | lllinois
Project Name: 2): Performance Evaluation Implementation

1. Personnel $ -1 % -1 3 -13% -
2. Fringe Benefits

3. Travel $ -1 $ -19% -1 % -
4. Equip $ -1$ -1 $ -1$ -
5. Supplies $ -3 -19% -1 $ -
6. Contractual $ 2,906,000.00 | $ 1,553,000.00 | $ 595,900.00 | $ 50,000.00
7. Training Stipends $ -1 % -1 $ -1% -
8. Other 3 -1 % -1$ -1% -
9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs _

11. Funding for Involved LEAs $ -1 % -1 % -1 % -
12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs $ 1,050,000.00 | $ 250,000.00 | $ -1% =
13. Total Costs (lines 8-12)

Fringe - Check

Rate _

Indirect - Check

Rate
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Project9

110f12

State Name

lllinois

Project Name:

1. Personnel

2. Fringe Benefits

3. Travel

4

D(3): Teacher Pipeline for High Poverty Minori

$

‘Schools

4. Equip

5. Supplies

6. Contractual

120,000.00

467,600.00

235,000.00

120,000.00

7. Training Stipends

enlenlenlenlen

ealenlenlenlen

8. Other

9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs

11. Funding for Involved LEAs

o|o|ulelnle

A |h |||

“

A ||| 5

| er || R ||

“

12. Supplemental _mcsa.:u for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

Fringe - Check

Indirect - Check
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State Name Illinois
Project Name: 5): Teacher and Principal Induction and Mentori

1. Personnel
2. Fringe Benefits
| 3. Travel
4. Equip
5. Supplies

€
1

5
1

$ -1 % -

]

%
'

.Y

&
1

o
1

Fy.

o5
1

n
il

6. Contractual

211,200.00

450,000.00

119,000.00

7. Training Stipends

enlenlenles

385,000.00

walen

8. Other

FTAPTAFTAFYA FTAF
1

R e Rl Rl Rl ol

9. Total Direct (Lines 1-8)

10. Indirect Costs

11. Funding for Involved LEAs

ealenlenlealenlen
el Rl Rord Rl Rl hoid

e e R el Rl Rgl

ry. .

n
ool Rl R

12. Supplemental Funding for
Participating LEAs

13. Total Costs (lines 9-12)

Fringe - Check

Indirect - Check

544,000.00

544,000.00

408,000.00

306,000.00
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Appendix 1
Participating LEA Expectations and State Supports



General Capacity and
Commitments

Standards
Implementation:
Instructional Practices

Race to the Top 3

Participating LEA Expectations and State Supports

Participating LEA Expectations

The district must agree to integrate with the Illinois Shared Learning Environment (ISLE), participating in
the 2™ phase of implementation, to support all of the RTTT3 strategy areas

The district must implement a comprehensive school and district continuous improvement process: either
Rising Star or approved equivalent

The district must agree to provide sufficient autonomy in the use of time and re-allocate PD resources
necessary for implementation

The district must participate in all State-led efforts to undertake district networking activities, disseminate
implementation models, and evaluate program results

The district must leverage ISLE and redesigned State Report Card for parental and community engagement
If the district has any Tier | or Tier Il schools, the district must seek to leverage School Improvement Grant
funds to support its RTTT3 implementation plan

The Participating LEA allocation may only be used for expenditures relating to its implementation of its
RTTT3 plan

State Supports

Illinois Shared Learning
Environment

Center for School
Improvement
Additional ISBE Capacity
lllinois Collaborative for
Education Policy
Research

New State Report Card

Establish strong instructional leadership at the district- and school-level

Establish professional learning communities to support implementation of all aspects of instructional
improvement process

Establish alignment teams to address critical transition points: PreK to elementary, middle to high school,
high school to postsecondary

Ensure the district's plan for Rtl implementation provides for targeted interventions and differentiated
supports, aligned to the revised Learning Standards, for students that are not on pace to meet college-
and career-ready expectations

Embed the learning maps available through ISLE (as described in Appendix 5, Section 1V.C.2) as a central
part of instructional practices at all grade levels

Center for School

Improvement (CSl)

supports instructional

improvement processes

Illinois Shared Learning

Environment hosts

learning maps

State alignment

supports:

e KIDS

e College and Career
Readiness Program

State Rtl supports




Standards
Implementation:

Curriculum, Grading,

& Reporting

High Quality
Assessments

Race to the Top 3

Participating LEA Expectations and State Supports
Participating LEA Expectations

State Supports

1. Perform grade-level curriculum analysis using new standards CSl oversees standards
2. Undertake cross grade-level discussions to identify shifts in content & curriculum
3. Integrate writing through-out the curriculum implementation
4. Integrate CCSS in Math, ELA and literacy across the curriculum, including the concept of text complexity activities, working
for ELA and application for Math closely with content
5. Integrate CCSS Science framework into curriculum specialists at ISBE
6. Implement a standards-based reporting system in Math, ELA, and Science Illinois Shared Learning
Environment hosts
resources for
implementation
1. Develop an assessment system that includes formative and summative assessments in a coherent csl
framework to support standards-aligned instruction and, where appropriate, measure student growth "Assessments for
2. Integrate CCSS assessment items in subjects other than math and ELA Learning" strategies:
3. Participate in district network activity across all of the RTTT 3 participating districts to develop Type Il and a. Statewide contract
Type lll assessment frameworks and items which can be used on a district-wide basis by all teachers in a for Type |
given grade or non-tested subject area assessments and
e 10% of the Participating LEA’s allocation must be used for development and implementation of Type corresponding tools
Il or Type lll assessment frameworks and items to help districts use
4. Agree to serve as a pilot district for PARCC consortium and KIDS assessment these assessments

b. Open-source
frameworks and
district network
activity to develop
assessment items
for Type Il and Type
Il assessments

c. Assessment item
bank and other
assessment
supports hosted on
ISLE




Learner Profiles
and Pathways

Educator Quality &
Effectiveness:
Performance
Evaluations

Race to the Top 3

Participating LEA Expectations and State Supports
Participating LEA Expectations

As part of the Participating LEA's integration with ISLE, implement a strategy to link student data across
local systems to support the creation of integrated learner profiles

Establish an individual learning plan program, commencing in 7" grade, that aligns to a Programs of Study
model in the predominant feeder schools for high schools implementing STEM Programs of Study

For LEAs serving grades 9-12: Establish two or more Programs of Study promoting critical STEM
application areas

State Supports

Illinois Shared Learning
Environment provides
platform for learner
profile, ILP, and Program
of Study supports

STEM Learning
Exchanges support POS
implementation in
critical STEM areas
College and Career
Readiness Programs
supports POS alignment
to postsecondary
education

School districts having 500,000 or more inhabitants must fully implement PERA's requirements for teacher
evaluations by September 1, 2013. All other school districts must have union agreement to implement
PERA's teacher evaluation requirements on a timeline that is at least as aggressive as the following:
a. Implementation with a “no stakes" student growth component in all schools by September 1, 2013
(i.e., student growth component is not used in final summative evaluation)
b. Full PERA implementation:
= By September 1, 2014 for Participating LEAs within the lowest performing 20% of districts, as
defined by ISBE
= By September 1, 2015 for all other school districts
Establish a formal peer evaluation system that is used for a significant portion of summative evaluations
and can be used as part of evaluations during teacher remediation
Use positive performance evaluations as part of the basis for selecting peer evaluators and mentors
Implement State-adopted survey of learning conditions or an approved equivalent, subject to availability
of RTTT3 or State funding
Fully cooperate in the PERA Research-based Study

Performance evaluation
training program
Support for principal and
teacher evaluators to
participate in training
PEAC and PEAC
Subcommittee support
PERA Research-based
Study




Race to the Top 3

Participating LEA Expectations and State Supports

Participating LEA Expectations

. Partner with ISBE and preparation programs in pipeline strategies for High Poverty High Minority Schools
Educator Quality & 2. Establish induction/mentoring of two years in duration for teachers and one year for principals meeting

Effectiveness: HPHM specified standards subject to availability of RTTT3 or State funding

- 3. Participate in State technical assistance and accountability infrastructure for induction and mentoring

Schools; Induction & programs

Mentoring

State Supports

Incentives for teacher
preparation programs to
establish Participating
LEA partnerships and
redesign programs to
address CCSS and ISLE
Funding for
induction/mentoring in
Participating LEAs and
certain state
infrastructure




Appendix 2

Participating LEA Implementation Timeline



General Capacity
and Commitments

lllinois Shared
Learning
Environment
(ISLE)

Standards
Implementation

High Quality
Assessments

e Develop final

2012
Jan - June

RTTT3 Scope
of Work

Race to the Top 3
Participating LEA Implementation Timeline

2012
July - Dec

2013
Jan - June

Establish necessary
autonomies, reallocations
of resources, and CBA
waivers to implement plan
Training and piloting of
Rising Star or approved
equivalent

Develop parental and
community engagement
strategy around RTTT 3 plan

2013
July - Dec

2014
Jan - June

Implement Rising Star or approved equivalent.
Incorporate ISLE parent portal and redesigned State report card into parental
and community engagement strategy.

2014
July - Dec

2015
Jan - June

2015
July - Dec

Outreach, requirements
gathering, and IT systems

analysis for ISLE
implementation

e ISLE
technical
integratio
n
commenc
es

Continued e |Initial ISLE
ISLE launch
technical

integration

PD on effective use of ISLE to
impact teaching and learning

e Full ISLE implementation

Establish
professional
learning
communities
and
alignment
teams

Align Rtl implementation
plan to revised standards
Implement alignment
processes around critical
transition points
Curriculum analysis using
new standards

Cross grade-level
discussions to identify shifts
in content

Integrate writing throughout
the curriculum

Integrate CCSS into grading
process in Math, ELA and
literacy across the
curriculum

Integrate CCSS Science
framework into curriculum
Design standards based
reporting system

Embed learning maps in
instructional practices

e (CCSS implemented throughout curriculum
e Implementation of standards-based
reporting system

Design local assessment system to support
standards implementation and PERA

Continued design,
preliminary implementation
of assessment system

e Full implementation of assessment system




Learner Profiles
and Pathways

Educator Quality&
Effectiveness:
Performance

Evaluations

Educator Quality

& Effectiveness:

HPHM Schools;
Induction &
Mentoring

Race to the Top 3
Participating LEA Implementation Timeline

2012 2012
Jan - June July - Dec

2013
Jan - June

2013
July - Dec
Continued POS design,
preliminary implementation
Individual Learning Plan
piloted
Preliminary CCRP
implementation

2014
Jan - June

2014 2015
July - Dec Jan - June

Learning Plan, and CCRP

Full implementation of POS, Individual

2015
July - Dec

o |dentify STEM STEM PQS systems
application designed
areas e Individual Learning Plan
model selected
e College and Career
Readiness Program (CCRP)
planning
Identify PERA | e Joint committee formally
joint convened by November 1
committee o Develop local evaluation
members, plan, including student
informal growth measures and peer
meetings of evaluation system
joint e Train all evaluators
committee o Pilot survey of learning
conditions
e Implement PERA for
principal evaluations

Implementation of PERA for
teacher evaluations with "no
stakes" student growth
component

Implement survey of learning
conditions

Full PERA implementation
for teacher evaluations
for bottom 20%
Continued no stakes imp.
of student growth
component for others

e Full PERA
implem. for all
Participating
LEAs

Full cooperation with PERA
Research-based Study

Continued implementation of survey of

learning conditions

Engagement and planning with teacher prep
programs around High Poverty High Minority
Schools partnerships

Participating LEAs with existing induction
programs expand to all first- and second-year
teachers and first-year principals
Participating LEAs without existing induction
and mentoring programs establish such
programs

Establish method for use of positive
performance evaluations as part of the basis
for selecting peer evaluators and mentors

Implement HPHM partnerships

Implement induction and mentoring programs
Participate in State's technical assistance and accountability systems for

induction and mentoring
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RTTT3 Student Outcome Goals



RTTT3 Student Outcome Goals

The Student Outcome Goals table below details data from recent years and goals for
future improvement in student performance on state and national assessments, high school
graduation rates, and college enrollment rates, overall and by subgroup. Annual targets are
shown for the NAEP to demonstrate the trajectory of the State’s student outcome goals, although
the NAEP is not administered every year.

OVERALL STUDENT OUTCOME GOALS

MEASURE SY10- | SY11- | SY12- | SY13- | SY14- | SY15-
11 12 13 14 15 16

NAEP: Grade4 38.3 39 40 41 43 45

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 4 33.3 33.9 345 355 37 39

Reading Language Arts
(% at or above proficient

level)

NAEP: Grade8 32.8 33.3 34 35 36 38
M athematics

NAEP: Grade 8 33.9 345 35 36 37 39

Reading Language Arts

ISAT: Grades 3-8 Math 85.6 86.80 |88 89.20 |904 91.6
(% at meets and exceeds)

ISAT: Grades3-8 Reading | 79.0 80.75 | 82.5 84.25 |86.0 87.75

PSAE: Math 51.3 55.36 |59.42 |63.48 |67.53 71.59
(% at meets & exceeds)
PSAE: Reading 51.0 55.08 |59.17 |63.25 |67.33 71.42

High School Graduation 83.8 85.04 86.28 | 87.52 88.76 90
Rate

Total College Enrollment 45 46 47 49 52 55
(% of studentswho entered

9" grade)

Students Completing at 33 35 36 38 40 42

Least One Year of College
Credit Applicableto a
Degree (% of studentswho
entered 9" grade)

10



BLACK SUBGROUP

MEASURE SY10- | SY11- | SY12- | SY13- | SY14- | SY15-
11 12 13 14 15 16

NAEP: Grade4 14.3 14.8 155 16 17 18

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 4 Reading 125 12.9 134 14.2 15 16

Language Arts

NAEP: Grade8 9.9 10.3 11 12 13 14

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 8 Reading 154 15.9 16.4 17 18 19

Language Arts

ISAT: Grades 3-8 Math 7210 |74.43 |76.75 |79.08 |[8l4 83.73

ISAT: Grades3-8 Reading | 64.9 67.83 |70.75 |73.68 |76.6 79.53

PSAE: Math 20.2 26.85 | 335 40.15 | 46.8 53.45

PSAE: Reading 24.8 31.07 |37.33 |43.6 49.87 56.13

High School Graduation 74.0 76 78 80 81 82

Rate

Total College Enrollment 33 34 36 38 41 44

(% of studentswho entered

9" grade)

Students Completing at 21 23 26 29 32 35

Least One Year of College
Credit Applicableto a
Degree (% of studentswho
entered 9" grade)

11




HISPANIC SUBGROUP

MEASURE SY10- | SY11- | SY12- | SY13- | SY14- | SY15-
11 12 13 14 15 16

NAEP: Grade4 19.9 20.5 21 21.8 23 24

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 4 Reading 18.1 18.5 19 20 22 24

Language Arts

NAEP: Grade8 19.1 19.7 20.5 21.7 23 25

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 8 Reading 234 24 24.5 25.7 27 28

Language Arts

ISAT: Grades 3-8 Math 80.7 82.31 8392 |8553 |87.13 88.74

ISAT: Grades3-8 Reading | 69.8 7232 | 7483 | 7735 |79.87 82.38

PSAE: Math 34.9 40.33 |45.75 |[51.18 |56.6 62.03

PSAE: Reading 331 38.68 |44.25 |49.83 |55.40 60.98

High School Graduation 76.8 78 80 81 82 83.4

Rate

Total College Enrollment 33 34 36 38 41 44

(% of studentswho entered

9" grade)

Students Completing at 21 23 26 29 32 35

Least One Year of College

Credit Applicableto a

Degree (% of studentswho

entered 9" grade)

12




LOW-INCOME SUBGROUP

MEASURE SY10- | SY11- | SY12- | SY13- | SY14- | SY15-
11 12 13 14 15 16

NAEP: Grade4 19.6 20 20.8 21.5 23 25

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 4 Reading 16.4 17 18 19 21 23

Language Arts

NAEP: Grade8 17.1 17 18 19 21 23

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 8 Reading 18.6 19 20 21 23 25

Language Arts

ISAT: Grades 3-8 Math 77.7 79.56 |81.42 |83.28 |85.13 86.99

|SAT: Grades3-8 Reading | 68 70.67 | 73.33 |76 78.67 81.33

PSAE: Math 28.8 34.73 | 40.67 | 46.6 52.53 58.47

PSAE: Reading 29.9 35.74 | 4158 |47.43 |53.27 59.11

High School Graduation 75.1 77 80 80.8 81.8 82.55

Rate

Total College Enrollment 33 34 36 38 41 44

(% of studentswho entered

9" grade)

Students Completing at 21 23 26 29 32 35

Least One Year of College

Credit Applicableto a

Degree (% of studentswho

entered 9" grade)
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LEP SUBGROUP (English Language L ear ners)

MEASURE SY10- | SY11- | SY12- | SY13- | SY14- | SY15-
11 12 13 14 15 16

NAEP: Grade4 12.0 12.5 13.0 14 15 16

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 4 Reading 4.5 5 5.5 6 7 8

Language Arts

NAEP: Grade8 3.5 4 4.5 5 6 7

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 8 Reading 2.2 3 3.5 4 5 6

Language Arts

ISAT: Grades 3-8 Math 62.6 65.72 |68.83 | 7195 | 75.07 78.18

ISAT: Grades3-8 Reading | 37.3 4253 |47.75 |52.98 |58.2 63.43

PSAE: Math 13.0 20.25 | 275 34.75 42 49.25

PSAE: Reading 3.5 11.54 |19.58 |27.63 |35.67 43.71

High School Graduation 67.7 70 73 75 77 78.85

Rate

Total College Enrollment 24 26 29 32 35 38

(% of studentswho entered

9" grade)

Students Completing at 15 17 19 21 23 25

Least One Year of College
Credit Applicableto a
Degree (% of studentswho
entered 9" grade)
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|EP SUBGROUP

MEASURE SY10- | SY11- | SY12- | SY13- [ SY14- | SY15-
11 12 13 14 15 16

NAEP: Grade4 19.2 20 21 22 24 27

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 4 Reading 13.0 14 15 17 19 21

Language Arts

NAEP: Grade8 9.6 10.5 11.5 125 14 17

Mathematics

NAEP: Grade 8 Reading 7.8 8.5 9.5 11 14 17

Language Arts

|SAT: Grades 3-8 Math 56.8 60.4 64 67.6 71.2 74.8

ISAT: Grades3-8 Reading | 42 46.83 | 51.67 |56.5 61.33 66.17

PSAE: Math 12.1 1943 [26.75 |34.08 |41.4 48.73

PSAE: Reading 15.6 22.63 |29.67 |36.7 43.73 50.77

High School Graduation 79.5 81 82 83 84 84.75

Rate

Total College Enrollment 33 34 36 38 41 44

(% of studentswho entered

9" grade)

Students Completing at 21 23 26 29 32 35

Least One Year of College
Credit Applicableto a
Degree (% of studentswho
entered 9" grade)
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Appendix 4
STEM Application Areas and Functions of STEM L earning Exchanges
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Priority STEM Application Areas

The nine Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) application areas
identified as priorities in the RTTT Phase 2 Application and the RTTT3 Plan include:

1.

Agriculture, Food and Natural Resources. development, production, processing,
distribution, of agricultural commodities and resources including food, fiber, wood
products, natural resources, horticulture, and other plant and animal products/resources;
Energy: developing, planning and managing the production of energy including
renewable energy and clean coal technology and its distribution through smart grid
technologies;

Manufacturing: product and process development and managing and performing the
processing of materials into intermediate or final products and related support activities;
Information Technology: designing, developing managing, supporting and integrating
hardware and software system;

Architecture and Construction: designing, planning, managing, building, and
maintaining the built environment including the use of green technologies;
Transportation, Distribution and Logistics: planning, management and movement of
people, materials and goods across all transportation modes as well as maintaining and
improving transportation technologies;

Research and Development: scientific research and professional and technical services
including laboratory and testing services, and research and development services;

Health Sciences: planning, managing and providing therapeutic, diagnostic, health
informatics, and support services as well as biomedical research and development; and
Financial Services: securities and investments, business finance, accounting, insurance,
and banking services.

Eight of the nine identified areas are consistent with the National Career Cluster Framework with
the exception of "STEM," which has been renamed "Research & Development" for the purposes
of the Illinois Pathways Initiative. In addition, the Information Technology (IT) Task Force of
the Illinois Workforce Investment Board (IWIB) recommended changing the national IT
pathway model to reflect changes in the IT sector. Given the increased investment, policy focus,
and emerging occupations related to the energy sector, "Energy" is listed as a separate career
cluster based on the recommendation of the Illinois Workforce Investment Board's State Energy
Sector Partnership.
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Functions of a STEM L ear ning Exchange

The nine functions of the STEM Learning Exchanges are:

1.

Provide e-learning curriculum resources, including on-line courses, assessments and
feedback systems, reference materials, databases, and software tools.

Expand access to classroom and laboratory space, equipment, and related educational
resources necessary to support programs of study through regional partnerships and other
strategies.

Support student organizations and their major activities, including conferences,
internships and professional networking experiences, competitions, and community
projects that build leadership, communication and interpersonal skills and provide
professional and peer support networks.

Provide internships and other work-based learning opportunities that connect students
with adult mentors.

Sponsor challenges and project management resources for students to work in
collaborative teams addressing real-world interdisciplinary problems.

Provide professional development resources for teachers and school administrators
integrated and aligned across middle school, high school, and community college
instruction, including externships, support for web-based networks, and integrated
professional development for academic and CTE instructors.

Provide career development and outreach resources to expand awareness of cluster-
related programs and careers to K-12 students.

Provide tools and resources to assist students and schools with implementing
personalized education plans and transitions to post-secondary academic and training
programs, including establishing course articulation and dual credit opportunities.

Review performance of Programs of Study through assessments and work with school
partners to continuously improve performance.

The Illinois Pathways Interagency Committee (IPIC) may, through action of its Governing
Board, agree to modify these functions or add new functions of a Learning Exchange.
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Appendix 5

| SLE Project Description and System Ar chitecture Diagram
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lllInois Shared Learning Environment
(ISLE)

Planning Team Project Description

Note: Thisisapreliminary | SLE project description that is subject to
further refinement and adjustment as the Steering Committeeis
established and | SLE isimplemented.
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|. INTRODUCTION

The Illinois Shared Learning Environment (ISLE) represents a remarkable opportunity to
move lllinois into national leadership in supportive technologies for P-20 education and
workforce development. As currently envisioned, the array of applications hosted on ISLE will
include, among others, instructional and teaching collaborations, custom-designed resources for
individuals learners from pre-school to college and career, mentoring and instructional spaces,
teacher dashboards, information vaults, work-based learning supports, and social networking
applications. While a number of vendor-developed applications will be supported through ISLE,
it is necessary to develop the ISLE platform as a public resource for a variety of reasons. First,
because ISLE will integrate and store sensitive personal information, ISLE's users must have
confidence that the entities responsible for its development and management have experience
and trustworthiness with this type of data, such as State agencies, public universities, or school
districts. Second, ISLE is building from a number of existing public initiatives, such as the state
longitudinal data system, Illinois Interactive Report Card, Illinois workNet, and the IlliniCloud,
and therefore requires an aligned public governance model. Finally, while ISLE will provide
needed services, it will also serve as a State economic development initiative, as ISLE will
provide a platform for research and development and serve as an incubator for application
developers to promote stronger education software and job growth in Illinois (similar to Illinois'
health IT test-bed initiative).

ISLE has the benefit of building on a thoughtful requirements gathering process that was
initiated as part of Illinois' Race to the Top applications, and expanded upon in a June 2011
report by the National Center for Supercomputing Applications (NCSA) at the University of
Illinois Urbana-Champaign (UIUC) for the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) and the
Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity (DCEQO). The NCSA report and
its accompanying technical appendix provide recommendations to address the requirements that
were necessary to realize the vision originally put forth in the State's Race to the Top
applications, but also expanded upon that vision to provide the technical blueprint for an
architecture addressing broader P-20 educational and workforce development objectives. With
this blueprint, Illinois is prepared to develop a nationally leading platform to empower state
agencies, school districts, educators, workforce development agencies, higher education
institutions, and life-wide learners to use digital resources and benefit from research that
provides insight, stimulates innovation, and improves learning and career development
outcomes.

1. LEVERAGING CURRENT INITIATIVESAND INVESTMENTS

Illinois is leveraging significant national and state-level investments to establish ISLE as
a transformative, next generation technology platform. Some of the existing initiatives that ISLE
will leverage and support include the following:

e State Longitudinal Data System: The P-20 Longitudinal Education Data System Act
establishes the framework and requirements for the development of the State's
longitudinal education data system. This legislation, for which four Illinois policymakers
received the Data Quality Campaign 2009 Leadership Award, requires the State to
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implement all of the America COMPETES Act elements, and to ensure the SLDS can be
used to support instruction and education-decision-making. The State's aggressive efforts
in recent years have led to full implementation of an SLDS with all of the America
COMPETES Act elements, as well as establishing the foundation for the provisioning of
data to support many of ISLE's functions.

Shared Learning Infrastructure/Shared Learning Collaborative:  The Shared
Learning Collaborative, an alliance formed by the Council of Chief State School Officers,
the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, and the Carnegie Corporation of New York, is in
the process of implementing the Shared Learning Infrastructure (SLI), an open-source
system supported by a $100 million philanthropic investment that will enable states to
provide administrators, teachers, parents, and other education stakeholders with an array
of affordable, high-quality content and tools. Illinois is one of five states chosen by the
Shared Learning Collaborative to first implement the SLI. The SLI will be piloted and
operational in two Illinois school districts by the end of calendar year 2012, with a
scaling up to other Illinois school districts in the following year.

[lliniCloud: The IlliniCloud was formed in 2009, when a core group of district tech
coordinators and regional Learning Technology Center Directors, in coordination with
ISBE, began to formally meet to support a grassroots effort to build a shared, cloud-based
technology infrastructure "by K-12 for K-12". Since that time, this effort has grown to
include over 200 Illinois school districts receiving Software as a Service and
Infrastructure as a Service through IlliniCloud. The IlliniCloud recently received a $4.2
million ISBE grant to establish 1) multiple operational data-centers located at five lead
school districts; 2) a pilot project utilizing the Illinois Interactive Report Card web server
to use a cross-district data-repository that supports classroom-level reports for teachers;
and 3) a series of professional development events for educators and technology staff
from a total of sixty participating school districts. IlliniCloud is currently expanding its
scope to serve workforce and human services agencies, serving as a proof-of-concept for
a common cloud-based solution for education, workforce, and human services.

[llinois Interactive Report Card (I1RC): 1IRC hosts an array of reporting services,
assessment reports, teaching and learning resources for teachers and students, and
individual level test results for public schools and districts throughout Illinois.
“MylIIRC,” launched in 2010, provides a secure portal giving individual teachers and
school administrations a customized, classroom-level data dashboard of information
about their students (in the case of principals, students in their building), showing year-
over-year reports of student progress in reading and mathematics using growth metrics.
The 1IRC offers an environment for developing specific web services applications and
data warehousing resources for K-12 educators and schools that utilize ISLE.

STEM Learning Exchanges. ISLE will serve as the information technology platform
for resources and supports developed by the STEM Learning Exchanges -- a new State
public-private infrastructure that will align resources and efforts within STEM cluster
areas to support programs of study linking education and workforce systems. The STEM
Learning Exchanges are in the process of being launched through both RTTT funds and
private support.

Illinois workNet: Serves as a one-stop e-resource provider for workforce development
and workforce readiness through a web-based portal and a collection of web-applications
designed for a variety of user audiences. Illinois workNet currently uses IlliniCloud as its
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cloud service provider and leverages intra-governmental service integration with the
Illinois Department of Employment Security (IDES), as well as featured applications
targeted to K-12 students. .

e I|llinois Common Identifier Project: ISLE may provide data storage and management
services to support the Illinois Common Identifier Project, which will allow the
integration of data on individuals and families across State education, workforce, and
human services agencies for research, auditing, and analysis.

e TAACCCT Grants: lllinois community colleges have received over $20 million in
grant funds through the Trade Adjustment Assistance Community College and Career
Training (TAACCCT) program which will be used in part to develop open source
curriculum materials that may, as appropriate, be hosted on ISLE to support job training
and education aimed at dislocated workers.

[11. PROJECT GOVERNANCE AND BUSINESS M ODEL

To guide the establishment of ISLE, the ISLE planning team has developed a
"Development Governance" structure that includes a steering committee, various user group
subcommittees, and a project management structure, proposed as follows:

A. ISLE Steering Committee

The ISLE Steering Committee has overall decision-making authority for the project
through a consensus-based process and will guide the full scope of project administration. The
steering committee will include representatives from, at minimum, the following organizations:
(1) ISBE; (2) DCEO; (3) ICCB; (4) IBHE; (5) Early Learning Council; (6) P-20 Council; (7)
University of Illinois - NCSA; (8) Northern Illinois University - Illinois Interactive Report Card
(IIRC); (9) school district representatives, including representatives of the IlliniCloud.

Tasks and functions of the steering committee include:

e Establishing the framework for and enabling the work of the project management
team structure, discussed in Section II1.C. The steering committee delegation of
project execution authority must be provided to empower the principle project partners,
as defined in Section I11.C, to dedicate human resources along with expectations and
constraints defined by an annual project plan, budget, and schedule. These processes
will appropriately empower the project management team to advance coordinated
activities and ensure avenues are available to escalate conflicts among the project
management partners to the attention of the full steering committee.

e Developing a plan for a transition to an operational governance structure that will
oversee the long-term management and operations of ISLE. The transition plan must be
developed by no later than January 1, 2014, with the transition completed by June 30,
2015.

0 The transition plan will define the long-term business model for ISLE, including
its staffing and revenue mix for ongoing sustainability. The IliniCloud has
developed a “cost recovery” based business model that relies on a mix of user
participation fees, district technology expenditures, and state and federal grants to
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support its operations and expansion. Using the lessons learned from IlliniCloud,
a similar business model will be adopted for ISLE that also incorporates
appropriate fees for vendors accessing the ISLE platform. In addition, the multi-
state SLC will be leveraged to the maximum extent possible for services such as
application management to minimize ISLE's ongoing costs.

o0 The transition plan will also describe the ongoing functional and operational
relationship between IlliniCloud and ISLE. As mutually determined by the ISLE
steering committee and IlliniCloud's governance body, this relationship may
mature as an organizational marriage or they may remain two distinct
autonomous organizational units throughout and beyond the proposed project.

Defining decision-making and review processes that afford appropriate oversight of
project management, regular meetings, review of project milestones, and remediation of
risk.

Defining the processes for procurement and contractual matters that comply with all
legal and, as appropriate, agency and organizational process requirements. All
procurement and contractual decisions that involve the expenditure of State capital funds
must be agreed to by ISBE and DCEO.

Overseeing public reporting and information on ISLE, including public information
on overall project progress with milestone goals, and other public information
announcements to manage public awareness and expectations.

Authorizing appropriate agreements and approvals to empower individual school
districts, organizations, institutions of higher learning, and State agencies to define and
maintain full authoritative control of any data, applications, and/or cloud services as
well as complete elective authority over any degree of integration and/or use of
applications and services to be offered or to be accessible through ISLE.

Establishing procedures for consideration and approval of future changesto steering
committee member ship as necessary to reflect ISLE's evolution and new partnerships.
In addition to the user-group sub-committees identified below, identifying and charging
other sub-committees necessary for ISLE's development and initial operations,
including sub-committees addressing applications policies and data access and use.

. User-group Subcommittees

Five user-group sub-committees will allow for a broader group of stakeholders to
participate directly in ISLE's governance: K-12, Early Learning, Community Colleges,
Higher Education, and Workforce Development. Each sub-committee will include both
technical and "end-user"-oriented members.

The project managers must participate in the user-group sub-committees to ensure ISLE's
users have sufficient input into decisions relating to system architecture and applications.

. Project Management
Overall project management will be led by NCSA, with four project management
contractual positions -- one at NCSA/UIUC, one at IIRC/NIU, one at IlliniCloud, and the

last at Illinois workNet/SIU. The project management team structure will facilitate the
establishment of the community of four principle project partners that will collectively
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coordinate planning, design, development, and integration milestones to align with the
strategic goals and directives set forth by the steering committee. The steering committee
will establish the positions, will be involved in the selection process, and must approve
the selection. Each of the principle project partners will be expected to establish a project
team that enables the arrived upon scope of work, deliverables, and integration
milestones to be achieved within budgetary and time constraints defined by the steering
committee, as well as each institution's processes and procedures for project execution.
e Systems Architecture Project Manager (NCSA):

(0]

(0]

Lead project management position; responsible for overall project coordination,
scheduling, and roll-out management

Serves as direct project manager for the following ISLE work clusters (as
separately defined by the ISLE planning team): Infrastructure, Data, and Core
Software & Middleware

Must coordinate project activities and milestone goals in collaboration with other
project managers and as the lead project manager with accountability to both the
principle project partners and the steering committee

e K12 Cloud Services Project Manager (IlliniCloud):

(0]

Serves as direct project manager for ISLE activities related to integration and
intra-data center operations, cloud services, and data-center operational
relationships for the scope of services made available to the K12 community
leveraging IlliniCloud

Must coordinate project activities and milestone goals in collaboration with other
project managers under the guidance and leadership of the project management
officer

e Learning and Instruction Project Manager (1IRC):

(0]

Serves as direct project manager for the following ISLE Work Clusters: End-User
Experiences (which includes dashboard design and applications), and Learning
Content

Responsible for course and class-room level assessment reports for individual
students and teachers

Responsible for ensuring useful data is provisioned to school districts with respect
to assessments and other student performance metrics, learning tools, and school
and district improvement planning, in partnership with ISBE, the LDS, and
participating districts

Must coordinate project activities and milestone goals in collaboration with other
project managers under the guidance and leadership of the project management
officer

e Career Development Project Manager (lllinois workNet/SIU):

o

o

Serves as direct project manager for ISLE activities relating to career
development, planning, and management

Responsible for the basic default applications for career assessment, exploration,
career planning, educational planning, work-based learning and mentoring,
career/employment transitions, career advancement and networking, and
career/labor market information
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0 Must coordinate project activities and milestone goals in collaboration with other
project managers under the guidance and leadership of the project management
officer

The Steering Committee representatives will negotiate and execute an intergovernmental
agreement formalizing the development governance structure by the end of calendar year 2011.

V. |SLE PROJECT COMPONENTS

ISLE integrates the SLI's multi-state components and various state and local system
components in a coherent framework to support Illinois educators, students, and families. ISLE
is logically divided into three main layers, as depicted on the attached project diagram:

A. The "Source Layer" aggregates data that will flow into and out of ISLE and enables the
overall administration of ISLE's cloud infrastructure

B. The "Data Layer" governs how data flows in and out of ISLE and the ISLE applications

C. The "Applications Layer" provides an ever-expanding set of applications and services
that allow ISLE to support a wide range of personalized learning and career development
tools

A. Sourcel ayer

The source of data for ISLE will be a cloud computing infrastructure and operational
data-center network that is peered, interconnected, and integrated across various cloud-
computing resources.

1. ISLE Data Centers

ISLE will build from the existing data-centers that constitute the IlliniCloud proof of
concept foundation, and that are currently being enhanced and expanded through an ISBE grant.
ISLE will establish an operational data-center at the University of Illinois Urbana Champaign,
which may be accomplished by repurposing an existing computational cluster from NCSA and
through support from the University of Illinois for the use of the physical facilities and data-
center footage that are currently in place and could potentially available for 42 months. The
coordination of IlliniCloud and University of Illinois resources will provide a footing to
establish the “public service” cloud computing infrastructure for P-20 education and workforce
readiness envisioned for ISLE. ISLE will not represent a competitive service provider to
IlliniCloud, but rather is envisioned to compliment, expand upon, and enhance the spectrum of
services offered through IlliniCloud to the State educational and workforce development
community. ISLE's scope includes build-out or enhancements of hardware resources at the data
centers to the extent necessary to support ISLE's intended development of infrastructure
services, applications, and managed services.

Northern Illinois University currently supports the 1IRC and MyIIRC services and is also

supported by IlliniCloud data integration investments. Illinois workNet has engaged with
IliniCloud for hosting and other cloud services. These relationships clearly demonstrate that
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IliniCloud is an important provider of cloud services in Illinois for a wide variety of education
and public service functions. Data centers operated by other ISLE participants (such as Chicago
Public Schools, Learning Technology Centers, community colleges, institutions, or agencies)
may also be integrated and/or supported by IlliniCloud or ISLE cloud services, and leverage the
State's broadband infrastructure provided through the Illinois Century Network.

2. ISLE Cloud Physical Infrastructure & Services

ISLE's scope of work includes developing the systems for intra data-center integration to
support fault tolerance, connectivity, and administration of data center operations. Enterprise-
level software technologies will support the accountability and auditing features necessary to
govern inter- and intra-data center operations. ISLE will also allow user entities to dynamically
procure and employ virtual computer networks in one or more of ISLE's data centers as
necessary to address the entity's usage needs (i.e., Infrastructure as a Services, or laaS). ISLE
will strive to implement service offerings that can be used to establish the full range of “Hybrid-
Cloud” capabilities including establishing mechanisms and relationships to support dynamic
scalability through commercial service providers using open-source platforms supporting the
necessary API constructs and interfaces.

3. Data Transmissionsto and from Buildings, Districts, and Agencies

As the result of the integration of data center operations, ISLE can centrally support
managed processing for data transmissions between user entities and/or managed data services
provided as cloud services. For school district user entities, ISLE will build upon the work of the
IliniCloud to develop and implement a School Interoperability Framework (SIF) Zone
Integration Service (ZIS) and alternative interfaces that will facilitate the preparation and
provisioning of data. ISLE's extension of the IlliniCloud model will support building-level and
district-level business process automation functionalities to populate district-managed
operational data stores and enable operational support for managed and/or unmanaged data
warehouse and data marts to support local needs.

As appropriate, ISLE will also draw data from various State source systems, such as state
assessment data from the ISBE Student Information System, early learning data from the ISBE
SIS and Department of Human Services systems, and workforce data from DCEO and the
Illinois Department of Employment Security. The scope of work for ISBE's data warehouse
includes the design of a SIF agent that will allow ISBE to publish master data in standard XML
format to support ISLE applications and data validation processes. A similar agent can be used
for other State systems. State agencies will also leverage ISLE to support cross-agency data
sharing, common identifier validation, and federated matching services.

B. DatalL ayer

ISLE's data layer integrates critical components of the SLI and several State
enhancements and extensions, as discussed below.

1. ISLE Middleware Platform
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The ISLE middleware platform establishes a rich framework for supporting the State's

vision for the broad array of ISLE applications and P-20 users. The middleware platform is a
foundation for developing, deploying, implementing, and integrating software applications and
services in a supportable, standardized and consistent manner, utilizing the following platform
components:

a)

b)

d)

Authentication and Access Service: A centralized and federated authentication,
authorization, and access control service will delegate access requests to proper
authorities and facilitate "single sign-on™ for ISLE users. This service will leverage proof
of concept work through MylIRC.

B2B Data Exchange: The ISLE middleware platform will support Business-to-Business
(B2B) automation often used by business partners to facilitate data preparation and
propagation between their respective information technology systems. As described in
the NCSA June 2011 report, these services are composed of several middleware
components that respond to external requests for data, originate data requests, and permit
the monitoring of data processing. The project timeline for ISLE's data exchange and
automation features will be developed to support the SLI pilot, while establishing the
service framework necessary for a broader implementation for school districts and other
ISLE user communities.

Multi-tenant Data Services & Platform: As data is provisioned to ISLE from source
systems, the ISLE middleware will include a database services platform that supports
commercial and open source database engines. The platform will support multi-tenant
use, with clear delineation and segregation for each Illinois entity participating in ISLE.
Multi-entity Data Services & Exchange: The ISLE middleware will also include an
application services platform that supports commercial and open source application
engines. This platform will also support multi-entity use, and will capture auditable
usage details such as who did what, when, and for how long.

External Research Services: ISLE will enable the establishment of a multi-entity data
store that can, with appropriate privacy and governance controls, be used for
comparative analysis and external research projects.

Monitored Job Scheduling & Execution: The ISLE middleware will establish a
centrally-managed job scheduling and execution service (JSES) to enable data-exchange
procedures to be automated across users where appropriate authorizations are in place.
The JSES service is envisioned to provide buildings, districts, and agencies with a
service to manage and monitor job execution for regularly scheduled and required
exchanges.

2. Data" Vaults' and Stores

ISLE is envisioned to have a series of "data vaults" that organize and maintain

information for particular individuals and entities, and facilitate the use of that information by
applications. The “data vault” concept is used to describe a functionally specific data store that
contains “private attributes” that are to be isolated and segregated with predefined access
controls that govern use and/or modification. This construction and service is intended to be
available for students, teachers, administrators, agencies, institutions, and authorized research
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organizations to facilitate limited, audited, and managed accessibility by applications and/or
web-services. For example, the student vault will include information on a student that
generally remains with the student as he or she transitions from preschool to kindergarten, from
school to school, and on into postsecondary education and the workforce. Within the
application layer, an authorized web-service or portal application will be able to access the vault
and show informational attributes on the student in a unified view, available to parents,
educators, and other authorized persons with appropriate privacy and access controls and
monitoring. Further design will determine the precise nature of the relationship between the
ISLE vaults and the SLI data stores.

3. Data, Apps, & Web-servicesIntegration

ISLE will also include services for data to flow securely to and from applications. The
SLI scope includes the development of a Secure Web Services API that will strictly govern
access to all data within the SLI data stores. ISLE will leverage this APl and, as necessary,
include other data exchange services to support ISLE applications and content.

C. Application L ayer

Illinois will leverage the full extent of the SLI application environment to develop a
robust and open applications marketplace that fully enables personalized learning across the P-
20 spectrum. The applications marketplace will include vendor applications, State- and district-
developed applications, and open source applications. While the State will support the
development of free or low-cost "default™ applications in certain priority areas, the State will
foster competition and not establish any monopolies unless a particular type of application must
be used for regulatory or accountability purposes. User ratings and performance outcomes will
be used to provide information to ISLE consumers on the best available applications for
particular purposes and functions.

1. ISLE Managed Applicationsand Services

The State intends to develop or integrate a series of applications and services that are
critical for supporting the basic intended functions of ISLE. These applications and services
will be integrated and managed by the ISLE governing entity. Some of the key ISLE-managed
applications and services include:

a) Collaboration and Core Productivity: ISLE will include a common set of personnel and
organizational business productivity tools (documents, spreadsheets, wikis, web-sites,
etc.) for all users and construction templates to promote a common presentation
standard. The design phase will explore using existing commercial or open source
productivity suites, with the objective of establishing a high quality service relationship
at the lowest possible cost.

b) HRC/MyIIRC: ISLE provides a number of opportunities to improve and enhance the
services available through 1IRC and MyIIRC by, for example: (i) transforming the
state’s web-based school and district improvement planning process, currently hosted on
IIRC, into an information-rich social space for teacher communities to take life, explore
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ideas, exchange information on what works, and create improvement learning
exchanges; (ii) further building out MylIRC by making it more accessible to more
districts and more content-rich, at even lower cost, while opening access directly to
students and parents; and (iii) linking IIRC's numerous progress reports to a web services
environment deployed via ISLE where learning exchanges, teaching communities,
instruction-focused meta-analysis, and content-rich educational tools will reside and
flourish.

c) Career Development: ISLE will support a career development interface that will support
major career development functions including career assessment, career
awareness/exploration, career and educational planning linked to course and program
scheduling and application and gateway course articulation and credit transfer
interchanges (e.g., building from IAI portal), work-based learning connections, and
employment search and transition/retention.

d) Principal and Teacher Evaluation Web-based Supports. ISLE will provide a number
of supports for the implementation of teacher and principal evaluation processes as
required by Public Act 096-0861. These tools will include online training materials for
evaluation and tools for calibrating observations. In addition, ISLE will provide a
location to link student performance and teacher's performance goals and professional
development. Finally, where possible ISLE can act as a location for data collection for
both practice and student growth measures. These tools will be available for district use;
however, determination of their use will be determined by districts unless required by
statute or rule and with appropriate security and access restrictions.

e) Learning Content Repository: The learning content repository system will provide a
centrally managed resource that will allow both locally created content and vendor
content to be tagged, rated, stored and delivered within the ISLE portal interface. The
NCSA June 2011 report considered the potential to adopt the open source Fedora
Commons repository system to meet this requirement.

f) Business Intelligence Apps: Business intelligence applications will support improved
decision-making by providing historical, current and predictive analysis of operations
and instructional processes.

2. SLC Managed Applications and Services

While a number of ISLE's key applications and services will be developed and managed
by the ISLE governing entity, Illinois will also take full advantage of SLC's application
management and integration procedures to avoid duplication of effort and to provide full
supportive access to the SLC's "application universe”. The SLC will undertake a comprehensive
engagement strategy to encourage vendors and open source developers to build applications that
will be available through SLI. State agencies, the IlliniCloud, CPS and other school districts
will actively support the expansion of applications for education available through the SLI to
include all instructional support vendors with a large presence in Illinois. The State will also
support the development of various applications addressing key priorities that are intended to be
integrated and managed by the SLC, rather than the ISLE.
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Other core features of the SLI project will be leveraged across ISLE applications to the
extent applicable, including the tagging construct defined by the Learning Resources Metadata
Initiative (LRMI) and the SLI's search features.

Some of the key SLC-managed applications include:

a. Learning Maps: Within the SLI, integrated data on a student will link to a learning map
that identifies the student’s progression against age-appropriate learning goals derived
from applicable learning standards. These learning maps then link to applications and
content to address a student's personalized learning needs. The learning maps can also
be used to track the progress of a cohort of students against standards and to obtain
supports to improve instruction for this cohort. The SLI's core scope includes
developing learning maps for grades K-12, aligned to the Common Core State Standards.
Illinois' extension of the SLI scope through ISLE will include the development of
learning maps for critical STEM pathways that extend from high school into
postsecondary education and learning maps for preschool (if the State receives a Race to
the Top Early Learning Challenge award).

b. SLI "Core" Instructional Support Applications: In addition to the K-12 Learning Maps,
included within SLI's core scope is the development of customizable K-12 reporting
dashboards and portals for K-12 teachers and principals. In addition, based on the input
of teacher focus groups within the pilot sites, the Shared Learning Collaborative (SLC)
will fund the development of two additional instructional support applications.

c. Early Learning Apps: A full suite of Early Learning Apps, as described in the State's
Early Learning Challenge application, will be developed if the State is a recipient of a
Race to the Top Early Learning Challenge award. This application suite will target the
needs of preschool educators, administrators, and parents of preschool-aged children,
and include customized portals, dashboards, instructional supports, and professional
development tools.

d. STEM Apps: STEM Apps will integrate and coherently provide access to the
applications and content related to critical STEM application areas. This includes
applications and content developed by the STEM Learning Exchanges, as well as other
applications and content within the SLI App Universe that are "tagged" as relating to a
particular STEM cluster area.

e. Learning Management System: ISLE will support a learning management interface shell
with the capacity to capture information on learning activities; present information for
learners and educators; and support curricular development, improvement planning, and
evaluation of progress. The NCSA June 2011 report considered the potential to utilize
two open source building blocks, Canvas and Iliad, to meet this requirement.
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V. PROJECT TIMELINE

ISLE System Development

e |[SLE Intergovernmental Agreement executed

December 2011

e Design and development of ISLE Cloud and integration of
services from IlliniCloud and the NCSA computational
cluster

e Design and development of ISLE Middleware Platform,
with appropriate integration with SL1I

Nov 2011 - December 2012

e Develop ISLE Learning Maps, Early Learning App Suite,
and STEM App Suite

June 2012 - June 2013

e Develop remainder of ISLE Priority Apps

January 2013 - June 2014

e Long-term business model development and planning for
transition to operational governance structure

June 2012 - December 2013

e System refinements needed to support second phase school
district implementation

e Transition from development governance structure to
operational governance structure

January 2014 to June 2015

e System maintenance, extensions, and enhancements

July 2015 and beyond

SLI Pilot Launch

e SLI pilot sites (Bloomington Dist. 87 and Normal Unit 5)
prepare for full implementation

Nov 2011 - December 2012

e SLI pilot launch, integrated with ISLE Cloud and ISLE
Middleware Platform

January 2013

Second Phase School District Launch

e ISLE Second Phase school districts sites prepare for full
implementation (1lliniCloud and RTTT 3 districts)

January 2013 - June 2014

e Second Phase school district launch

July 2014

e Extend implementation to all other school districts

August 2014 and beyond

Early Learning Launch

e [SLE Early Learning pilot in three locations

January 2013 - Dec 2013

e Extend implementation, on a voluntary basis, to all
Preschool for All and Head Start Programs

e Pilot implementation in day-care homes and non-Preschool
for All/Head Start Centers

January 2014 - December
2014

e Extend implementation, on a voluntary basis, to centers not
participating in Preschool for All or Head Start

January 2015 and beyond

Other User Groups

e Community College, Higher Education, and Workforce
Development subcommittees convened

January - February 2012

e Subcommittees develop plan for ISLE use and applications

February - December 2012

e Plans reviewed and adopted by Steering Committee

January - March 2013

e Execute plans for the extension of ISLE to these user groups

April 2013 - June 2015
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Appendix 6

Perfor mance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) Critical Elements
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PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REFORM ACT (PERA): CRITICAL ELEMENTS

Student
Growth

All systems must include student growth as a significant factor in all teacher
and principal evaluations. PERA establishes a State "default" model for teacher
evaluations basing 50% of the rating on student growth that will apply if an
LEA and its union cannot reach agreement within 180 days. Administrative
rules to implement PERA proposed by ISBE designate that student growth must
constitute 30 percent of the final performance evaluation rating assigned, which
will be phased in using 25 percent for the first two years of implementation for
school districts implementing systems in 2012-13 and 2013-14 school years.
The other component of the evaluation is based on professional practice.

Evaluation
Plan
Development

PERA requires that local teacher performance evaluation plans be developed in
good faith cooperation with the local collective bargaining unit. However, to
ensure timely implementation, it also includes a 180-day "backstop" for districts
and unions to reach agreement on the plan before defaulting to a State default
model. (In Chicago, if the district and union do not reach agreement in 90 days,
Chicago Public Schools can implement its last best proposal.)

Evaluators

A broader range of properly trained evaluators can undertake teacher
evaluations, including "peer" evaluators. The State must establish an evaluator
pre-qualification program that includes rigorous training and promotes inter-
rater reliability.

Rating
Categories

PERA establishes four rating categories for teacher and principal evaluations
(instead of the current three for teachers), with the addition of a "Needs
Improvement” category that leads to professional development informed by
performance evaluation data.

Timeine

PERA mandates evaluations that include student growth*:

(a) for all principals by the start of SY 2012-13,

(b) for teachers in 300 schools in Chicago by the start of SY 2012-13, with the
remainder of CPS schools by the start of the following school year,

(c) for all teachers in schools for which an LEA has received a School
Improvement Grant, by the date specified in the LEA's grant,

(d) for the lowest-performing 20% of remaining LEAs, by the start of SY
2015-16, and

(e) for all other LEAS, by the start of 2016-17.
* The time line for PERA implementation will be accelerated in RTTT3
Participating LEAs (see D(2) and Appendix 2). Senate Bill 7 allows any LEA,
with the written agreement of the exclusive bargaining representatives of its
teachers, to accelerate PERA.

State
Supports

PERA ensures that the State establish a number of data collection and support
systems to effectively implement evaluations (detailed in Section D(2) of the
Plan).

#10815383 v4
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