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State Attorney General Certification

I certify that the State’s description of, and statements and conclusions concerning, State law, statute,
and regulation in its application are complete, accurate, and constitute a reasonable interpretation of

State law, statute, and regulation.
(See especially Eligibility Requirement (b), Selection Criteria (B)(1), (D)(1), (E)(1), (F)(2). (F)(3).)

I certify that the State does not have any legal, statutory, or regulatory barriers at the State level to
linking data on student achievement (as defined in this notice) or student growth (as defined in this
notice) to teachers and principals for the purpose of teacher and principal evaluation.

State Attorney General or Authorized Representative (Printed Name): Telephone:
o — Al Tl 202-737-
t)e+ s O Neckles 1597

Signature of the State Attofney General or Authorized Representative: Date:
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PA 4 ACCOUNTABILITY, TRANSPARENCY, REPORTING
AND OTHER ASSURANCES AND CERTIFICATIONS

Accountability, Transparency and Reporting Assurances

The Governor or his/her authorized representative assures that the State will comply with all of
the accountability, transparency, and reporting requirements that apply to the Race to the Top
program, including the following:

For each year of the program, the State will submit a report to the Secretary, at such time and
in such manner as the Secretary may require, that describes:

o the uses of funds within the State;

o how the State distributed the funds it received;

o the number of jobs that the Governor estimates were saved or created with the
funds;

o the State’s progress in reducing inequities in the distribution of highly qualified
teachers, implementing a State longitudinal data system, and developing and
implementing valid and reliable assessments for limited English proficient
students and students with disabilities; and

o ifapplicable, a description of each modernization, renovation, or repair project
approved in the State application and funded, including the amounts awarded and
project costs (ARRA Division A, Section 14008)

The State will cooperate with any U.S. Comptroller General evaluation of the uses of funds
and the impact of funding on the progress made toward closing achievement gaps (ARRA
Division A, Section 14009)

If the State uses funds for any infrastructure investment, the State will certify that the
investment received the full review and vetting required by law and that the chief executive
accepts responsibility that the investment is an appropriate use of taxpayer funds. This
certification will include a description of the investment, the estimated total cost, and the
amount of covered funds to be used. The certification will be posted on the State’s website
and linked to www.Recovery.gov. A State or local agency may not use funds under the
ARRA for infrastructure investment funding unless this certification is made and posted.
(ARRA Division A, Section 1511)

The State will submit reports, within 10 days after the end of each calendar quarter, that
contain the information required under section 1512(c) of the ARRA in accordance with any
guidance issued by the Office of Management and Budget or the Department. (ARRA
Division A, Section 1512(c))

The State will cooperate with any appropriate Federal Inspector General’s examination of
records under the program. (ARRA Division A, Section 1515)



Other Assurances and Certifications
The Governor or his/her authorized representative assures or certifies the following:

e The State will comply with all applicable assurances in OMB Standard Forms 424B
(Assurances for Non-Construction Programs) and to the extent consistent with the State’s
application, OMB Standard Form 424D (Assurances for Construction Programs), including
the assurances relating to the legal authority to apply for assistance; access to records;
conflict of interest; merit systems; nondiscrimination; Hatch Act provisions; labor standards;
flood hazards; historic preservation; protection of human subjects; animal welfare; lead-
based paint; Single Audit Act; and the general agreement to comply with all applicable
Federal laws, executive orders and regulations.

e With respect to the certification regarding lobbying in Department Form 80-0013, no Federal
appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting
to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or
employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with the
making or renewal of Federal grants under this program; the State will complete and submit
Standard Form-LLL, "Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying," when required (34 C.F.R. Part
82. Appendix B); and the State will require the full certification, as set forth in 34 C.F.R. Part
82, Appendix A, in the award documents for all subawards at all tiers.

e The State will comply with all of the operational and administrative provisions in Title XV
and XIV of the ARRA, including Buy American Requirements (ARRA Division A, Section
1605), Wage Rate Requirements (section 1606), and any applicable environmental impact
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 (NEPA), as amended, (42
U.S.C. 4371 et seq.) (ARRA Division A, Section 1609). In using ARRA funds for
infrastructure investment, recipients will comply with the requirement regarding Preferences
for Quick Start Activities (ARRA Division A, Section 1602).

e Any local educational agency (LEA) receiving funding under this program will have on file
with the State a set of assurances that meets the requirements of section 442 of the General
Education Provisions Act (GEPA) (20 U.S.C. 1232¢).

e Any LEA receiving funding under this program will have on file with the State (through
either its Stabilization Fiscal Stabilization Fund application or another U.S. Department of
Education Federal grant) a description of how the LEA will comply with the requirements of
section 427 of GEPA (20 U.S.C. 1228a). The description must include information on the
steps the LEA proposes to take to permit students, teachers, and other program beneficiaries
to overcome barriers (including barriers based on gender, race, color, national origin,
disability, and age) that impede access to, or participation in, the program.

e The State and other entities will comply with the Education Department General
Administrative Regulations (EDGAR), including the following provisions as applicable: 34
CFR Part 74-Administration of Grants and Agreements with Institutions of Higher
Education, Hospitals, and Other Non-Profit Organizations; 34 CFR Part 75-Direct Grant
Programs; 34 CFR Part 77— Definitions that Apply to Department Regulations; 34 CFR Part



80— Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State
and Local Governments, including the procurement provisions; 34 CFR Part 81— General
Education Provisions Act-Enforcement; 34 CFR Part 82— New Restrictions on Lobbying; 34
CFR Part 84-Governmentwide Requirements for Drug-Free Workplace (Financial
Assistance); 34 CFR Part 85-Governmentwide Debarment and Suspension

(Nonprocurement).

SIGNATURE BLOCK FOR CERTIFYING OFFICIAL

Governor or Authorized Representative of the Governor (Printed Name):

Adrian M. Fenty

rized Representative of the Governor: | Date:

Q'(av/:o

Signatug§ of Governor or




V. ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

A State must meet the following requirements in order to be eligible to receive funds under this
program.

Eligibility Requirement (a)

The State’s applications for funding under Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the State Fiscal Stabilization
Fund program must be approved by the Department prior to the State being awarded a Race to the
Top grant.

The Department will determine eligibility under this requirement before making a grant award.

Eligibility Requirement (b)

At the time the State submits its application, there are no legal, statutory, or regulatory barriers at
the State level to linking data on student achievement (as defined in this notice) or student growth
(as defined in this notice) to teachers and principals for the purpose of teacher and principal
evaluation.

The certification of the Attorney General addresses this requirement. The applicant may provide
explanatory information, if necessary. The Department will determine eligibility under this
requirement.

(Enter text here.)




_ Qmice of the State Superintendent of caucator
DISTRIC?T OF COLUMBI A
—MATOR ADRIAN M FENTY

June 1, 2010

Secretary Arne Duncan

U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Secretary Duncan,

It is with great excitement that [ submit to you the District of Columbia’s application for the U.S.
Department of Education Race to the Top (RTTT) grant competition. I believe our proposal
meets the challenges you set forth in announcing RTTT. It builds on the reforms that have been
in place since Mayoral takeover of the schools in 2007 and incorporates the innovative
approaches designed by our vast network of charter schools. While we are pleased with the
results we have seen in the past two years, an RTTT grant award will help us take the next steps
to cement the progress to date, eliminate the achievement gap, improve the quality of the teacher
workforce, and ensure every child graduates from a District of Columbia school ready for
postsecondary education or the workforce.

With those goals in mind, our application was developed with broad stakeholder input. The
Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) worked closely with members from
District of Columbia Public Schools and charter school local education agencies to determine the
proposals laid out in this application. They reflect the work occurring throughout the city and the
spirit of collaboration that will be necessary to meet the ambitious goals you have set for this
program.

The District’s small size, compact geography, support from the majority of its LEAs, and clear
commitment to reform in the past two years indicate our strong city-wide commitment to this
application and the goals of the RTTT program. I look forward to the Department’s
consideration of OSSE’s RTTT application. [ am excited about the potential RTTT presents and
appresjate your support for strong education reform.

Kerri L. Briggs. Ph.D.
State Superintendent of Education

810 First Street, NE, 9th floor, Washington, DC 20002
Phone: 202.727.6436 e Fax: 202.727.2019 e www.osse.dc.gov



VI. SELECTION CRITERIA: PROGRESS AND PLANS IN THE FOUR EDUCATION REFORM AREAS

Table of Contents

(A)(1) Articulating State’s education reform agendaand LEAS’ PartiCipation 1N Il............. oottt e et e e et e e e e e e e e e ebb e e e aeeann s 3
(A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implerent, scale up and sustain PropoSEd PIANS ... e e e 26
(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raisifg achievement and CIOSING GaPS ... ... iieiuiioii et e e e e e e et eeeeba e aeeanans 38
(B)(1) Developing and adopting COMMION STANTGAITS.u .. c..u ettt et ettt et et e e ettt e e e e e et e e e e et ta e e e et taa e e e ettt e aaaeaa e aeeetba e eaaesban e aaeessnnaaaeebannans 52
(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, Nigh-QUEAY GSSESSIMENTS .........ciiiiui ittt ettt e e e ettt e e ettt e e e e etta e e e eaaaaeeeaa s s eaesbeaaaaeeannsaaaeenenn 57
(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standals and high-quality 8SSESSMENTS......... . cceauiiieiii et e e e e et aaeeaaa s 60
(C)(2) Fully implementing a statewide 10NgItUdINAIAALA SYSTEM..........uu i ettt ettt e et et e e et et e e e eea s e e e etba e e e eatan e eeeebaa e aaeeabannnns 73
(C)(2) ACCESSING ANU USING SEALE TALA . ... . sttt eeit ettt e et e ettt e e et oo e e ettt e e ettt ta e e eeeaaa e e e ee bt e e 2 eeaaeeeeetba e e aeeeaaaeeaeebbaaeeeesan e eeannnaeeennnss 76
(C)(3) UsSINg data tO iMPIOVE INSIFUCTION ......iieeiiiieiit e ettt ettt e e e e et e e et e e e e tta oo e e et ta e e e e ee bt e e e et aba e e et e eaa e e aenaa e e eeesba e eeeesban e aaeeesanaeaenbbnneaannnnaaaaes 81
(D)(2) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and PrinCIPAIS ......... oo e e e e e e et eaeeaaa s 91
(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectivenes based 0N PEITOIMEINCE...........oii i ettt e e e e et e e e et e e e e eeeeeeeenes 97
(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effectiveteachers and PrinCIPAIS............ i e e et et et e e e et e e e eeab e e e eeannns 118
(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher andrpcipal preparation PrOGIAIMS ... et e et e e eete e e e e etaaaeeta e aaaesan e aaesebnnaaae 128
(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers an@riNCIPAIS .........ooeiuuu i ettt e e ettt e e ettt e e e e et e e e e eeta s e e eeabba e eaeeenn e eaeeenan 135



(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving SCROOIBNA LEAS ... e ettt ettt e ettt oo e ettt e e e eea e e e eeaa s e e aeaba e eaeetba e eaeennnnaaaeen 514

(E)(2) Turning around the 1owest-aChi@VING SCNOOIS . ..... .o i ettt e e ettt e et ettt e e e eea e et e etaa e e eeetba e e aeesban e aaeeannaaaenns 149
(F)(1) Making education fUNGING @ PIIOITEY ... . ueeee i eeeeett et eeet e e e et e e e et b e e eeaa e et eata e e e eeta e e e et tta e e aeeeaa e e e eaaaeeeaa s eeeeebaneateesanaeaeenbanaaeesnaaannes 165
(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-pedrming charter schools and other innovative SChOOIS............cooiiiiiiii e 168
(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant refOrmM CONALIONS ............ i ettt e e et e e e e et b e e e ee s e e e ee bt e e e eeeta e e eaesban e eaeerannnns 178
Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Comprehensive Approach to EAUCAtIoN RETOIMM ....... .o e e e et eaeeaanas 183
Priority 2: Competitive Preference Priority -- Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathatics (STEM). ............cccoeevviviiiiiiiiineeeen. 183
Priority 3: Invitational Priority — Innovations for Improving Early Learning OULCOMES .........ccouuiiiiiii ettt e et eeeea e e e eeta e e aeeana e eaeees 193
Priority 4: Invitational Priority — Expansion and A daptation of Statewide Longitudinal Data SYSIEMS ... ...ccuuuuiiiiiiiiieeeeii e 196
Priority 5: Invitational Priority -- P-20 Coordinat ion, Vertical and Horizontal AIGNMENT..........couuuiiiii et e e e eaanas 198
Priority 6: Invitational Priority -- School-Level C onditions for Reform, Innovation, and Learning ...........ooooeuuuii it eeee e e e eeans 200



(A) State Success Factors (125 total points)

(A)(1) Articulating State’s education reform agendaand LEAS’ participation in it (65 points)
The extent to which—

(i) The State has set forth a comprehensive andreohreform agenda that clearly articulates iegy@or implementing reforms in
the four education areas described in the ARRAI@pdoving student outcomes statewide, establishwsaa and credible path to
achieving these goals, and is consistent with pleeific reform plans that the State has proposemlitthout its applicatior(5 points)

(i) The participating LEAs (as defined in this &) are strongly committed to the State’s plardtareffective implementation of
reform in the four education areas, as evidenceléyoranda of Understanding (MOUS) (as set fortAppendix D) or other
binding agreements between the State and its jpatiicg LEAS (as defined in this notice) that irddy— (45 points)

(a) Terms and conditions that reflect strong commitnimnthe participating LEAs (as defined in this nejito the State’s
plans;

(b) Scope-of-work descriptions that require participgtiEAs (as defined in this notice) to implemenipalsignificant
portions of the State’s Race to the Top plans; and

(c) Signatures from as many as possible of the LEArsueadent (or equivalent), the president of thealschool board
(or equivalent, if applicable), and the local tearshunion leader (if applicable) (one signaturevbfch must be from ar
authorized LEA representative) demonstrating thereof leadership support within participating L&E@s defined in
this notice); and

(i) The LEAs that are participating in the Stat®ace to the Top plans (including consideratidrif@numbers and percentages (
participating LEAs, schools, K-12 students, andishis in poverty) will translate into broad statdsvimpact, allowing the State to
reach its ambitious yet achievable goals, overalllay student subgroup, ford5 points)

(a) Increasing student achievement in (at a minimumjlireg/language arts and mathematics, as reportdtiedyAEP and the
assessments required under the ESEA,;

(b) Decreasing achievement gaps between subgroupadingélanguage arts and mathematics, as reportdtedyAEP and the

D f

assessments required under the ESEA,;




(c) Increasing high school graduation rates (as defimekis notice); and

(d) Increasing college enroliment (as defined in tlnsae) and increasing the number of students wimopdete at least a year’s
worth of college credit that is applicable to amegwithin two years of enrollment in an institutiof higher education.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion, as wallprojected goals as described in
(A)(1)(iii). The narrative or attachments shall alsiclude, at a minimum, the evidence listed bebowl, how each piece of evidencs
demonstrates the State’s success in meeting tteeion. The narrative and attachments may alsoudelany additional information
the State believes will be helpful to peer reviswEor attachments included in the Appendix, notte narrative the location wher
the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (A)(2)(i):
e An example of the State’s standard Participatindg INEOU, and description of variations used, if any.
e The completed summary table indicating which spepibrtions of the State’s plan each LEA is comeditto implementing,
and relevant summary statistics (see Summary Tabl@)(1)(ii)(b), below).
e The completed summary table indicating which LE&dlership signatures have been obtained (see Suniable for
(A)(D)(ii)(c), below).

Evidence for (A)(1)(iii):
e The completed summary table indicating the numbedspercentages of participating LEAS, schools 2kstlidents, and
students in poverty (see Summary Table for (A)(}1,)pelow).
e Tables and graphs that show the State’s goalsalbaerd by subgroup, requested in the criteriogetber with the supporting
narrative. In addition, describe what the goals Mdaok like were the State not to receive an awarder this program.
Evidence for (A)(1)(ii) and (A)(2)(iii):
e The completed detailed table, by LEA, that incluttesinformation requested in the criterion (se¢aided Table for (A)(1),
below).

D

Recommended maximum response length: Ten pagksi{egdables)




(A)(1)(i) DC's comprehensive and coherent reform agenda, with clear and credible path to goals

The District of Columbia (DC or the District) haseoof the nation’s most exciting, dynamic educatefarm agenda. With a solid trac
record of improvement, demonstrated experienagrimitg around low-achieving schools, and an unfededl vision and commitment t
make choices that benefit children, DC is on a fmilard closing the achievement gap and ensuratgetrery student, regardless of
where he or she is from, reaches high levels destuachievement. Furthermore, while there areyreeimools that have closed the
achievement gap, the nation needs a proof pothisoshccomplishment at a state level. DC is pos#ibto serve as this exemplar like 1
other state.

In both scope and scale, DC’s Race to the Top (RpEh combines with ongoing efforts to detail acredibly comprehensive schoo
reform effort, spanning early childhood to postesetary education, and with a reach of 91% of Ddipsishool students via
participating LEAs. Indeed, education reform antbiration are already underway in classrooms atissdDC, where the goals, like th
stakes, are high. Over the next four years, thei@isvill radically accelerate turning around lsvest-achieving schools and
significantly boost the achievement of its mid-aeing schools by harnessing the power and impdatimian capital and data-driven

instruction. Using its highest-achieving schoolsupport low achievers, DC will make best prastkgreat teachers and leaders the

norm. In particular, DC will pursue aggressive LEfervention, charter authorizer accountabilityd &tate support to turn around or
close the District's most chronically low-achievisghools. In the District of Columbia Public Scleo@CPS), Chancellor Michelle
Rhee has committed to leveraging Race to the Tagsfwith other resources and strategies to interwvemore than just the bottom 59
of DCPS schools — instead, her efforts will reaith the bottom 20% of DCPS schools, ensuring thiaatound focuses on a higher
number of low-achieving DCPS schools and ultimatedches more DCPS students.

35 DC LEAs comprised of 201 schools (out of 23théDistrict) have committed to RTTT participatidn.these participating LEAs,

every teacher and principal will be evaluated baseperformance, and these evaluations will be msaktisignificant personnel decisions

Student achievement will count for at least 50%eather evaluations. At the time of this submisgio®\Washington Teachers Union is

no
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tallying the votes on a groundbreaking teacherraotiwhich will push DC to the forefront of teacheofessionalism, in which student

achievement results drive both rewards and consegsién terms of employment. Effective teachelldbacome the standard in DC. The

State will support strong professional developrsgstems and effective teacher pipeline programte weacher certification programs th
fail to provide effective teachers will have thaiogram approval revoked. Moreover, all teachetlgpancipals in every RTTT-

at

participating school will have access to data neééalee an effective teacher and school leaderey ®C student and to ensure that every

student is held to (and meets) the high and rigoeapectations of the Common Core Standards. Medopenent, refinement, and use of

instructional improvement systems across all RTER& will be critical to DC’s achievement of its RT §oals and objectives. Finally,

students at all levels will have the opportunitgxplore the world of science, technology, engingeand math through a coherent network

of STEM learning opportunities.

DC’s path to success is clear and compelling bexthestrail has already been blazed. Over 10 ywgsa vibrant charter school
movement in the District — started in response ¢hranically under-performing DCPS system — sovedinitial seeds of reform,
creating pockets of education innovation and a@n®nt. In 2005, the District built upon early refoefforts by adopting new an
more rigorous state academic standards that reisdolr for student achievement. These standaedsoav recognized as among
the strongest in the nation. Catalyzed by mayadeddver of the school system in 2007, the Distigtowing reform culture and

momentum has catapulted to new levels.

DC'’s starting point for reform is important to umsi&anding its current trajectory. In this city-gtaff just over 72,000 public schog
students, only 38% of elementary school studestsdeat grade-level proficiency in reading in 20Die statistics for math were
more sobering, with only 31% of elementary schoadients achieving grade-level proficiency. Perfarosaamong secondary
students was no better, with only 35% and 33% acigegrade-level proficiency in reading and ma#spectively. Moreover, a
2006 report by The Bridgespan Group found thattless half of DC’s ninth-graders (43%) graduatedrfrhigh school within five

—d

years. Those that did required remedial classss;tlan 10% completed college within five yearkigh school graduation.




Unsurprisingly, from 1985 to 2005, enrollment in [PAblic schools dropped by more than 10,000 stsdastfamilies fled the
educational system for DC private or parochial sthcas well as other neighboring public schodirdis that offered the hope of
more promising education options. DC became a maltiexample of the moral abomination of the acheset gap. Drastic actior
needed to be taken, and has been taken, to rehesskecline.

Today, Secretary of Education Arne Duncan callseD@eacon of hope.” For the first time in decaag#spliment in DC schools is

beginning to rise, as the exodus of departing stisdeas been curtailed. More importantly, studehtewement is growing at
incredible rates; DC saw gains in both math andingaon the 2009 NAEP exam. In just two yearses@@07, student proficienc
on the state assessment has improved across batbrgbry and secondary populations, with approxiyndb% of students

achieving proficiency in both reading and math figmn 36% in reading and 31% in math in 2007). Etlenpersistent black-white

achievement gap has begun to close. The Januafyiflie ofJ.S. News & World Reporeported, “In the past two years, the
achievement gap between white and African-Amergtadents [in DCPS] has closed from 70 percentagesim 50 percentage
points.” Although there remains much work to bee&ldhe tide of education reform in DC is turningaipositive direction.

This upward trajectory can be attributed to a lealdcation reform agenda. Over the past decade, D@®Benefitted from
external pressure from a robust charter sector afidependent LEAs, where many high-achieving sishdeliver dramatic results
with high-needs student populations. Indeed, D@&ter sector has accomplished what it was orilyirtainceived to do: to
pressure the traditional system to improve thratggbwn example of achievement. Mayoral takeovddGPS in 2007 enabled D
Mayor Adrian Fenty to establish a separate, stetate agency. He also appointed Chancellor Miclittiee to take the helm of tf
still-lagging DCPS system and to lead an aggresspemda of system reform and school turnaroundhigoint, Chancellor Rhe|
and her team have worked relentlessly on behd®#&tudents. Among their ground-breaking humantabpiitiatives, they
developed IMPACT, which this past school year begaluating teacher effectiveness based on stgglenth and removing
chronically ineffective teachers and principalsa@tellor Rhee and the DCPS team have delivereyd &adll encouraging results.

~
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The opportunity now presented by Race to the Tepesoat a crucial juncture for the District. Othdyan jurisdictions have show
the incredible difficulty of maintaining reform m@mntum in ways that generate long-term, sustainabig integrated system-widg

outcomes. Few districts, if any, have managed stasuthe pace of initial (Years 1-3) educatiomref. While DC’s political will

is in place and critical groundwork for reform hmeen laid, there is still much to be done. At teeytime when reform fatigue

becomes a risk, DC needs to accelerate effortatotain — and grow — its upward trajectory. RactheoTop presents an

unprecedented opportunity to infuse new energyrasdurces where they are most needed, to helptpedbistrict “further,

faster.” RTTT can be an important vehicle to enghat DC reform, much of which aligns directly wRTTT goals, continues to

produce dramatic improvements to student achieveamhsystem performance. DC and its cutting-edg&d.intend to take

advantage of a RTTT award to accomplish the folhgystatewide performance objectives:

Increase statewide DC Comprehensive Assessmer@rByBIC-CAS) performance by 5 percentage pointygar
Close the minority achievement gap by 5 percenpagats per year
Close the poverty achievement gap by 3.5 percengamgs per year over the next four years

Increase National Assessment of Educational PredMAEP) scores by 10 points over four years, garavement that
will surpass the highest four-year student achi@mrgains made by any urban district in 2009 TWiddan District
Assessment (TUDA) report scores

Raise high school graduation rates by 3 percergags per year

Increase college enrolliment by five percentagetpqier year and develop a baseline set of collegeskd data from
which DC will soon measure the college-readineske@e credit accumulation, and college completates of its student

DC has demonstrated that its primary commitmetd its students. Its reforms demonstrate alsottigatore components of

change promoted by Race to the Top can and witlywe a dramatic, positive, and sustainable impastwdent achievement. DC

is committed to producing results that serve astmnal model for urban educational reform.

D
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DC’'s RTTT reform agenda supports the Theory of @eawutlined below, demonstrating a fundamental comemt to: (1)
decrease the number of low-achieving schools,Hi#) mid-achieving schools to higher levels of asl@ment, and (3) increase th
total number of high-achieving schools across tiaeS Critically, high-achieving schools will beadsto support efforts at the
lower levels through the sharing of best practaes leadership, tools, and lessons learned. ©eisda will leverage the four
assurance areas outlined in the RTTT notice an@ dhanges needed to redesign DC’s portfolio odaskbptions available to its
students. Ultimately, DC seeks to move to a padafsystem of high-achieving schools that will addréhe needs of all DC
students. In doing so, DC will reach its ultimadéorm goals of eliminating the achievement gapl@wbming the highest-

performing jurisdiction in the country.

DC’s RACE TO THE TOP THEORY OF CHANGE

DC Today DC Under RTTT

- Disproportionate concentration of low- « Dramatically reduce nhumber of low-achieving
achieving schools schools via turnaround efforts
- Few existing models of high achieving schools « Increase number of high-achieving schools

- Raise overall system performance

DC under RTTT
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DC's efforts to achieve a new portfolio of schoaisl ensure a higher proportion of high-quality edioc options for DC students
will build on the bold work already being done thghout the District, much of which aligns with RT$Teform assurance areas.

Table Al1.1 Current Practice and Plans by Assurancérea

Assurance

Current Practice

Race to the Top Plans

Standards and

DC'’s state standards are among the strongest Move swiftly to adopt the new Common Core Standandth

human capital pipeline

Teacher evaluations that use student growth

as a primary component are being informeg
by DCPS

Human capital decisions such as targeted
intervention, additional compensation and
dismissal are becoming enabled by
evaluations

] e

Assessments in the nation, having received a grade of “A" the meeting date for the State Board’s approvabaly set
from Stanford University’$ioover Digest ¢ Create new summative assessments aligned withaher©on
Many DC schools (but not statewide) have Core Standards with non-RTTT funds, with a conaantof
interim assessments aligned to summative states
assessments, providing real-time informatior Require LEAs to use interim assessments that willligned
about student strengths and weaknesses with the Common Core Standards
Data System Instructional improvement systems exist in| e Fund the development of instructional improvemensteims for
to Improve DCPS and in several charter schools LEAs that lack sufficient systems to support dataesh
Instruction Data-driven instructional practices are instruction
beginning to proliferate across the District | ¢ Fund capacity-building for school-level data aneslys ensure
that student data are analyzed and used to impmetreiction
Great Teachers DC has extensive experience working with pe Hold all certification providers, including alterhae providers,
and Leaders large local network of national partners to evaluations based on graduates’ effectivenesgygm
Alternative certification providers for teachers approval will be subject to revocation if gradupégformance
and principals contribute significantly to DC's does not meet DC standards

Build and support stronger pipelines for effectisachers and
principals

Require all participating LEAs to have evaluatiamplace for
principals and teachers based on at least 50%rgtgd®mvth
Support human capital decisions based on evalstioough
investment in systems for decision-making, as all
professional development systems aligned to evahmst
Create professional development collaborativesippart the
dissemination of teacher effectiveness acrossysters
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Assurance Current Practice Race to the Top Plans

School e DC has an established track record of closing Adopt a statewide definition of “persistently loweshieving”
Turnaround low-achieving schools schools and ensure that turnaround plans existlfechools in
e Each of the four RTTT turnaround models has this category
already been used in DC schools ¢ Fund planning and support efforts of school turnatbteams

Through the execution of DC’s Race to the Top pl#ms District envisions dramatically altering aisrrent portfolio of schools by

1. Drastically reducing the number of low-achieving skools through the implementation of intervention modwlsh as
school closure, restart, and turnaround. Effortsaapitalize on DC’s unique political will and gesnance structure to
intervene in persistently low-achieving schools sm@lind the planning and sustainability of schmoharound efforts. DC’s
turnaround efforts will be modeled after leaderstaaching, and collaborative structures proveeatiife in high-achieving

schools.

2. Shifting all middle-range schools to higher levelsf performance through the implementation of standards-based
curriculum and assessments based on internatiebalighmarked Common Core Standards. Efforts willage data, tools,

and training to improve instruction; accelerate hnmapital strategies (including the compensatfdnighly effective

U7

teachers, the targeted intervention for mid-raegehers, and the removal of ineffective teachargj;ensure strong pipelines

=y

of effective and highly effective teachers and @pals. Additional support will be provided by higlshieving schools throug
targeted sharing of and training on what works.

3. Identifying and expanding/replicating high-achieves: through the implementation of strategies to pasihigh-achieving
schools as anchors for professional learning conitsnaallaboratives that lift up middle-range schadtfforts will support in-
house teacher pipeline programs and grant priadtgss to facilities. LEAs will be encouraged tpasd or replicate their
highest-achieving schools in order to expand quaéiats for students and share best practicesgiwot DC.
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The District’'s RTTT Theory of Change is predicatgubn collaboration and replication of bold and effilee practices, as well as

the study and continuous improvement of such grastin pursuit of excellence. DC will leveragedigerse portfolio of schools to

raise student achievement by increasing the nuofteudents being served by high-achieving schaalt) traditional and charte
With this overall outcome in mind, DC has estal@dlambitious goals and performance measures faretktefour years (outlined
in Appendix A1.1).

DC’s UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS POSITION THE STATE FOR RACE TO THE TOP SUCCESS

As a city-state in the nation’s capital, DC is wadrom all other RTTT applicants. Its size, ediwwagovernance, and reform
structures enable aggressive change at the stalehat is able to reach individual schools, aglasms, and students with great
speed and impact. DC’s Theory of Change and ungesmted momentum of recent reform progress positiea$tate as a high-
impact site for RTTT investment. DC enrolls over(® students in a little over 200 schools, witd vast majority of students
represented by LEAs that have committed to padteipn RTTT. The simple truth is this: in DC, Racehe Top funds will go

“further, faster” than in any other state, enabling District to make dramatic change for as manyng lives as possible. DC is an

innovator in areas of human capital recruitmerniengon, and training; charter school innovatiod anoperation; and school
turnaround. As well, the District of Columbia ofdvoth the experience and political will to demeoatst the feasibility of achievin
exceptional outcomes backed by a strong reformdsgand aligned leadership and support. The lifaatbrs that position DC for
success is long indeed, including a vibrant chaeetor, a head start on reform under mayoral obritnproved state-level
capacity, a supportive network of leading local aatlonal partners, and District-wide urgency abthre work that remains to be
done.

Vibrant Charter Sector. DC has benefited from a long history of being hdmene of the nation’s most vibrant public charter
school sectors. The Center for Education Reforrf@B0Zharter School Law Ranking and Scorecaitgés DC as having the

“strongest of the nation’s 40 charter laws” andegiDC’s charter school law an “A” grade. Likewidg National Alliance for
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Public Charter Schools recently released a stualydbmpares state charter laws from 40 statesaamhed Washington, DC'2
among states, notably for being a “leader in tlafeéde most critical challenges facing public ckadchools: operational
autonomy, operating funding equity, and facilisegpport.” Importantly, the operational autonomycbérters allows DC's RTTT
plan to be more creative, if less uniform, thareotstates. Many of the initiatives developed mstate plan reflect the ability for
individual LEAS to innovate and meet reform objees in ways that best suit the unique charactesisii their particular school
size, program, and student population. Chartevashn DC are not typical district-style LEAs — myaare single-school LEAS
with school populations of less than 300 studeAissuch, statewide, top-down reform approachasod@lways benefit the
students in these schools; thus, the District’s Ra@pplication is designed to serve these schoolatol considers this dynamic
deliberately throughout.

DC’s charter community is managed by the DC Pubharter School Board (PCSB), an independent DCagend the District’s
sole authorizer of public charter schools. PCSBsaes all the District’s nearly 100 charter scleashpuses, with the mission to
provide quality public school options for DC stutieand families through a comprehensive applicaterew process, effective
oversight, meaningful school supports, and actiakeholder engagement. PCSB brings accountamliy@’s charter school
community, with a history of approving only 38%adf applicants and closing underperforming schdol2009, PCSB launched
its Performance Management Framework (PMF), wisalsed to evaluate all DC public charter schoaism@bing to common
academic and non-academic measures, includingrgtgdawth. While the PMF is relatively new, it isibg watched as a potential
national model for charter school accountabilitgd snpport.

Nationally, charter schools were created to engminanovative practices that could carry over bwaader set of all public
schools. While that vision has yet to be realizedther states, DC made this theory a reality:rmfa networks of reform-minded
education colleagues exist across all District LE#®] best practices — whether around using datapmve instruction or
maximizing the potential of alternative preparatmograms — are shared through robust formal afodnmal networks. Non-profit
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organizations that work in both DCPS and publictgra_EAs support collaboration through schooltgigind training that
facilitate the dissemination of best practices. DRTTT application reflects DC’s vision for raisib§A collaboration to a new
level, where formal and informal collaboration vabntinue through task forces focused on key issaaeected to the RTTT
assurance areas. Furthermore, ongoing collaboratmng leading national educators from DCPS, tlstribi's charter LEAS, and
local and national partners will drive exponenggedwth in DC student achievement.

Mayoral Control. DC is only one of just over a dozen US cities mak the public school system is managed undeadispices of
mayoral control, and the District is the oshate with mayoral control covering the majorifyte students. Since 2007, mayoral
control has played a critical role in eliminatimgdmented school authority across multiple entaied accelerating much needed

reform efforts. In his first action under mayorahtrol, Mayor Fenty appointed Michelle Rhee, a iegeducation innovator and

change agent, as Chancellor of DCPS. Becauseitheoelocal school board, accountability and decisnaking at DCPS are now
streamlined, catalyzing an unprecedented levedfofm in DCPS, particularly in priority RTTT are&r example, under mayora

control, DCPS was able to launch the Teaching aairiing Framework and an aligned IMPACT evaluasigstem for all
teachers. IMPACT, a system for evaluating educaffectiveness based in large part on student grdvath created a laser-like
focus on increasing teacher effectiveness in a unebke way, on targeting professional developmadtsapports to those areas
most in need, and in moving ineffective teachetsodthe system. Turnaround work has been take®tolevels with the creation
of DCPS’s Office of School Innovation, now headgdlbsh Edelman, who formerly oversaw Chicago’s watiwe turnaround
efforts. In parallel to this progress in critical RT assurance areas, the conditions of schooitfasil- for too long the most
visually striking sign of DCPS’s failing school $gs — have improved dramatically under an ambitimoslernization plan
executed by a separate facilities agency that repmthe Mayor. Ultimately, mayoral control hagberitical to DCPS’s recent
progress because it ensures the political willtapdievel accountability necessary to make thddliff decisions required to

promote bold education reform.
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Improved State-Level Capacity. The Office of the State Superintendent of Educa@8SE) was created in 2007 as the State
Educational Agency for the District of Columbia.e@ted as a means of strengthening state-level atamwlity and support for
local education reform initiatives in DCPS and Dt@uter schools, OSSE is overseen by Dr. Kerri Byigige former Assistant
Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Educatitimeii.S. Department of Education, who was confitae the District’s State
Superintendent of Education in June 2009. Supeleet Briggs brings to DC a wealth of knowledge erperience regarding

-

education policy and federal education laws, re@uia, and policies. Dr. Briggs reports to Mayonfyethrough the Deputy Mayo
for Education (DME), Victor Reinoso, whose officeeosees the District education reform agenda aatececoordination among
DC agencies. The DME also works to ensure alignroereform efforts and access to all available sgovernment resources
to support school improvement. A State Board ofdation (BOE) — also created in 2007 — approveg steéddemic standards and
the State’s accountability framework. The BOE asoves as an advisor to OSSE on certain statedewuehtion policies (see
Appendix Al.2 for an organizational chart that mat$ the relationships between DC’s education dgendRace to the Top
funding will provide an opportunity for the recgntbrmed OSSE to continue to improve its capacitg eole as the state-level

partner for education reform.

Supportive Partners. Washington, DC, as the nation’s capital, is attigy attracts significant human capital talent laigti-quality

partners. Preeminent universities conduct renoweatership work, upon which the District will caghice for principal leadership
training. Within P-12 education reform, DC attrabis nation’s leading education organizationspiticlg Teach For America, The New
Teacher Project, and New Leaders for New Scho@syraf which have long-standing relationships waititiple DC LEAS. The
District is supportive of cutting-edge initiativeghich make it an attractive location for newer@ation ventures, such as the Center for
Inspired Teaching, Wireless Generation, and thae&elment Network. In addition, DC has a strong @mimitted base of private
philanthropists who have funded pilots of numeraitgtives that RTTT funds seek to scale. Morepit leaders are in constant

contact with a strong cadre of national educatimght leaders across all four RTTT assurance,aedgsg on these partners to

provide critical feedback on DC’s educational refafforts in order to ensure that they are conlstagfined and strengthened.
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Urgency Around Work Still to be Done. DC’s reform vision is grounded in the core beltadttall District children can — and will -+
achieve at levels comparable to or better tham thgher income and suburban peers. DC knows whakes to ensure that
students in high-poverty, high-minority schoolsed, as it has exemplary schools — like Barndrdii&ynes, KIPP: Key
Academy, and Thurgood Marshall Academy — as modtiajgortantly, DC knows that experience providesigale lessons learned
that, when applied, deepen the chances of futweess. DC students have not yet reached accepafigiency levels, neither
relative to peers in affluent suburbs or other ¢oes nor to ensure universal student successliege, career and life. RTTT is
needed to continue DC’s trajectory of achievemeudtwill be used as a driver to continue to impletretrategies for
improvement, or, when necessary, intervention Veirachieving schools and ineffective leaders amdjams.

Al(ii) Articulating DC'’s education reform agenda and LEAS’ participation in it: LEA commitment

LEAs are at the forefront of reform in the Distriahd OSSE has embraced their energy and dynamideveloping a compelling
agenda for this application. To create the bolgidraeform plan outlined herein, DC engaged LEAstighout the entire
application process. Crafting RTTT priorities andns involved diverse workgroups organized acrbeddur RTTT assurance
areas, with LEA representatives comprising more thelf the individuals engaged in this work. Foample, the turnaround group
brought together representatives from OSSE with $ Edrrently engaged in the hard work of schooldtwand. The human
capital working group — which helped shape theovidor the Great Teachers and Leaders sectionuded representatives from
OSSE, as well as the Deputy Chancellor for DCP8 tlaree heads of high-achieving charter schools &fpertise in recruiting
and training great teachers and leaders. Ovenalcbllaborative approach is indicative of DC'tegrated vision for RTTT
implementation, whereby OSSE will leverage the matione and innovation occurring in high-achievingeals to raise the bar
statewide. It also ensures that participating LBPesstrongly committed to the State’s plans (inicigglans for effective
implementation) given that plans were informed lmyking groups’ visions for what is needed to exeauccessful reform in DC
As such, LEAs are eager to put RTTT funds to immaduse to support planned innovations.
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To this end, 35 LEAs serving over 65,000 studemt®1% of DC students) have sighed Memoranda okttstdnding (MOUS)
indicating their willingness to participate in DRI TT activities. [See Appendix Al.3 for the DCSsion of the MOU, which
includes an additional signature line for the Wagton Teachers’ Union and no line for a board afoation signature, and
Appendix Al.4 for the version of the MOU that applto all other non-unionized LEAs. Both MOUs alentical in terms and
substance.]

(A)(2)(ii)(a) and (b) LEA commitment: Terms, Conditions and Scope of Work

The shared commitment to bold reform is clear ammbmpromising in DC’s Memorandum of Understandiegneen the State ar
participating LEAs. By signing the MOU, LEAs comntat ground-breaking work across all four RTTT aasge areas. DC
established a high bar for RTTT patrticipation, liegqg implementation of every reform element owlinin the RTTT MOU. This
requirement ensures that participating LEAs ar@lgemmmitted to a comprehensive vision for chaimgerder to maximize the
impact of RTTT funds. These required elements ohel(but are not limited to) the following:

Standards & Assessments

e Create a plan for aligning curriculum with the CoamCore Standards and consortium-developed assetssme

e Implement interim assessments in grades 3-10 that @SSE-specified criteria and are aligned to comstandards
¢ Provide in-school training and professional devaelept on common standards alignment

¢ Organize school community meetings to explain comstandards and assessments

Data Systems to Support Instruction

e Support the State in fully implementing a statewawsgitudinal data system by providing data to OS&Eneeded
e Develop a local instructional improvement systemdtect, analyze, and use data to improve instract

e Use data to improve instruction (through use o&lagstructional improvement systems, professialeskelopment on the
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use of data to improve instruct, and availability of data to researcl)
e Provide teachers with regularly scheduled plantimg for using data from interim assessments trmfinstruction

Great Teachers & Leaders

Partner with high-quality pathways for aspiringdiears and principals

Improve teacher and principal effectiveness basegenformance by:
0 Measuring student growth with a common growth meadeveloped by a Student Growth Task Force

o Designing and implementing evaluation systems et OSSE-defined criteria, including 50% tied tovgh in

student achievement

e Conduct annual evaluations (to support individwadiprofessional development; to inform compensapoomotion,

retention, and removal; and to inform tenure an@libicertification)

¢ Analyze and develop a plan to improve equitabl&ibistion of effective teachers and principals @hhpoverty and/or
high-minority schools and in hard-to-staff subjestsl specialty areas, as applicable

¢ Provide effective support to teachers and prinsiplalough quality professional development thatasitored for
effectiveness

e Report teacher effectiveness to OSSE

Turning Around Lowest-Achieving Schools
e Agree to implement one of four approved turnaronmadiels for schools that match the OSSE definitibpensistently
lowest-achieving schools

The table that provides detailed information ongh#icipation of each participating LEA can beridun Appendix A1.5. As

outlined in the MOU, all participating LEAs mustgpare an agreement that will be incorporated mttaiched to a final scope of
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work and submit it to the State within 90 daysafie RTTT award. This agreement and final scopgark must be approved by
the State as being in alignment with the state Rpl&n, and must describe the following: specifialgpactivities, timelines,
budgets, key personnel, annual targets for keyopmegnce measures, and ways in which funds fronr éekderal programs and
from state and local sources will be used to sugperplan. The work plan must be consistent WithitEA's preliminary scope o
work in the MOU, with the approved state plan, anith further guidance that the State may providee Btate will approve LEAS
for funding based on the scope and quality of sttleohiwork plans. LEAs have also committed to: pawstd a specified website a
non-proprietary products and lessons learned fromatives supported by RTTT funding; participatimggrant evaluations;
providing data to OSSE, as requested; and implanggetite reform plan, among other elements.

(A)(2)(ii)(c) LEA commitment: Signatures

As is evident in the attached MOU signature pab€ss RTTT application is supported by multiple staklders that represent a
diverse set of District constituents. The signatutemonstrate:

e Commitment from Mayor Fenty (Mayor of the DistraftColumbia) and DCPS Chancellor Rhee

e Commitment from the superintendents and Presiddri@eards of Trustees for 30 charter LEAs

(A)(2)(iii) Articulating State’s education reform agenda and LEAs’ participation in it: Broad statewide impact

LEA participation in the District’s Race to the Tplan covers 91% of DC public school students uiditlg 96% of the total
students in poverty. LEA participation is undoultyestrong and far-reaching. Specifically, DC’s RITparticipation includes 35
LEAs, 201 schools, 5,800 teachers, and 65,734 istsidé7,151 of whom are students in poverty. Thisages to nearly 2/3 of DC
LEAs, 87% of schools, over 90% of teachers, and 81%budents in the state, as well as 96% of tta sbudents in poverty. DC’S
impressive RTTT participation rate is due in no Bipart to the rigorous deliberations, collaboratiand hard work of the

District’'s LEAs that helped develop DC’s Race te fop plan. Such broad participation will increBs&s ability to achieve its

i
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four-year goals in a way that will have a truly broaatetvide impact on student achievem

It is important to understand the breadth and sobh& As that have signed on in the context ofaestvith only one traditional
school district. Statewide impact should not beasoeed only by the number of LEAs participatingestrDC charters have an
average size of 485 students for the entire LEALth® 23 LEAs that chose not to participate, atl bare single-school LEAs. Of
the non-participating LEAS, 2 are closing at thd ehthis school year and 7 are not Title I-eligilaind therefore would not receive
direct-to-LEA funding under RTTT. These schoolséhanany legitimate reasons not to participatepiticlg their size, their niche
program specialty, and their capacity to pioneef Rlevel reforms. In fact, 2 of these LEAs servdycadults or early ages, 1
serves only special education students, and 2 sdtemative education populations. The averagellement of a non-participating
LEA is 276 students (compared to 608 for the avegyticipating charter LEA). Because of thessaag, the scale and scope of
this application does not make sense for themgedrascale reforms, like those envisioned under RTidy not be aligned with
their current needs.

RTTT will also have an important impact on DC’stetaducational agency, OSSE. As a new organiza@i&SE is still positioning
itself to support LEAs effectively in their reforafforts. OSSE will use RTTT funding for specifidagts to improve its data

collection and systems capabilities, as well asttengthen the SEA’s grants management systemgrandsses. OSSE will also
reorganize to support certain functions relateRdce to the Top and, specifically, to support stimprovement initiatives where
LEAs require explicit state support.

(A)(2)(ii)(a) Broad statewide impact: Increasing student achieveant

One of the State’s most ambitious performance taligego increase student proficiency rates ovemtxt four years in math and
reading by 5 percentage points annually (20 peaggnpoints overall) on the state assessment. Syralmbitious goals are in

place for the National Assessment of Educationagferss, on which DC aims for an increase in NAERexcby an average of 10
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points in both math and reading, an improvemeritwlmauld surpass the largest four year gains acHiéyeany urban school
district on the most recent TUDA reports: the 200%th Report and the 2009 Reading Report.

As part of its aggressive rollout of the Common€8tandards, in 2012 DC will transition to a sligimodified version of its
summative assessment (DC-CAS), which will be alipwéh the Common Core Standards. A consortium-ldgesl common
assessment will be available 2014-2015. DC wilb a®rk to secure a student achievement baselinemasule data comparability
across the years of these assessment transitibeagollowing tables present the projected four-ystadent achievement growth on
the DC-CAS and NAEP under RTTT funding. A more dethbreakdown of this analysis, including growthdubgroup, can be
found in Appendix Al.6. Additionally, DC expectat®for growth in the absence of RTTT funding carfdusd in Appendix
Al.7.

Table A1.2 DC-CAS Projected Results through 2014

STATEWIDE ESEA GOALS - Percent of Students ScoringProficient or Advanced (2009-2013)

Proficiency Gain
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 (2009 — 2013)
Reading 45.3% 51.0% 56.6% 62.3% 68.0% 22.6%
Math 44.8% 50.4% 56.1% 61.7% 67.4% 22.6%
*Goals are displayed in bold Source: OSSE websitevw.nclb.osse.dc.gov

Table A1.3 NAEP Projected Results through 2013

STATEWIDE NAEP SCORE GOALS (2007-2013

2007 2009 2011 2013 4 Year Gain 6 Year Gain
4" Grade Reading 197 202 208 213 11 16
4" Grade Math 214 219 224 229 10 15
8" Grade Reading 241 242 246 252 5 11
8" Grade Math 248 254 259 265 11 17
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*Goals are displayed in bold.
Source: National Assessment of Educational Proghtlgs//nces.ed/gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/

As mentioned earlier, maintaining a steep upwaj@d¢tory of reform progress grows more difficulclegear. In the context of
nationwide urban school district reform, these g@almittedly push the envelope of reasonable eapews. Yet this is exactly the
point. RTTT is needed because DC’s education refeaalership has proven its potential and is pustiiadpoundaries of what can
be accomplished with limited time and resourcess; & reflection of Secretary Duncan’s “educatiavomshot.” Under RTTT, DC
will demonstrate what is achievable.

(A)(2)(ii)(b) Broad statewide impact: Reducing aclievement gaps

Unequivocally, the District aims to become theanais first urban education system to fully elimimdbe achievement gap. In
addition to targeting overall student achievemBx@,has focused efforts on two relevant achievergaps: the minority
achievement gap and the poverty achievement gapblBlek/Hispanic-white achievement gap, the starke$e District, has
closed considerably over the past four years, gathls to close the gap by an additional 20 pergenpaints over the next four
years. Additionally, DC plans to close the achiegatgap between low-income and non-low-income stisdey a minimum of 3.5
percentage points per year. The poverty achievegeis a critical metric in a city where 94% afdsnts are minorities, and it
has widened slightly over the past three yearssi@dpboth the race and poverty gaps will be possiimough Race to the Top, as
the schools in participating LEAs reflect a strdmage from which to advance the achievement of bldidpanic, and economically
disadvantaged students. A more detailed breakddwmsoanalysis, including achievement gap goalsudygroup, can be found in
Appendix Al1.6. Additionally, DC expectations fortgwoup achievement gaps in the absence of RTTTifgrwan be found in
Appendix Al.7.
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(A)(2)(iit)(c) Broad statewide impact: Increasing high school gradation rates

High school graduation rates are an important measiustatewide educational success. RTTT reformisecelerate this growth
by: (1) moving rapidly to turn around strugglingssadary schools, which account for a large proportf the District’'s lowest-
achieving schools; (2) focusing on over-age/undedited (or “off-track”) students through inter-LEsdllaboration and
partnerships that enable these students to catehtiupheir peers and to graduate with proficieranyg (3) ensuring that teachers
and parents have access to quality data aboutrgtualed schools to help ensure that students ateketrack toward high schog

graduation. With RTTT reforms in place, DC anti¢ggman increase in the high school graduationmatE? percentage points over

baseline measures by 2013 (without RTTT funding,e@ects a graduation increase of 5 percentagéspois secondary schoo
are fully transformed, DC expects this growth tatame at an even higher rate beyond 2013. Althddghs transitioning from
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCH&ver” rate (e.g., students who “leave” the sdlgystem) to a four-year
adjusted cohort graduation rate, the State witlkigraduation using both methods throughout tieedffthe grant in order to
monitor performance gains adequately.

(A)(2)(ii)(d) Broad statewide impact: Increasing college enrollmg and credit earned

Every graduating student in DC must be prepareduocess in college, career and life. A key Dispriority through Race to the Top Is

the engagement of a secondary school/universityortam dedicated to improving the linkage betwieigh school exit requirements
and college entrance criteria at DC's elite uniteis In addition, the Double the Numbers (DTNakt@n (described in Section A3)
will provide ongoing programs such as College Awass month, the College Access Providers RoundeimdeConsortium
Ambassadors (college students who meet with higbddstudents to talk about college experiencd®.0TN coalition will also

continue to provide access to financial aid andlsckhips, administer a college-going website aesidgor middle and high school

students, and support important initiatives sudd@BS’s transcript audits and the use of individmatuation plans and the University

of the District of Columbia’s student retentiorastgies.
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Increasing college enrollment and college creditaed are also overarching goals of DC’s reforaisgy. Currently, OSSE
collects college enrollment data from DCTAG (DCfian Assistance Grant Program), a program thatigesvgrants to over 809
of graduating DC high school seniors, and othehdrigeducation grant programs. Though not compilleése data serve as a
measurement baseline. Through the Statewide LatigaUEducation Data (SLED) system (described ictiSe C1), OSSE is
incorporating these data to better enable OSSEac¢& tollege enroliment data for DC graduates, Withultimate goal of
monitoring student achievement from elementary sctiwough college completion. OSSE anticipatésing the number of high
school graduates who enroll in college by 5 pemgapoints a year (the current DCTAG reported nuns@9%). This number is
significant because DC will increase college emnelit rates at a higher rate goal than the Statkigtian rate goal (3 percentage
points a year). Without RTTT funding, college diment is projected to increase by 2 percentagetpqer year.

OSSE also aims to increase the percentage of ecdlegpllees who earn a year’s worth of collegeitieithin 24 months of
enrollment by 10 percentage points over four ygdiise DCTAG figure for percent of college freshnteturning for a second
year, DC’s best proxy, is 78%). Without RTTT fumglj this rate will increase by 4 percentage paney four years. A more
detailed breakdown of these analyses can be fouAgpendix A1.6. Additionally, DC expectations fgmowth in the absence of
RTTT funding can be found in Appendix Al.7. [Notliee above goals are informed in part by resultsrst over the last 15 years
by College Summit, the US’ largest non-profit teapports a wide range of low-income and high-mig@athool systems in
efforts to increase college enrollment rates. D€ gatnered with College Summit since 2004.]

Summary Table for (A)(1)(i)(b)

Number of LEAs Percentage of Total
Elements of State Reform Plans Participating (#) | Participating LEAs (%)

B. Standards and Assessments

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced stastsland high-quality
assessments

35 100%
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C. Data Systems to Support Instruction

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

(i) Use of local instructional improvement systems 35 100%
(i) Professional development on use of data 35 100%
(i) Availability and accessibility of data to rearchers 35 100%
D. Great Teachers and Leaders
(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectivenéssed on performance:
(i) Measure student growth 35 100%
(i) Design and implement evaluation systems 35 100%
(i) Conduct annual evaluations 35 100%
(iv)(a) Use evaluations to inform professional depenent 35 100%
(iv)(b) Use evaluations to inform compensation,mpotion and retention 35 100%
(iv)(c) Use evaluations to inform tenure and/oft adrtification 35 100%
(iv)(d) Use evaluations to inform removal 35 100%

Elements of State Reform Plans

Number of LEAs
Participating (#)

Percentage of Total
Participating LEAs (%)

(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effectiteachers and principals:

(i) High-poverty and/or high-minority schools 35 100%

(i) Hard-to-staff subjects and specialty areas 35 100%
(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers andcipals:

(i) Quality professional development 35 100%

(i) Measure effectiveness of professional develepm 35 100%
E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools 35 100%
(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools 35 100%

Summary Table for (A)(1)(ii)(c)

Signatures acquired from participating LEAS:

Number of Participating LEAs with all applicablgsatures

34
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Number of Number of

Signatures Signatures Percentage (%)
Obtained (#) | Applicable (#) | (Obtained / Applicable
LEA Superintendent (or equivalent) 35 35 100%
President of Local School Board (or equivalenapplicable) 30 30 100%
Local Teachers’ Union Leader (if applicable) 0 1 0%

Summary Table for (A)(L)(iii)

Participating LEAs (#)

Statewide (#)

Percentage of Total Statewide (%)
(Participating LEAs / Statewide)

LEASs 35 56* 63%
Schools 201 23C 87%
K-12 Students 65,73¢ 72,082 91%
Students in poverty 47,15!: 49,137+ * 96%

* Total LEAs is adjusted to account for 2 LEAs closinghe end of the 20(-2010 school yee

** Enrollment for participating LEAs and statewidember of students based on audited enrolimentdgyfor School Year 2009-

2010.

*** Statewide number of students in poverty cal¢athusing the % of students in poverty for 2009201

Detailed Table for (A)(1)

See Appendix Al.5 for detailed information on tlaetigipation of each participating LEA.

(A)(2) Building strong statewide capacity to implenent, scale up and sustain proposed plarf80 points)

The extent to which the State has a high-qualigralV plan to—

(i) Ensure that it has the capacity required tolénmnt its proposed plans by{20 points)

26




(a) Providing strong leadership and dedicated teanmptement the statewide education reform plansStia¢ée has
proposed,;

(b) Supporting participating LEAs (as defined in thigioe) in successfully implementing the educatiefoimm plans the
State has proposed, through such activities asifigiag promising practices, evaluating these piad’ effectiveness,
ceasing ineffective practices, widely disseminating replicating the effective practices statewiddding participating
LEAs (as defined in this notice) accountable fargress and performance, and intervening where sa&ces

(c) Providing effective and efficient operations andgasses for implementing its Race to the Top dgresiich areas as
grant administration and oversight, budget repgrand monitoring, performance measure trackingrapdrting, and
fund disbursement;

(d) Using the funds for this grant, as described inStae’s budget and accompanying budget narratvaccomplish the
State’s plans and meet its targets, including wheasible, by coordinating, reallocating, or remsipg education funds
from other Federal, State, and local sources gdhbg align with the State’s Race to the Top goatsl

U7

(e) Using the fiscal, political, and human capital ieses of the State to continue, after the periodiding has ended,
those reforms funded under the grant for whichaghgevidence of success; and

(i) Use support from a broad group of stakeholdersetter implement its plans, as evidenced bystrength of the statements or
actions of support from—0 points)

(a) The State’s teachers and principals, which inchigeState’s teachers’ unions or statewide teadsarcaations; and

(b) Other critical stakeholders, such as the Statgisliive leadership; charter school authorizes State charter
school membership associations (if applicable)eo8tate and local leadeesd, business, community, civil rights
and education association leaders); Tribal sch@palent, student, and community organizatieng,(parent-teacher
associations, nonprofit organizations, local edocabundations, and community-based organizatijcar)
institutions of higher education.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#kra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
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reviewers. The State’s response to (A)(2)(i)(d) bel addressed in the budget section (Sectiond¥itthe application). Attachment
such as letters of support or commitment, shoulsumemarized in the text box below and organizel asdummary table in the
Appendix. For attachments included in the Appentbxe in the narrative the location where the attaents can be found.

)

Evidence for (A)(2)(i)(d):
e The State’s budget, as completed in Section Vithefapplication. The narrative that accompanieseaplains the budget
and how it connects to the State’s plan, as complet Section VIl of the application.

Evidence for (A)(2)(i):
e A summary in the narrative of the statements doastand inclusion of key statements or actiorthénAppendix.

Recommended maximum response length: Five pagdsdieg budget and budget narrative)

(A)(2)(1)(a) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, sale up and sustain proposed plans: Leadership capiée

OSSE has placed a high priority on the proper implatation of the reform activities outlined in thigplication. In addition to the
workgroups responsible for the reform plan acressii@nce areas, the State Superintendent haseditbéet formation of an
implementation working group, staffed by OSSE, Liefresentatives, and the Mayor’s office, to bedamping and coordination
to ensure that DC is ready to hit the ground rugpmimwarded RTTT funds.

In considering Race to the Top implementatiors important to note the unique context of DC’s 1&tate Educational Agency, the
Office of the State Superintendent of EducationSB8as articulated a 5-year strategic plan thihesitseveral state-level priorities that
align directly with Race to the Top in areas suedata and accountability and human capital. @eed strategic focus that is
particularly important to Race to the Top implenag¢ioh is grants management. In the past, thei@isthistory with federal grants
management has not met expectations, in part leecétise lack of a separate and dedicated officaaioage such efforts prior to 2007.
One of OSSE'’s top priorities is to improve the fugs grant management processes — not only td federal requirements, but also to
provide better support to LEAs and the importantktiey do. While the vast majority of the reforranis ‘on the ground’, at the LEA
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level, there is a clear role for strong suppothatstate level. OSSE will use RTTT funds to bfuilther capacity for supporting and

coordinating LEAs efforts where differentiated izximight be required to provide meaningful sohgito leading education challenges.
In the application, the vast majority of requedRad T funds are targeted to LEAs either directlyfwough competitive grant processes
which OSSE can use to drive particular reform piigs: Also, OSSE has an opportunity with RacééTop to build a new team that w

directly support grant management functions ancesas a model for future OSSE-LEA relationshipsjtmming the agency to be a
stronger resource to LEAs for reform and schoolrawpement.

Recognizing this context, the proposed OSSE lehgessructure for managing DC’s RTTT administratieitl be as follows:

e a Project Director, responsible for overall manageinand coordination of RTTT initiatives

e a Fiscal Director, responsible for overseeing fdistiribution to LEAs and ensuring compliance wittahcial tracking and

reporting requirements

e a Reporting & Implementation Manager, responsibfeshsuring that OSSE and participating LEAs us& Riunds
appropriately/effectively and meet grant objectives

e a Grant & Contract Analyst, responsible for backeefdata analysis support and contract management

e a Research & Data Manager, responsible for wor&mg@reparing data sets for research use and ihtanadysis

¢ three Effectiveness Managers, responsible for stipgospecific strands of work that require somesleof OSSE
coordination, per the individual plans listed irc&@ns B, C, D, and E, as well as the STEM priosiggtion

This two-pronged approach by OSSE — a team redmerfsr the overall grant (Project Director, FisBalector, Reporting &
Implementation Manager, Grant & Contract Analysit] &esearch & Data Manager), plus a team respensibthe effective
execution of initiatives in the field (EffectivereeBlanagers) — will ensure that RTTT grant fundsdmgloyed effectively and

aligned with LEA work across the four RTTT assuesidNote: additional detail related to the jobalggions of OSSE’'s RTTT
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team is included in the Implementation Project-Lé&adget Narrative. A full timeline of implementati plans is included in
Appendix A2.1. Two additional implementation documtseoutlining OSSE and LEA implementation acti@ms appear in
Appendix A2.2.]

In addition to this management structure at OS8S8IREIT Project Management Team will convene monthhis team — led by
OSSE and consisting of senior-level team members @SSE, DCPS, PCSB, select charter representatindghe DME — will
be charged with guiding the implementation of refgrians, and will identify and address barriergriplementation, as needed.

Finally, the DC RTTT application calls for the ctiea of specific task forces with cross-sector pgants. For example, a Huma
Capital Task Force will support statewide initiagwelated to Great Teachers and Leaders, whilede® Growth Measure Task
Force will oversee the development of a measursttatent growth. These groups will ensure thairthevative, collaborative,
and visionary spirit of the RTTT working groups fiah created the plans in this application — ensltineoughout the life of the
grant and beyond.

(A)(2)(i)(b) Capacity to support LEAs

Ensuring effective statewide implementation of DR&ce to the Top plan is of critical importanceSSE strives to ensure that it
internal structure is organized to support all LEAsxecuting plans. This is particularly importémt small, single-school charter
LEAs that often lack the established infrastructfr® CPS or multi-campus charters. OSSE will previlgxible levels of support

and help streamline reporting requirements in otal@nable LEAs to take greatest advantage of théenomy and nimbleness.

The OSSE RTTT Office structure outlined above adlpport LEAs in the field through the following iamns:

e The Reporting & Implementation Manager and the distanager will support LEAs in assembling financiatiaother
data into report-ready format

=)

[
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e Effectiveness Managers will serve as main pointsootact with all LEAs and will provide guidance BATT initiatives,
including support for LEAs in developing applicatgofor competitive RTTT state-level grant fundse¥will also be
responsible for working with the Project ManagemBsam to identify promising practices in the fieddaluate the
effectiveness of such practices, and ensure tbatipng practices are disseminated to other LEAsel necessary, they
will intervene where ineffective practices haverbe&kentified and will help LEAs adjust course. Qridghe effectiveness
managers will have a particular focus on STEMatives and serve as the state’s coordinating eisdhe DC STEM
Learning Network and advisory body.

Additionally, participation by LEAs in the monthBroject Management Team meetings and the assurelated task forces will
ensure that concerns about adequate support to AEAsised and addressed in a timely manner. @8i5&apitalize on DC’s
unique environment of LEA collaboration and innewatto create and incorporate opportunities for sE# build cooperative
capacity models that promote efficiency and theiagaf effective systems.

(A)(2)(i)(c) Operations capacity

OSSE'’s Race to the Top Office is designed to enhiategrant activities are executed effectivelyisTdritical function warrants the

D

creation of its own OSSE office, given the sigrafit demands of RTTT implementation and overall gnemnagement. Adding
components of the RTTT application to preexistirf§SE job functions would present a high risk of fnegitation and unclear
accountability for outcomes. The Race to the Tdg®fwith both budget- and program-focused stai, provide OSSE with the
operational capacity to meet RTTT performance gd@dlshe same time, the office will be fully integed with OSSE’s ongoing
efforts to improve grants administration. While maining a dedicated focus on the RTTT grant, beo&ahctions of budget
development, expenditure and performance monitpend data analysis will work directly with thetre$§the OSSE business team
to ensure effective operational support and pra@eross the agency and throughout District LEASP will purchase RTTT-

funded grant administration software so that it smeamline its approach to managing federal gramdisincrease its overall
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capacity for grant administration and oversight SBSwill also pilot new techniques in performanceamge tracking and reporting
through the work of the Effectiveness Managershisway, RTTT will serve as a model and accelerfstioOSSE'’s internal
reform and capacity-building efforts. Finally, OS®#l engage in constant efforts to learn from RTEform and to adopt
productive practices that last beyond the lifehef grant.

(A)(2)(i)(d) Budget

The overall budget and budget narrative appeaipipeAdices A2.3 and A2.4 of this grant applicat@hparticular note is the fact
that the vast majority of proposed funding wilheit be sub-granted directly to LEAs or will flowlt&As through OSSE, via a
dedicated funding stream or competitive grant pgechn fact, 85% of the proposed budget will fleaALEAS to support LEA
implementation of RTTT assurance area plans watélifly to the state RTTT plan, with only 15% benegained at the State for
capacity-building and state-level projects. Appnaxiely 28% of the award will flow to LEAs througbropetitive and indirect
grants, and OSSE will make sure that support isapevenly throughout the District. Importanth Das outlined specific
priorities for LEAs to fund with sub-granted doBaiThis is possible in DC as a result of the heyrel of LEA involvement in the
planning process: extensive LEA participation iarnpling efforts made clear what funding was necgssaach assurance area to
make DC a national model for reform. All of the dimg is earmarked for specific initiatives that gog statewide reform targets.

The project budgets that follow the Budget Sumniaiyrative are divided into 11 areas, accountingafbindirect-to-LEA funding
(i.e., “Supplemental Funding for Participating LEAand state-level projects. RTTT funds have bemordinated with other
federal, state, and local funding sources so thatraling sources contribute seamlessly to theaal/State reform agenda. For
example, School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds lallleveraged in conjunction with RTTT funding fehsol turnaround. SIG
funds will be used through 2013 (made possibléasdsult of a waiver), with RTTT funds servingad$op off” to meet total
funding needs in Years 1-3. A detailed descriptbthese coordination efforts is included in thedBat Summary Narrative.
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State and local funds will also be reallocatedepurposed, as necessary, so that they align wite RCTT goals. The District’s

education budget is already aligned to supportectireforms, including those that meet RTTT goslgh as the development
evaluation and student instructional improvemesteys, or targeted funding to support interventioanstruggling schools. Sug
alignment will continue with RTTT. Where state-leeests associated with the adoption and implentiemtaf the Common Cor
Standards are not covered in the RTTT applicatiociding funds for the development of an alignathmative assessment), t
District will reallocate funds to support such iaitves and ensure that a RTTT award works in cangigh, rather than in parallg

to, local investments in education reforms.
(A)(2)(i)(e) Sustainability

Sustainability is important to any well-plannedagggic reform and encompasses both financial anefinancial considerations.
From a financial perspective, RTTT is well aligneith the focus and structure of education reforonsently underway in the
District. Many of these reform efforts are focusetdthe creation of sustainable organizations, gweldpment of infrastructure, th
building of capacity, and the alignment of curriom, assessments and instruction. As a result, gjerity of interventions
supported by RTTT funding will be sustainable bed/time grant period. Specifically:

e 54% of grant funds will be used to build infrasture that supports state-level and LEA reform,udatg the development

of systems that will remain well beyond the graettigpd. Long-term improvements will also be suppattaough the
building of instructional management systems, hunapital evaluation systems, and professional dgwveént platforms.
All of these are catalytic investments that ard-seited for RTTT-type grant funding opportunitiasd long-term

sustainable reform.

e 14% of grant funds will be invested in aligning koculum with the Common Core Standards, develogtagdards entry

points for differentiated learning, developing atstvide growth measure and piloting expanded greatierage options,

of
h
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and developing interim assessments to gauge stpdsmtess according to the Common Core Standateselproducts
will be utilized at the school and LEA levels wedyond the grant period.

e 7% of grant funds will support the strengthenin@lbérnative teacher and principal preparation o, such as the new
teacher pipeline programs sponsored by high-aalgeiiE As. These newly created organizations wilseeup to be self-

sustainable through tuition-based models.

In effect, 75% of requested grant funding is sldt@&grojects that are projected to be sustainbelend the grant’s end and

without requiring additional funding.

Funding is also slated for multiple professionalelepment activities, including opportunities faleboration across schools and
sectors in order to leverage best practices antksges across the system. Increasing teacher iangb@k capacity, as well as
building a spirit of collaboration in the Distrigs, truly an investment in the future, as no oneteke away the knowledge and
power educators gain from best practices relateditioculum, assessment, and data-driven instnuctio

Of course, certain DC initiatives will require omgg funding after the grant period ends. Thesegptejmay receive continued funding
through state and local sources if proof of positpact in student achievement exists. As evidehtas, DC is likely one of very few
states that did not decrease education fundinghimoss in these lean times (see Section F), betwliseg the trajectory of reform was
not an option for education officials. In factyagencies within the District have recently beeeoted by the mayor to absorb deeper
budget cuts in an effort to hold school as harndsgsossible within the context of broader cityevmlidget reductions.

Moreover, DC recently conducted a systems rescawdé that indicated that improving special edwarabfferings in the District
is an important factor in sustaining meaningful affdrdable reform. This is unsurprising, as OS8&nsls more than $150 million

annually on out-of-district placements for studemith special needs. Increasing the quality andciyp of special education

services in LEAs will significantly reduce the nuenlof students that require a non-public placemdtimately leading to
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budgetary savings and the possibility to reallosatgngs to LEA programs such as those articulaéed. Such strategies will als

O

help bring a much needed and immediate focus aadtgron how DC provides for its students with sjg¢ needs. The District is
currently using local and federal funds to buildtéedata systems to track special education stadeividualized Education
Plans (IEPs), services, and placements. Howevdgratanding what services are lacking in LEAs actbe State, and how this
has subsequently led to the high number of nonipptdcements, is a data point that DC systemsataret demonstrate. To
address this need, OSSE will begin a project tllmn current data systems and pinpoint the spediatation services most
needed in DC LEAs, allowing as many students asiplesto remain in their local school and leadiognéeded long-term
education and budgetary improvements.

Finally, DC is also cognizant of the importanceoi-financial aspects that will contribute to thetainability of RTTT reforms.
Underlying the Race to the Top application areraheelements of District education reform: coopenaaccountability, and
innovation. The State’s unique governance strucsuspecifically designed to support aggressivarnefand maximize innovation.
Mayoral control provides important stability foetechool system, while the autonomy of the chademimunity allows for flexibility
and adaptability, even amidst ambitious, sometroesroversial reform. The combination of mayoraitcol and a thriving charter
sector presents the best of both worlds: innovagitoth politically possible and practically impilentable. In addition, simply having
the right people engaged in ongoing RTTT managerastis planned with the RTTT Project ManagemeainT and the assurance area
Task Forces — will help ensure that reforms fundwter the grant are implemented, evaluated, adjasig sustained.

(A)(2)(il) Building strong statewide capacity to implement, sale up and sustain proposed plans: Stakeholder supg

Completion of DC’s RTTT application involved muligpstakeholders in different ways throughout thecpss. As noted
previously, stakeholders from OSSE, DCPS, PCSBchader schools were instrumental in crafting Dd&sailed reform plan
through participation in four workgroups and a pobjmanagement team that met weekly (if not datlgome points). A

representative from the DC Public Education Fund imaluded in all activities, representing the ietgés and perspectives of many
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local and national funders, providing consideratifor potential philanthropic matches that will tdvute directly to scale-up and
sustainability. Community members and additionaPhkRvere also involved via community forums and easi small group
meetings that were held with leaders from educaarocacy, higher education, school support sesylmesiness, and
philanthropic and foundation organizations. DC'EEM plan is supported by the Battelle Institute, evhhas developed a
partnership with the District, as evidenced by Appir P2.3. To date, OSSE has received 20 lettefstatements of support for
the DC RTTT application. These are included in Ampe A2.5.

(A)(2)(ii)(a) Stakeholder support: Teachers, principals and uniodeadership

Across the state, teachers and principals provigaa into the plans for RTTT, as well as feedbanok support through
community engagement forums. As discussed prelyiocisarter LEAs, which serve one-third of Distradtildren and are not
unionized, are represented significantly in DC'€&#o the Top application and reform efforts. Tea@and leader support for
RTTT among these schools is very strong. DCPBei®hly unionized LEA in the District. DCPS hagbeavorking closely with
the Washington Teachers’ Union (WTU) over the pastyears regarding the design of its teacher exmin system, IMPACT.
While union support remains important and shouldb@ominimized, DCPS has the authority to move &owvith a rigorous
teacher evaluation system even without union suppbe district has already exercised that authooitinstitute IMPACT, which
explicitly states that using student outcomesksyapart of the evaluation process. SimultaneodGRS will continue to engage
the WTU on the effectiveness of IMPACT for studachievement and will use evaluation results tordates professional
supports to meet teacher needs (as described ti0ISER).

DCPS worked with the WTU to obtain its supporttioe Race to the Top application, but unfortunatieé/WTU opted not to sign
on because of the aggressive teacher evaluationreetents established in the reform plan. Like mamgns around the country,
the teachers’ union in DC is not supportive of higaveighting student achievement in a performaacaluation or using such an

evaluation as the basis for key personnel decisionkiding promotion, retention, and terminatias,the RTTT plan envisions.
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Rather than weaken DC’s RTTT plan and applicatyever, District leaders decided to put forwarcgypplication — including
its initiatives and goals — that is bold, aggressand unparalleled.

While the union does not openly support the propdisa District strongly believes that a broad baseeform-oriented teachers
and school leaders in the school system suppoB@h&TTT plan. Combined with charter teacherslaaders, this RTTT
application earns positive and strong stakeholdppsrt among District teachers and school leaders.

(A)(2)(ii))(b) Stakeholder support: Additional stakeholders

Critical stakeholders have voiced committed supfuorDC’s RTTT application throughout the procdsstters from DC’'s RTTT
supporters are also included in Appendix A.2.5.seh@clude:

State legislative leadershiphe Chairman provided a letter of support on Hetfahe Council for the RTTT application

Charter school authorizer/Charter school memberstgpociationsthe Public Charter School Board was part of boéhRTTT
Project Management Team and the Executive Teaoughrwhich PCSB was engaged in near-daily conversategarding the
application specifics. Their letter of supportrisluded. Moreover, Friends of Choice in Urban S¢h@eOCUS, a local charter
school advocacy organization), contributed to teetbpment of the application and submitted ardettsupport.

State and local leadersit the national legislative level, Congresswombgagor Holmes-Norton has offered her support ofafie
RTTT application. Locally, the State Board of Edimawas engaged in the process and the Presiflédmt State Board of
Education, Ted Trabue, sat on the Executive Teatmaversaw the direction of the RTTT application. Wrabue also personally
attended community meetings to ensure statewideratahding of the RTTT application.

Community organizationghe DC Public Education Fund, as well as seveatardocal and national foundations and community

based organizations, have been kept informed oSIRTTT application process and have all submigéers of support.
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Likewise, a contingent of leading business orgdiura in the District submitted a joint letter efpport. Finally, DC’'s STEM

initiative enjoys support and partnership from Batelle Institute.

Institutions of Higher Educatiorthe DC RTTT application includes letters of supgiem American University, George
Washington University, Georgetown University, ahd University of the District of Columbia.

(A)(3) Demonstrating significant progress in raisiig achievement and closing gap80 points)
The extent to which the State has demonstratebitisy to—

(i) Make progress over the past several yearsah e&the four education reform areas, and use@RIRA and other Federal and
State funding to pursue such reforiftspoints)

(i) Improve student outcomes overall and by stadeibgroup since at least 2003, and explain theexions between the data and
the actions that have contributed to(25 points)

(a) Increasing student achievement in reading/langaaigeand mathematics, both on the NAEP and ongbesaments
required under the ESEA;

(b) Decreasing achievement gaps between subgroupadingélanguage arts and mathematics, both on tHeRN#nd on
the assessments required under the ESEA; and

(c) Increasing high school graduation rates.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#kr@ or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (A)(3)(ii):
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e NAEP and ESEA results since at least 2003. Incindee Appendix all the data requested in the goteas a resource for,
peer reviewers for each year in which a test wasgor data was collected. Note that this datalveilused for reference
only and can be in raw format. In the narrativevpte the analysis of this data and any tablegaplgs that best support
the narrative.

Recommended maximum response length: Six pages

(A)(3)(i) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achigement and closing gaps: Progress in the Reform Aas

=

DC has already achieved many breakthroughs in&feym areas. While federal and state funding has esignificant contributo

to such success, RTTT funds are needed to masiiaimprogress at the same (and higher) levels.

Standards and Assessments. DC'’s state learning standards were adopted inl 20)5, based on recommendations from five foqus
groups consisting of Board of Education memberacational researchers, principals, teachers, arehfsa In 2006, Stanford
University’sHoover Digespublished a report entitlétkeeping an Eye on State Standard#eterson & Hess). The report featured
results of a study that graded the rigor of stugentormance standards across the nation. DC veaglfio be one of only six states
given an overall grade of “A” for the student stardb tested by DC-CAS. In addition, in School Y2305-06, DC shifted from

the SAT-9 to DC-CAS in order to increase the lefaigor of the statewide assessment and to aligith the newly adopted stat

112

academic standards. In addition to using rigoreststto match rigorous standards, DC continuesotgerbeyond local standards
and embrace nationally recognized high standardsi¢fn such strategies like increases in Advancadetent (AP) course
offerings. DCPS is using ARRA funding to increagstem-wide AP course offerings and provide indialdschool supports to

4

help bolster student enrollment in such rigorousses (and also to ensure that students take thelative tests). Charter school
also continue to offer increasingly rigorous schmoldels, programs, and practices. In School Ye@®2®, a new charter high

school opened as an International Baccalaureajgftigjram. Some charter LEAs have used School Inggnent Grant funds for

additional assessment technology, such as Scaagsmssment systems for scoring benchmark assesseattling schools to
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make rapid determinations about student performeglaéive to the requirements of summative assessn®ther charter LEAs
have spent ARRA funding on aligning curriculum targlards, ensuring that they are planning purptgdfr mastery of state
standards. Finally, the state has moved to suppaxire coherent and rigorous vision for STEM etlooahrough rearticulated
science standards and an express commitment tm@arebensive review of state science standardslia.20

Data Systems. While DC is ahead of most states regarding theofigata to improve instruction, the District isy@@what behind
with regard to longitudinal data systems. In Aug2d7, DC received a Statewide Longitudinal Datst&y (SLDS) grant from
the US Department of Education to develop a Staewongitudinal Education Data system. While wonktlois data system
continues and OSSE'’s leadership is focused onrtiedyt completion of this work, the State has beastessful in completing nine
of the America COMPETES Act elements and integgatirem within state systems. For example, OSSki$ed unique student
identifiers to conduct interim analyses of studanbility across DCPS and charter LEAs. Furthermsoghisticated data system
are either in-use or in planning stages across rha#g. As an example, DCPS is using Individualdwidisabilities Education
Act (IDEA) stimulus funds to build a data systenirack children ages 3-5 as they are initially easkd and provided with
services. The ultimate aim is to allow for the yadentification of learning issues, accelerating implementation of aggressive
early interventions, and reducing the need for igpeducation services later. Likewise, the PC&8&ently ensured that all public
charter schools have a SIF-compliant student infbion system and access to both the Scantron assaissystem and Edmin’s
Inform, an instructional management system. These systems allow the results of standards-basegsments to be used for

instructional decision-making and teacher and sighbedormance evaluation.

Great Teachersand Leaders. DC has compiled a long list of successes ovep#st few years in the realm of Great Teachers a
Leaders initiatives. First, in March 2008, the Diat8 Board of Education adopted a resolution thiatoved barriers that have ke

many effective and credentialed educators outasstboms. Under the new regulations for teacheleat&ls, teachers are able to

demonstrate content knowledge in subject areasighreuch options as earning an advanced degresdyingcNational Board

nd
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Certification in the subject area, or passing aemtrexam. The new regulations also allow altevegpreparation providers that are

not affiliated with colleges or universities to igrteachers and administrators, allowing the appt of innovative and highly
effective programs like Teach For America, The Niemacher Project, the Center for Inspired Teachand, New Leaders for New
Schools.

DCPS is also committed to ensuring that every situidg¢aught by an effective teacher, who has kileasid will to ensure students
are achieving at high levels. Towards this endPB®as developed a Teacher Human Capital Tearovbiegees teacher
recruitment, selection, evaluation, compensatiecpgnition, and retention. This team has been &mtas two parallel efforts that
align with this fundamental vision of a highly effeve teacher force: 1) negotiating a groundbregkinion contract and 2) designin

and implementing a rigorous new teacher assessystam.

As of the submission of this proposal, membersi@eWashington Teacher’s Union have voted on thegogesof this new collective
bargaining agreement, and DC awaits confirmatiath@fesults. At its core, the agreement provike®ased accountability for
results, as measured by student outcomes. It devaaud protects teachers based on student perfoenrather than on seniority.
Tenure is no longer defined as a job for life, highly effective teachers will finally be rewardetth the significant financial
compensation they deserve. In fact, under theaosvact, high-achieving DCPS teachers will bectimebest-paid teachers in the
country. Importantly, the contract also sets a banfor teacher professional development, enstinagthe supports are in place fg
continuous improvement so that teachers have theramity to meet the high standards set for them.

While the new teacher contract will allow DCPS tova forward on critical elements like performaneg pnd performance-based

teacher transfers, other key elements of the te&ciman capital reform strategy are already undgrand importantly, they are ng

dependent on the approval of a contract. Durieg209-10 school year, DCPS implemented IMPACT ndwe teacher assessment

system. This effort has been spearheaded by tleetDirof Human Capital Strategy for Teachers arih20ational Teacher of the
Year, Jason Kamras. Every DCPS teacher is nowaealihrough IMPACT, based substantially on studerformance and growth

[
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and including a rigorous observation componenéachers who demonstrate chronic poor performant®lBACT, even after
adequate supports are offered, are subject tostiahat the end of one year, and under the newacbnthose who perform at the
highest levels on IMPACT would be eligible for siggant performance pay. As important as thiswmtlial accountability and
reward process is, perhaps the most powerful fdiIBACT will be its ability to drive the continusumprovement process, as
DCPS now has a centralized dataset of how evecheéeas performing against the specific standamisdut in the Teaching and
Learning Framework, to which IMPACT is aligned.

School Turnaround. Both in DCPS and in the charter sector, schoohietaions have been the norm over the past seyeaas.
Whereas other jurisdictions have struggled to moumtvill and strategy to tackle the difficult wook school turnaround, DC has
boldly embraced it. Since placing the school systeaer Mayoral control in 2007, 30 DCPS schoolshasen closed due to
under-performance. 11 additional schools have béhar turned-around or restarted, according tal#fanitions in this RTTT

notice. In parallel efforts, the PCSB has closedl&ter schools over the last 5 years for reasbuader-performance. Moreover

under the PCSB’s new Performance Management FrarkealbDC public charter schools are now evaluatsithg common
academic and non-academic measures and then rbeaked on school outcomes. Such data help posit®RESB for swift

intervention in underperforming schools.

DCPS also plans to use ARRA funding to supportoathrange of transformation efforts, including 8 Behool design for middle
schools and the ongoing support of the Full Ser8icleools model, which provides extensive wraparaamdices to students. It is
important to note, however, that in addition todied funds, philanthropic dollars have been inseatal in supporting DC’s recer
school turnarounds, as private donors have prowadielitional monies to turnaround partner orgarozesti

(A)(3)(ii)(a) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achieement and closing gaps: Improving student achievesmt

In the past two years, DC has withessed fastenané significant progress in student achievememiviyr and closing the
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achievement gap than nearly any other jurisdiatiaihe country. While some of these early gainsoutledly have been the resu
of higher expectations, the improved practicesied| above and detailed throughout this applicatidihenable DC to sustain an
surpass initial gains. Progress in the areas oflstals and assessments, data systems, human aagitsthool turnaround have
dramatically contributed to DC’s improved studeatammes (overall and by student subgroup) on thERAnd DC-CAS,
decreased achievement gaps across most subgradpaceeased high school graduation rates (asedtin greater detail both
below and in Table A3.2).

National Assessment of Educational Progress
DC has experienced remarkable gains on the rigdd®E&P assessment, gaining 14 scale score poirgs 8003 in ¥ grade math
and 11 scale score points since 2003 iy@&de math (see table below).

Table A3.1 Statewide NAEP Scores, 2003-2009

STATEWIDE NAEP SCORES (2003-2009)
2003 2005 2007 2009 4 Year Gain 6 Year Gain

4th Grade Reading 188 191 197 202 9 14

4" Grade Math 205 211 214 219 gk 14

8" Grade Reading 239 238 241 242 2 3

8" Grade Math 243 245 248 254 5 11
**D.C. had the highest 4 year gain fdf &rade Math of any state in the U.S.

Source: National Assessment of Educational Proghtlgs//nces.ed/gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/

NAEP performance is best understood in comparistmsimilar urban school systems, and it is heag the District really stands
out. Although their study excluded charter schaiie,2009 Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA)ad (see Appendix A3.1,
which analyzes the NAEP scores of 18 urban schetrlads nationwide) revealed that DCPS was thg arban district in the nation
to demonstrate gains in both reading and mathrtirand eighth grade students in DCPS increas&dntia¢h proficiency at faster
rates than in other large urban distriétscording to the report, DCPS was the only schodlistrict to grow more than five scale
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score points in both elementary and secondary mai No other urban school district has seen similarggsince 2005. This is
particularly impressive given that DC started as ofithe lowest performing districts in the counf®CPS fourth graders showed th
greatest improvement compared to all other TUDAidts by growing six scale points in math from 2&4220, ranking first in
growth among TUDA districts for the first time. @Gaiin DCPS in fourth grade since 2003 are threestithe national average and
two times that of all large cities. DCPS eighthdgta also made major gains, increasing 7 scale goamts from 244 to 251. This
earned them a national ranking of second placedding, the gains are equally impressive. Oweyesars, DCPS fourth graders

e

have improved their reading by 14 scale pointseagioth graders by 3 scale points. District 4thdgra achieved the largest increase

nationwide on the 2009 NAEP Reading assessmerdefitsiled the nation with a 5 point increase ingtdde reading, while the
national average was unchanged. In 2009, more Dd&sts performed at or above "basic” levels thangttime since the NAEP
was first administered in either grade — 44 pergedth grade and 50 percent in 8th grade. Moraildetdata on statewide
historical NAEP scores, including scores for subgsocan be found in Appendix A3.2. These resuéisiat by accident; from 2-hou
literacy blocks to targeted professional develogmeing the National Reading Panel's five areagading instruction to system-
wide use of the DIBELS early reading assessmente@{€ators are demonstrating that reform effogsaahieving results.

DC-Comprehensive Assessment System (DC-CAS)

As noted earlier, DC student performance on the@*S (ESEA-required statewide summative assessmsee -below table) has
significantly improved since the 2006 introductmira new and more rigorous assessment. DC hasrbeegnized for the rigor of
the state academic standards, adopted in 2005DiBkwct is firmly committed to maintaining the sarhigh bar and level of rigor
as a central component of its reform, and it woll fimprove” student achievement by lowering expdions.
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Table A3.2 Statewide ESEA Summative Assessment Seer 200-200¢

ESEA RESULTS - Percent of Students Scoring Proficré or Advanced (2003-2009)

Gain in %
Proficiency (2006-
2003 2004 2005 2006* 2007 2008 2009 2009)
Reading 35.5% 37.4% 39.8% 34.6% 36.2% 42.7% 45.3% 10.7%
Math 43.4% 45.5% 45.3% 26.1% 31.1% 39.6% 44.8% 18.6%

*The DC-CAS test, a more rigorous assessment, wasriplemented in 2006. Prior to 2006, DC udsel $AT-9, a norm-
referenced assessment without constructive response
Source: OSSE websiteww.nclb.osse.dc.gov

Since the introduction of the more rigorous DC-GA2006, DC student performance has increased laast 10 percentage
points in elementary reading, elementary math,ssedndary reading. Prior to 2007, less than omd-tfielementary students
achieved grade-level proficiency in math; now, dmp years later, nearly half of elementary stuslemé proficient in math and

reading. Similarly impressive, secondary studeat@lachieved over 20 percentage points worth offirodemonstrating

N

tremendous progress. More detailed data on histigrioficiency scores, including scores for subgsyican be found in Appendi
A3.2.

This progress in student achievement can be attgbin large part to systematic and sustainabtames put in place at the district
and school levels. Beginning with a renewed famusjuality instruction, LEAs devoted resources @athing to schools that
demonstrated what quality teaching looks like, hownaximize instructional time in the classroonyg &ow to increase
collaboration among educators sharing best practMany charter LEAs have long used extended tiragrams to increase
student achievement, and in 2008, DCPS launcheduaday Scholars program designed to provide intengargeted instruction
to students based on individual need. Also in 2083s worked together with the state to align El@-BAS interim assessment
with the DC-CAS. Finally, through a focus on datal leadership around instructional preparatiortjqy@ation rates increased

across the board, which not only yielded a moreiate snapshot of student performance, but in arigehis goal, forced schools
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to engage all studentsa meaningful wa

(A)(3)(ii)(b) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achieement and closing gaps: Decreasing achievement gap

DC has embraced No Child Left Behind (NCLB) as ppartunity to focus schools and teachers on adidigestudent needs based
on data and to illuminate the existence of achiemrgaps between subgroups. Historically, overdilevement gains have been
accompanied by the closing of most subgroup achmewe gaps. The District was the only jurisdictiarthe country to see gains
for fourth graders in every NAEP subgroup — madepdle, white, black, Hispanic, special educaticeg find reduced priced lungh,
and English Language Learners (ELL) — between 20@72009. Moreover, DC low-income and Hispanic iograde students
lead the nation in gains. In 2009, virtually evenjogroup across the state increased DC-CAS profigieates. Special Education
students, ELLs, and Economically Disadvantagedestisdmade the most dramatic gains on this stateagsiessment. The
leadership of the District of Columbia will not batisfied until the achievement gap no longer sxlstit there is reason to be proud

of recent progress.

Race: DCPS has made significant headway in recent yeatts an ambitious goal to completely eliminate #uhievement gap
within ten years. On the DC-CAS, the proficiency ¢eetween white (non-Hispanic) students and blaok-Hispanic) students in
reading narrowed from 52.9% (2006) to 45.8% (200@)st significantly, between 2007 and 2009, the lgetpveen secondary
math students closed an astonishing 20 percentages pvhile the gap for secondary reading studelotsed by 17 percentage

U7

points. Similarly impressive gains were seen in RAEsults. Because DC is demonstrating gains amitg students as well as
students of color, it is important to look at aseiment gap through measures other than just thésgdf as the Education Trust

recommended in its January 2010 rep@duging the Gaps: A Deeper Look at Student AchiemenDC’s recent success in

[72)

improving performance of its low-income and mingabmmunities is best demonstrated by comparing RARprovement acros
the nation. For instance, DC has demonstrated Ngdifs of 10 points over 4 years for DC low-incoffiggraders, as compared

to only 3 points for low-income™graders nationwide. Minority students in DC hawade similar gains in recent years. Since
yop
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2003, DC African-American"graders have improved NAEP scores by 11 pointf@umdpoints since 2007 (outpacing their peérs
across the country), while Hispanic scores haveowgd by a remarkable 20 points. As evidencedbycharts below, these score
improvements have outpaced black and Hispanic NidffPovement in urban districts across the counB€ will capitalize on
this rapid pace of improvement to close the achreard gap.

4™ Grade African-American NAEP Reading Scores ™ Gtade Hispanic NAEP Reading Scores

Urban District 6 Year NAEP Urban District 6 Year NAEP
Improvement Improvement
DC 11 point: DC 20 points
NYC 3 points NYC 2 points
Chicagc 1 point Chicago 7 point
San Dieg 8 poinis San Diego -2 points
Bostor 9 points Boston 9 points

See Appendix A3.2 for further detalil.

Ethnicity: Over the past four years, Hispanic fourth gratterse closed the NAEP achievement gap by 8 scatespfoir math.
Hispanic eighth graders increased 13 scale paintsaith, closing the achievement gap with theirameth urban and suburban
peers, and placing Hispanic eighth graders onlypmuet below their peer group’s national averagecdkding to the 2009 TUDA
report in NAEP reading, DCPS Hispanic eighth gradmined 4 scale points, and compared to Hisp&miests in other tested
districts, more DCPS Hispanic eighth-graders mdu@ah below basic or basic to proficient or aboveereasing from 17 percent
to 22 percent. Onthe DC-CAS, the gap for reatimg decreased by 6 percentage points while théogapath decreased by16
percentage points since 2006. See Appendix A3.fuftner detail.
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Students with special needs: Although NAEP and DC-CAS scores for students sfibcial needs have increased over the past
years, DC has witnessed an increase in the spaghiightion achievement gap in recent years. Singé, 28e gap for reading (5
percentage points) and math (11 percentage ptiat® increased on the DC-CAS. See Appendix A3.2ufther detail. Closing
this gap is a high priority for the District. Irdtives supporting rigorous standards for speciataton students and an OSSE au
to identify statewide needs in special educati@nigportant pieces to the overall RTTT reform agend

English Language Learners. DC lacks the appropriate sample size to calculsechievement gap for English Language Lear
on NAEP. On DC-CAS, however, ELL students are penfiog remarkably well. Virtually no achievement gapsts in reading,
while ELLs actually outperformed the state mathrage by nine percentage points in 2009. See AppeiiR for further detail.

Economically Disadvantaged Students. DC’s low-income students have shown strong gaues the past three years, but the
proficiency growth of non-low-income students hapassed that of low-income students. On the DC-G@A&achievement gap
increased by four percentage points for readingtandoercentage points for math from 2006-2009hédigh both groups
improved on the NAEP from 2005 to 2009, at theeskatel, the # grade math achievement gap widened by eight pairdshe 8
grade math achievement gap widened by five poiSee Appendix A3.2 for further detail. ResultshivitDCPS are encouraging
however. According to the 2009 TUDA report fordes, low-income DCPS fourth-graders improved espaints, a higher
growth rate than low-income students in every otbsted district, while low-income eighth grademproved by 4 scale points.
By outpacing their peers in other jurisdictionsydmcome students in DC are on the right track t@wearrowing the achievemen
gap, but there is still much work to be done. Biseahe gap has continued to widen, DC has spaityfget closing the poverty
gap as an important statewide goal, as noted indde&1l.

Gender: The gender gap on NAEP is three points in 4th dhgr&de math and six and ten points, respectivelgth and 8
reading, with females outperforming males. On ti@& QAS, the gender gap is approximately 11 percenpagnts statewide in
reading and approximately four percentage pointaath. Although females and males are seeing iseteproficiency scores on

four
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both NAEP and DC-CAS, females are improving aighdly faster rate and the gender gap is widenowewhat. See Appendix
A3.2 for further detail.

Actions Contributing to I ncreased Achievement

DC'’s relentless focus on instruction has had afsignt impact on increasing overall proficiencydamarrowing the achievement gap.

Principals and teachers make the difference bymaixig valuable classroom time and by pursuingeddftiated, engaging instruction.

The institution of a new, rigorous assessment @626hd the design and implementation of alignestimtassessments have been

critical factors of success. Leadership is anathportant element of change, and ensuring thangteaders are at the helm of the most

struggling schools has been critical in both DCR&&harter schools. Since 2006, many ineffecti@ddes have been transitioned out
schools, and overall principal professional develept and collaboration among school leaders andsLiig& been improved. Conten

interventions have also had a dramatic impactekample, DCPS credits its systematic focus ontedlgastructional strategies —

supported by professional development in mathunstm across the district — with the encouragimgease in secondary math scores.

Moreover, the impact of closing ineffective scheelBnd in several instances, giving high-achiecimgrter schools the facilities and
resources they need to grow — has ensured anlaerabse in the number of high-quality seathanDistrict, setting the stage for an

increase in student achievement and a reductiovarall achievement gaps.

(A)(3)(ii)(c) Demonstrating significant progress in raising achigement and closing gaps: Increasing graduation rage

Since 2006, DC'’s graduation rate has improvedh@sthool reform interventions and accountabiligasures discussed
previously have begun to take hold. The state-&atied graduation rate (using the National CenteEftucation Statistics (NCES

leaver rate) rose from 66% in 2007 to 74.7% in 2Q@8&t year alone, 14 of 17 high schools in DCR®eiased their graduation rate

with an additional 200 students graduating. Thromghscript audits, credit recovery programs, aqghaded summer school, DC
has embarked on a comprehensive effort to put stoidents on track to graduate. Based on the datantly available, there are
minimal gaps between groups (e.g., between WhieAdincan-American students or White and Hispanicents). Rather, the

of
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District’s primary focus needs to be on increagingduation rates for all while improving data qtyadind ensuring students
graduate ready for college and careers. The Dissrurrently transitioning to a four-year adjust®hort graduation rate starting
with the graduating class of 2011. This model withvide a more detailed and accurate picture adigation in DC. As more
detailed data become available with the advert@tbhort method, DC will be able to recognize,lishband address specific

achievement gaps within graduation rates.

The District of Columbia’s baseline data and imgétr the current focus on graduation rates antsposndary enroliment is the
2006 report by The Bridgespan Group. This repanictvwas based on a sample (rather than the stiestatistics cited above) @
the high school ninth-graders in 2001-2002, disced¢hat less than half of DC’s ninth-graders (48¥&duate from high school

within five years. Moreover, many of those gradseatdl required remedial classes in college czdmplete job training programs.

As a result, the group reported, of DC’s ninth gradvho attend college, only 9% complete collegaiwifive years of high schog

graduation.

The Bridgespan Group report precipitated the avaaif an important coalition, Double the Number3 RD). The goal of this
group, which includes the Mayor, Chair of the Calotthe District of Columbia, Office of the StaBiperintendent of Education
DC Public Schools, DC Public Charter School Bo#nd,Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, and other Baststakeholders, is to
double the numbers of ninth graderso finish high school within five years, enrollgollege, and graduate from college in a
timely fashion. Toward this end, DTN has pursuegess initiatives, including:

e« DTN’s annualCollege Awareness Monthnd OSSE’s College Fair, which engage thousangisuih in preparing for college.

o« DCPS’s transcript audits and individual graduaptans and early college high school programs, whrelpare more
students for college.

e A survey ofcollege access providetkat serve DC students, identifying programs, esttsl served, and gaps in services.

e TheHERO program, whicthas helped more than 160 African American andnoatnales.
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e School-based collaboratives through which divedkege access providers work together to bringtgreaoherence,
innovation, and efficiency in preparing studentsgostsecondary education.

e Achievers Scholarship, which provides academicraadtoring support and five-year scholarships of, @30 each to more
than 300 Ward 7 and 8 students.

e DC College Success Foundation/Costco Scholarstepk@ast, the Chris Cooley Scholarship Fund, and\tashington
Redskins Foundation, which have collectively inseghneed-based scholarships and awarded a tatalrefthan $800,00(
to eligible students.

o College Access Providers Roundtable, which meetstimhpto share best practices and work collaboetiin the public

schools.

In addition to Double the Numbers, DCPS is defirmn§econdary Schools Transformation Strategy tiltevamp the school
system’s approach to middle and high schools. @mefisant component of this strategy will be tonoect information about
ninth-grade credit accumulation with graduationjgetions, and then link these data to early intetie@s for eighth- and ninth-
graders. This strategy holds great promise fortiflemg issues that may impede high school studextisity and desire to
complete high school; some research suggestdhalecision to drop out of high school is madéermiddle school years, even

when students move on to high school before drapput.

The transition to the cohort method graduation, idke continued work of Double the Numbers, andndw efforts by DCPS to
address high schools are all strong indicators@tsRommitment to increasing graduation rates aonteasing the number of

students who graduate ready to succeed in collegeaeers.

RTTT will have a direct impact on improving DC’sagiuation rate through the continuation of the wafrthe Double the Numbers
Coalition, the establishment of a P-20 Consortiang directly through the turnaround strategieswhihtarget high schools with

the lowest graduation rates in the State.
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(B) Standards and Assessments (70 total points)

(B)(1) Developing and adopting common standard@0 points)

The extent to which the State has demonstratemitsnitment to adopting a common set of high-qualigndards, evidenced by
(as set forth in Appendix B)—

(i) The State’s participation in a consortium otes that—20 points)

(a) Is working toward jointly developing and adoptinga@nmon set of K-12 standards (as defined in tbix@) that are
supported by evidence that they are internatiori@lychmarked and build toward college and careslimess by the time ¢
high school graduation; and

(b) Includes a significant number of States; and
(i) — (20 points)

(a) For Phase 1 applications, the State’s highi#yyalan demonstrating its commitment to and pregri®ward adopting a
common set of K-12 standards (as defined in thik@) by August 2, 2010, or, at a minimum, bytadalate in 2010
specified by the State, and to implementing thaddrds thereafter in a well-planned way; or

(b) For Phase 2 applications, the State’s adoptioncoinamon set of K-12 standards (as defined in tbi€®) by August 2,
2010, or, at a minimum, by a later date in 201 el by the State in a high-quality plan towardieh the State has mad
significant progress, and its commitment to implatirg the standards thereatfter in a well-planney.va

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#éka or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesSsafccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (B)(1)(i):

! Phase 2 applicants addressing selection criteByi)(ii) may amend their June 1, 2010 applicagabmission through August 2, 2010 by submitting
evidence of adopting common standards after Jugeln.
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e A copy of the Memorandum of Agreement, executethkyState, showing that it is part of a standacasartium.

e A copy of the final standards or, if the standaadsnot yet final, a copy of the draft standards$ amticipated date for
completing the standards.

e Documentation that the standards are or will bern@tionally benchmarked and that, when well-im@eatad, will help to
ensure that students are prepared for college ameeis.

e The number of States participating in the standeoasortium and the list of these States.

Evidence for (B)(1)(ii):
For Phase 1 applicants:
e A description of the legal process in the Statedmpting standards, and the State’s plan, curegtess, and timeframe for adoptio
For Phase 2 applicants:
e Evidence that the State has adopted the standard$the State has not yet adopted the standardsscription of the lega
process in the State for adopting standards an8tete’s plan, current progress, and timeframadmption.

=

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

The opportunity for DC to participate in a consomiof states to develop the Common Core Standadiassessments for K-12
education is an historic opportunity, and DC is autted to being one of the first states to adopt iamplement these standards and
assessments. To date, DC has conducted five phdditngs and meetings with the State Board of Badugaand expert teacher
panels have reviewed the final draft standardsoi v adopt the Common Core Standards will be hateé 16, 2010 at the State
Board of Education’s public meeting. BeginningSichool Year 2010-2011, the state will initiateangition process with LEAS,
teacher groups, and content experts to develof) inflementation plan and address issues as theg. 8y School Year 2011-12,
staff statewide will be mobilized, trained, anddyg#o implement the Common Core Standards andedigissessments in order to
ensure that DC students receive a rigorous, intiemelly competitive education.

Common standards and assessments provide equss &oc@n excellent education for ALL students, areg them with the skills
needed to succeed in college, career and lifditéirig student transitions between states (aromant consideration given DC'’s high

student mobility rates), and setting internatidsedchmarks to ensure that our nation can competglobal, knowledge-based
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economy and workforc

(B)(1)(i) Developing and adopting common standards: Common @e consortium

DC enthusiastically signed on to the Common Coam@idrds initiative, launched by the National GowemAssociation (NGA)
Center for Best Practices and the Council for CBiate School Officers (CCSSO) in May 2009. A Meamalum of Agreement
(Appendix B1.1) was enacted at this time, indiGafC’s willingness to participate in the Common €&tandards initiative.
The Common Core Initiative involves a consortiundBfstates, the District of Columbia, and two UeSritories. The full list of
consortium members is included in Appendix B1.2.

To date, the Common Core Consortium has producdldgecand Career Readiness standards (see AppBhdix and draft grade-
level K-12 standards in the areas of English Lagguarts and Mathematics. A copy of the draft stadsl@an be found in
Appendices B1.4 and B1.5. The K-12 standards grecat&d to be finalized June 2, 2010.

A 2008 report issued by the NGA, CCSSO and the Bt education reform organization Achieve, edtitBenchmarking for
Success: Ensuring U.S. Students Receive a Workbs@&ducation"describes the need for Common Core Standardatéat
“coherent and rigorous standards in K-12 math,ingaédnd language arts that are fully aligned withege and career expectatio
and also internationally benchmarked against lepdations” (p. 24). The report explains, “A key gogthe initiative will be to
ensure that standards reflect all three of thé&catitlimensions exemplified by high-performing nas — not only rigor but also
focus and coherence” (p. 24). The result will bede clearer standards that provide a path towardess for all high school
graduates.

Participation in a consortium for common standadisption is familiar territory for the District. D€urrently participates in a
consortium of 21 states that have adopted Engksiguage Proficiency (ELP) Standards. The ELP Stdsdaere developed in
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partnership with the World-Class Instructional @@sand Assessment (WIDA) Consortium. The Distriad€olumbia was the
fourth state to join the WIDA Consortium (in 2004).

(B)(2)(ii) Developing and adopting common standards: Standardadoption

DC’s governance structure —and its small size abtgs the District to adopt standards more quittidy other states, with
meaningful stakeholder involvement and minimal cattaa work. The District’s governance structure watablished in 2007
when the Public Education Reform Amendment Actr@)sferred control over the District’s sole geqdna LEA to the Mayor, (b
created the District’s first stand-alone state atioo agency, and (c) established the State Bddgdwcation. Under this structure
state academic standards must be recommended ByateeSuperintendent for Education and approvdtdéptate Board of
Education. The law also mandates that District enad standards be coherent and rigorous, encotimageaching of advanced
skills, and be regularly updated (Section 403 dRREodified at 838-2652).

DC'’s recent adoption of comprehensive health legrstandards is evidence of the District’s broadlity to adopt effective
standards efficiently. The comprehensive healthdsteds, though significantly more controversiahtti@e Common Core
Standards, were swiftly adopted by the DC Stated@ofEducation. Similarly, the Mayor’s office, ttate Board of Education,

and OSSE are united in a firm commitment to quiedgpt the Common Core Standards.

Steps already taken to accelerate the implementafithe Common Core Standards are as follows:

After the NGA’s Center for Best Practices and tl@&SSO released the draft college and career readstesdards on September
21, 2009, DC proactively began the process of adigphe Common Core Standards. Communication wétkehiolders began
almost immediately. First, OSSE released a memOaaber 1, 2009, inviting public comment on both English language arts
and math standards. Two public surveys were dedignd made available to stakeholders via the latemith a request for
feedback by October 15, 2009. In addition, a jpuiblic hearing of the DC State Board of Educatiod @SSE was held on
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October 7, 2009 telicit public comment from the communi

The public comment period facilitated conversatoth school districts, members of DC’s postsecopdammunity, and the
public. Dr. Jonathan Gueverra, Chief Executive €ffiof the Community College of the District of Gaibia, testified at the publi

)

hearing and emphasized the importance of aligrigugdsairds to college readiness expectations, pktigio mitigate the
remediation rate among incoming college studentsRDbert Mayo, testifying on behalf of PCSB, pledgupport of the charter
sector for the standards and noted the importahgeaduating students prepared for the demandssifgecondary education,

meaningful careers, and international influence.

Soon after the initial period for public commenjoiat letter was issued from State Superinten®iggs and State BOE President
Raymond to Gene Wilhoit, Executive Director of C@s&n October 21, 2009, indicating the continuedsuipof both OSSE and
SBOE for the common standards (Appendix B1.6).Wherdraft standards in kindergarten through grétdedre made available
to state education agencies, OSSE staff creatsasa-walk of the District’s existing content stardtawith the proposed draft
standards to review the alignment of the CommoreGandards with current DC standards in ordedeatify content gaps. As
subsequent drafts have been released, OSSE hagagared a document comparing the revised stdsdathe District’s
existing standards. OSSE has also conducted ane¥ithe draft college and career readiness stalsdand identified areas where
transition will require a different focus. For exale the panels found that while the majority of ®English language arts

—+

standards align with the college and career readistandards, DC will need to shift to using mafermational text, particularly a
the high school level, and foster expectations aliaubject-area teachers integrate reading compremeaisd writing into their
instruction. Essentially, the new standards protdeimpetus for OSSE to call for stronger readind analytic skills across all
content areas. The mathematics content standgdssesit a more profound move from current DC stalsjias they suggest a
conceptual shift from algorithmic fluency to contiggd understanding. This shift to a deeper con@ptaderstanding of fewer

topic areas will better prepare DC students to moteehigher education and competitive workforcéiays. In this way, the
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Common Core Standards are crucial building blook$ighe-level mathematics

OSSE has briefed the State Board of Education aktmeres on the draft common core standards. IntiaddOSSE and the State
Board of Education held a public hearing on Mag(@10, to discuss the proposed adoption of the Camdmye Standards. OSSE
has also established expert review panels congigtieducators in DCPS and the charter sectorghigtiucation representatives,

and community members. In both reading/languageaard mathematics, OSSE has established pangjsafies K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and

9-12 to review the existing and proposed standaddstify gaps and discuss implementation challsnge

With this initial alignment and review complete, XJoised for the State Board of Education to leolabte on June 16, 2010 to
formally approve the Common Core Standards. Becthes8tate Board has been involved in Common Cianed@rds discussions
throughout the entire process, OSSE anticipatesoath and efficient adoption process. OSSE witinsit an amendment to this
application prior to August 2, 2010 with documeiatatof formal approval of the Common Core Standdglthe State Board of
Education.

After the Common Core Standards are adopted, DIGwoik with LEAs to implement the transition plaagiculated below (see
Section B3). Through the entire process, stakehaldemunication will keep community members andriess partners apprised
of progress and involved in ongoing decisions.dwithg comprehensive transition planning led by O$&#scribed in section B3),
LEA and school-based staff will be mobilized, texdnand ready to implement the Common Core Stasdard aligned
assessments by School Year 2011-12.

(B)(2) Developing and implementing common, high-quay assessment§10 points)

—

The extent to which the State has demonstratemitsnitment to improving the quality of its assesstagevidenced by (as set for,
in Appendix B) the State’s participation in a comgon of States that—
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(i) Is working toward jointly developing and implemting common, high-quality assessments (as defim#ds notice) aligned with
the consortium’s common set of K-12 standards éised in this notice); and

(ii) Includes a significant number of States.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#éka or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates the/sS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (B)(2):

e A copy of the Memorandum of Agreement, executethkyState, showing that it is part of a consortthat intends to
develop high-quality assessments (as defined snrihiice) aligned with the consortium’s commonadef-12 standards; or
documentation that the State’s consortium has egpdir intends to apply, for a grant through theasate Race to the Top
Assessment Program (to be described in a subsenoiéce); or other evidence of the State’s pladdgwelop and adopt
common, high-quality assessments (as defined smibiiice).

e The number of States participating in the assessomsortium and the list of these States.

Recommended maximum response length: One page

(B)(2)(1) & B2(ii) Developing and implementing common, high-quality asessments: Common Core assessment consortium

DC is a strong proponent of high-quality, benchredrissessments aligned with curricular standardachool Year 2005-06, the
Board of Education adopted DC-CAS, a standardsiatigassessment system considered to be rigorousetied rounded than its
previous assessment, the SAT-9. The District n@ampto further enhance standards and assessmgatsibyg forces with other
states to set a new bar for rigor by developingsaessment aligned to the new Common Core Standards

Since the adoption of DC-CAS, both DCPS and chaui#ks have aligned curricular materials, interirse@ssments, data systems

and school improvement initiatives to a common mdbr high expectations. DCPS uses the DC Benchrhasessment System

58



(DC-BAS) to measure student knowledge and makenméd instructional decisions. Almost all charterAs=lso use interim
assessments, including DC-BAS, interim assessnaentoped by nonprofit organizations, and charteated interim assessments.
In both charter LEAs and DCPS, work is underwagefme interim benchmark assessments and increageutility. For example,
many charters and DCPS have engaged in a parfaevghia local nonprofit organization to implemenbenchmark assessment
pilot aimed at using data to identify and share lesructional practices across LEAs.

With the adoption of Common Core Standards, DCedtaklers are committed to taking the next step,imgolveyond the strong
foundation of the DC-CAS and developing — in cadlediion with 25 other states -- a new, next ger@ratommon assessment,
along with aligned interim assessments and supppfdrmative materials. DC’s experience in devaigpimplementing, and using
results from high-quality assessments will fadiétethe smooth integration of new assessmentshetmstructional framework.

DC is a Governing State in the Partnership forAbgessment of Readiness for College and Career QRARsigning a

memorandum of understanding regarding this consartin May 10, 2010. (Appendix B2.1). This MOU, dhd fact that the
District is a governing state, shows a strong camment to developing a new assessment system thatlps greater transparency,
comparability, and accountability across all stated sets higher standards by which to measure L §&h®ols, and students (See
Appendix B2.2 for list of the 27 states participgtwith PARCC). It also provides an unprecedenjgabatunity to work
collaboratively with other states to develop foravéninking assessments (and ultimately other atigoels) that can help deliver on
the promise of the common standards.

PARCC intends to apply for grants through the Radde Top Assessment Program; it submitted amtintedo so on April 28,
2010. The consortium will apply to develop an ass&sit system that includes common summative, miexnd formative
assessments aligned to the Common Core Standatas<peacts to roll out the assessment system in-2814
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Reform Plan Criteria

(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standals and high-quality assessment&20 points)

The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojiceas a high-quality plan for
supporting a statewide transition to and implemtgonaf internationally benchmarked K-12 standatdg build toward college
and career readiness by the time of high schodlugtgon, and high-quality assessments (as defméais notice) tied to these
standards. State or LEA activities might, for exéanmclude: developing a rollout plan for the stards together with all of their
supporting components; in cooperation with thee&gtanstitutions of higher education, aligning hgghool exit criteria and
college entrance requirements with the new starsdand assessments; developing or acquiring, dissgéimg, and implementing
high-quality instructional materials and assessm@ntluding, for example, formative and interins@ssments (both as defined i
this notice)); developing or acquiring and delingrihigh-quality professional development to supgaettransition to new
standards and assessments; and engaging in agttegss that translate the standards and infoom&tom assessments into
classroom practice for all students, including higded students (as defined in this notice).

The State shall provide its plan for this criterimnthe text box below. The plan should includeg atinimum, the goals, activities
timelines, and responsible parties (see Reform Elateria elements in Application Instructions cgc&on XllI, Application
Requirements (e), for further detail). Any suppwtevidence the State believes will be helpfubtr peviewers must be describe
and, where relevant, included in the Appendix. &tachments included in the Appendix, note in dreative the location where
the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Eight pages

>

Not only will DC be one of the first states to atitge Common Core Standards, it will also move aggively to implement the
core standards and aligned assessments. In fats,d# D calls for interim assessments aligneddadsdrds to be delivered every
8 weeks throughout the school year beginning ihZedl1 — well in advance of the planned transitmthe common summative
assessment — in order to provide critical infororato teachers and students alike. The plan atsadas for statewide profession
development for every teacher related to the ComBure Standards, as well as for development oflstais entry points to
encourage differentiated standards-based instructio

6-
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(B)(3) Supporting the transition to enhanced standards andhigh-quality assessments

Education should offer students an opportunityutbliftheir dreams and reach their maximum potairiis members of society.

College and career-readiness exit standards, angr#de-level standards that lead up to them,eyekvers of such educational
opportunity. When instruction and assessment aedudly aligned with internationally benchmarkedrstiards that are proven to
prepare students for life beyond high school, laildcen benefit. This high-quality education is woly a moral obligation for DC,

but also an economic imperative in an increasigigpal economy.

OSSE's plan for standards rollout is based on tteeets. First, proper standards implementatiomp®ssible without
accompanying interim and summative assessmenpsppsr implementation of standards demands ussgsament data to
continually improve instruction. Second, all stuemust find standards challenging yet accessitdéjding students with special
needs, as well as at-risk and other high-needestsidFinally, standards implementation is not detepuntil high school
graduation requirements are connected with collegkuniversity entrance requirements. DC’s refooalg and performance

measures are outlined below:

GOAL 1: Successfully transition to and implement commaarimationally benchmarked K-12 standards in Endlishguage Arts
and Mathematics through consistent instructioredégship, clear guidance to and regular communicatith all relevant
stakeholders (e.g., staff, parents, students, essioommunity, higher education, etc.), and higddityuprofessional development
for teachers and school staff

GOAL 2: Successfully transition to high-quality assessmeéyath interim and summative, aligned to thesedsteds

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: prior to the rollout of the Common Core Standaird$chool Year 2011-12, every
teacher/principal/administrator statewide (in baihrticipating and non-participating LEAS) will beqvided by the State with

professional development on implementing the Con@aoe Standards, including understanding the credkwetween the
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current standards and the new Common Core Standatusse employees will also receive multiple PDodpipities during
School Year 2011-12.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by School Year 2011-12, 100% of participating LEAsimplement interim and revised

summative assessments
PERFORMANCE MEASURE 3: all participating LEAs will participate in the Conan Core Standards Working Group

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 4. by Fall 2012, the Special Education Data SystenD&Ewill be aligned with the Common Cor
Standards.

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:

e (A) Implement a Fast, Aggressive Rollout Plan for @mmon Core Standards and Assessments
e (B) Create, Organize, and Fund a Common Core Standds Working Group
e (C) Create Standards Entry Points for Differentiated Learning

e (D) Align High School Curricula and Graduation Requirements with College Entrance Requirements

(A) Implement a Fast, Aggressive Rollout Plan for @mmon Core Standards and Assessments

DC’s small size allows for a nimble and efficieatlout and implementation of the Common Core Stasland assessments.
Importantly, OSSE'’s plan to adopt the Common Cdam@ards immediately distinguishes it from a nundfesther states. The
State rollout plan for Common Core Standards inesugl) standards materials and a user-friendlysweelor teachers, parents,
and other key stakeholders, (2) a modified versibtine DC-CAS aligned to the Common Core Standamdg,(3) mandatory
interim assessments approved by OSSE. Each LEgarasf its final RTTT scope of work and implematiin plan, must develo
and submit to OSSE a Common Core Standards andggxasats adoption plan that details the following:
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e How the LEA will provide training for all instruanal staff, including an introduction to the newarstards and an
explanation of how they relate to the old standamtgping of the new standards against curriculyrgrade level and
content area, and feedback and reflection speltyfittecused on implementation of the Common Core

¢ How the LEA will proactively communicate with fanas regarding the Common Core and its impact othestis

e How the LEA will provide (directly or through outi resources) ongoing professional developmentroymbes to
teachers regarding how the new standards tie e®cand college readiness and how to differenitisteuction using the
standards

An Effectiveness Manager on OSSE'’s implementagamit will work with LEAs to ensure their Common Cadoption plans are
sound and will achieve the state objectives.

Standards Materials. In order to facilitate clear communication witlalstholders regarding the transition to the CommoreC
Standards and assessments, OSSE will use allnexrgisources, including Achieve, the CCSSO, aneérattates to provide
introductory material and clear, high-quality stards booklets outlining the new English Languages And Mathematics
standards for educators. If necessary, OSSE Mdltap external experts and a graphic designtfirarevelop supplemental
materials. These materials will be printed andritisted statewide. OSSE is NOT, however, requgstiace to the Top funding
for the creation and distribution of these matsriehther, OSSE will utilize local funds as needed.

OSSE is also committed to ensuring that teacherdests, parents, and community members have atxeslevant and easy-to-
understand information about the new common staisdand what they mean in terms of expectationsttatent work. As OSSE
works with the State Board of Education to review approve the Common Core Standards, it has createitial web presence
to begin making public information about the neanslards available (See appendix B3.1 for a screewnsgihe current Common
Core Standards home page). OSSE will partner witarcstates, external experts and a web desigriavielop and launch an
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improved OSSE Common Core Standards website, g clg@erent website featuring the new standardeamdding a one-stop
source for materials and information about the Com@ore Standards in the DC context. The goal@tahbe-developed

Common Core Standards website is to make the st@dame alive and to explain how they will be usad daily basis in DC’s

classrooms. The website will also serve as a big@een the current DC standards and the Commoa &andards. All website

material intended for students and parents withtelable in a number of languages to facilitatewcwnication with families
where English is not the language spoken in theehdrne website will include:

e Materials for teachers/administrators. model standards-based lessons, a detailed cralksivat explains the difference
between the old and new standards, annotated stexiemplars, and online instructional videos

e Materials for students: sample assignments/tasks that align to diffeseartdards, an explanation of how standards
connect to career/college readiness, and an ovenfistandards in student-friendly language

e Materials for parents: an introduction to the Common Core, tips on hownbnitor a child’s progress in mastering
standards, and information on the re-alignmenhefC-CAS.

Although the OSSE Common Core Standards websitdggasily navigable for students and parents,Ex@8ognizes that it
may not reach all families, although free Interaatess is available at public libraries and at schites. Many of the materials fo
students and parents will be materials that teaaten use in the classroom and administrators istiibdte to parents. Individual
LEAs will also receive funding to implement the Goon Core Standards in such a way that the neettie ddcal community are
met, but the website will be a one-stop shop fotemmels and information that can aid this process.

Additionally, the OSSE Common Core Standards wehgill be interactive. Schools and LEAs will be encaged to submit
information, such as long-term and short-term pfanstandards implementation, informational braelsuor parents, standards
rubrics, and more. All quality material, reviewegd ®SSE, will be posted.

U)
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Summative Assessment. Implementing new standards without an aligned,mative assessment would send confusing signals
students, educators and parents — and would undetime transition to and realization of meetingriees standards. DC’s

immediate roll-out of the Common Core Standardsnedult in lag time between the need for a sumreaissessment aligned to

the Common Core Standards and the finalizatioh®PARCC consortium-developed assessment, whedheduled for 2014-15.

Consequently, OSSE feels strongly that modifyirggDIC-CAS is an important component of the statiewblplan. OSSE will
work with its test contractor in Summer 2010 toibhegork on modifying the current DC-CAS to phasejuestions that better
align with new standards and phase out questiaigithnot. OSSE will also work with its TechnicadWsory Council to ensure
that this transition maintains the achievementdsets and does not disrupt trendlines in achieveridis process will both
inform and be informed by the curriculum and researalignment work that will also be done to prehools for
implementation of the Common Core Standards. ThedAS will be administered “as-is” (i.e., alignedtte current DC learning
standards) for the 2011 test administration as Of#&fEtests new items that align to the CommoneCstandards. The revised
DC-CAS will be modified only slightly (alignment alyses have indicated that current DC standardsiimiéar in many ways to
the Common Core Standards, particularly in Endasiguage arts) and will be phased in beginning Wieh2012 test
administration. This work will NOT be funded thrduBRace to the Top but is important to the oveedthmm of standards and
assessments; rather, OSSE will utilize local amehps resources as necessary.

I nterim Assessment. Participating LEAS have agreed to adopt interiseasments in all schools. These interim assessnvéts
provide important real-time data to teachers blitnoit be used for evaluative purposes. OSSE widljgle a recommended list of
vendors that can provide high quality, alignedrinteassessments, but groups of LEAs may choos®tk with a different vendor
or create their own assessment provided the vezatodemonstrate that its interim assessmentsigredlwith the Common Corg¢
Standards. Although LEAs will most likely form camtia for developing shared interim assessmengtgtawide interim
assessment is not appropriate due to differencesgrircular sequencing across LEAs. DC’s charteoets must be allowed
autonomy in determining curricular sequencing aacing while meeting state standards; this commitrizefiexibility has

to
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contributed to the development of DC’s vibrant ceadector

All adopted interim assessments for grades 3-1@ mast the following requirements, derived from teeommendations of a
working group consisting of representatives frorartér schools, OSSE, DCPS, and local nonprofitrargaions:

I nterim Assessment Design and I mplementation

All schools within participating LEAS are expectedhave interim assessments in place for studgnBchool Year 2011-12. LEA

funding is also provided for School Year 2010-Iid &EAs may use this money for standards-aligneztim assessments or

The interim assessments for English Language Addvathematics in grades 3-10 are to be basedeo@dmmon Core

Standards and broken into sub-standards in ordeake the assessments instructionally useful
Multiple questions are to be asked for each stahdar

The degree of difficulty, language, and questiomats are to be modeled after the current DC-Cfegng are to be

vertically aligned, and the sequence of items &liggn with the sequence of curriculum within theA.

Assessed standards are to be spiraled across Imalspessments to provide for review and allowheacto see

improvement
All assessments are to have multiple choice and oggponse question types

The format is to be paper-based or online withlahityato view questions. If the format is papersbkd, the test vendor
should include a plan and timeline for moving toaputer-based administration, including a sumnotie system
requirements for an LEA to have a computer-adnengst interim assessment system.

Four to five English language arts and four to fivath assessments are to be designed for eacbfygr@ades 3-10

Assessments are to be given every 6-8 weeks, dligitb the LEA calendar
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alternatively, funding can be used to cover devalept costs for a new assessment. Provided that fil##lktheir interim
assessment requirements, they may also use fundghfer formative tools and processes (e.g., itank) that are embedded in
instruction and used to provide timely feedbackpgorposes of adjusting instruction to improve laagn

OSSE will provide LEAs with a level of RTTT fundirtbat is sufficient for school-wide interim assessits but will not fully
cover the fixed costs of an interim assessmengdedito the Common Core Standards. This is onanost(of several) where
OSSE believes RTTT formula funding will improve amomication and collaboration among LEAs. In oradeh¢lp LEAs take

advantage of economies of scale, OSSE has contdigsland is collaborating with them to discussrimeassessment options

Small LEAS, particularly one-campus charters, a@araged to partner with other LEAs that use aaimurriculum to purchase

interim assessments. Additionally, LEAs may purehalSA-created interim assessments from one andtfisrprovides an
additional incentive for schools to share best fwas, all under OSSE guidance to ensure statetbligs are achieved.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
1. Adopt Standards (as explained in Section B1): 2A@0i®, State Board of Education

2. Hold Community Meetings to inform parents and comityumembers of the changes in standards and a&ssass Spring
2010 — Fall 2010, OSSE (LEAs are also requiredtd their own standards/assessment community ngsefar their local
communities, as well as to provide in-school tragnior teachers)

3. Design and Develop Core Standards Website: Falta2010, vendor under OSSE
4. Begin work to modify DC-CAS to align with Common @dStandards: Summer 2010, OSSE, test vendor
5. Develop and implement interim assessments:

¢ Identify vendors capable of meeting the state requents (above) for interim assessments and puidigio LEAs: Fall
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2010, OSS
e Organize meetings for LEAs to meet and discussimtassessment purchasing partnerships: Fall 208GE
e Sign contract with vendor (LEAs may also write th@in interim assessments): Winter-Spring 2010, £EA

e Implement interim assessments: School Year 2011-H2s

(B) Create, Organize, and Fund a Common Core Standds Working Group

In addition to implementing interim assessmentsAs& Fust be integrally involved in professional depenent around the new
Common Core Standards. In a joint letter to Genkadlfj Executive Director of CCSSO, on October 2009, State
Superintendent of Education Briggs and State BRaedident Raymond state, “Our biggest obstacle farccessful
implementation will be the investment in signifit@md ongoing professional development for teacl@&SE has begun to
consider the options for addressing the areaseatgst concern for teachers and providing the sacgsupports.” Considerable
work is underway statewide to develop expectationistructional planning and delivery. In DCP8;, instance, the introductior
of the Teaching and Learning Framework has laiddbhadation for common expectations. DC’s overteawvide plan for
professional development is two-pronged and calis(ll) statewide collaboration around standardamihg, and (2) formula
funding for LEASs to carry out individual implemenitan plans for their schools and communities. LE#Asst ensure they meet thg
state’s high bar for instructional leadership ia transition to new standards — this must occthieat EA and school level, and it

must involve school leader participation as welhathentic teacher engagement and commitment.

With regard to statewide collaboration around sséadsl planning, the Common Core Standards Workimy@will bring LEA
leadership teams together to create and revievs fitanmplementation of standards and curriculggrahent. The Working Group
will convene in Summer and Fall of 2010 (LEA attande will be required for these sessions) and aeiytthroughout the school

year to help LEAs develop standards implementatlans to include curriculum design and job-embedutedessional

D
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development for teachers within each LEA. Experthe area of curriculum adaptation for studenthk gpecial needs, as well as

for at-risk/off-track students, will attend eachetieg.

With regard to formula funding for LEAs, particirad LEAs will receive direct funding for standandgplementation and will
commit to providing, pursuant to their Common Cadeption plan described above: (1) informationisessfor parents and
students on the Common Core Standards, and (2) Gor@ore Standards professional development fohezagrior to the
opening of school in Fall 2011 and then reguladyiny School Year 2011-12. OSSE believes that diffees between LEA
communities necessitate implementation at the L&&llso that professional development may be éiffigated; OSSE will
provide broad-based support through materials ao#lbts on the Common Core, through the OSSE Con@ara Standards
website, and through planning support for eachiqpating LEA. Teacher professional developmerthatLEA-level will include:

e Curriculum alignment stipends: funding for curriculum specialists to work ongading current curriculum to the Common

Core Standards

e Training stipends: funding for trainers/coaches to work with teashend staff on Common Core Standards

implementation

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Hold Common Core Standards Working Group meetiRg:2010 — Summer 2011, OSSE
2. Conduct information sessions with parents and atbermunity members: Summer 2011 and ongoing, LEAs

3. Provide school-level professional development om@on Core Standards: Summer 2011 and ongoing ddiféhof the
grant, LEAs
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(C) Create Standards Entry Points for Differentiated Learning

The implementation of the Common Core Standardseguire making them accessible for ALL studerdC’s reform plan calls
for collaboration across states in the developroéatStandards Entry Points for Differentiated Learnimgnual, which outlines
the progression of skills and knowledge that ldadsastery of each standard. These entry pointsiet@achers to differentiate

instruction according to an individual student'arihg point, and allow students to set challendgingachievable academic goals.

The manual will link standards to a list of actiz ranging in difficulty, which will help ensurbét every student receives
instruction that is challenging but accessible shthork is vital to further OSSE’s goals to imprdfie educational opportunities fg
DC students with special needs. The framework temding around the framework, will provide necegssupports to teachers to
better meet the needs of students with specialsnéeathermore, DC’s renewed focus on serving siisd@ith special needs
includes raising expectations for this group ofletits in order to improve their chances to sucaeedhool and better prepare

them for workforce or postsecondary education ssgce

In format and philosophy, tH&tandards Entry Points for Differentiated Learniwdl be similar to theMassachusetts Curriculum
Frameworks for Students with Disabilitjiedthough OSSE believes that the entry pointselexant for a wide variety of students
(i.e., not just students with special needs). O®#iEeontinue efforts to reach out to states thavéhalready created similar
manuals. The OSSE vision for tBéandards Entry Points a collaboration of states committed to différ@img instruction
according to individual student abilities. Partigps across states will save time and resourdesyin members to focus on
training and implementation of the entry points andbling the sharing of important implementatiessbns and practices.

OSSE also plans to facilitate teacher and edugaitdessional development on the of use ofStendards Entry Point® inform
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) teams as wellaashow how the manual can help link curriculurd atervention resources

to ensure standards progression throughout theokghar for all students. This training will alleadministrators and teacher-

leaders to create a school-wide plan for conne¢tisgCommon Core Standards to the instructiongiidmeeds students and
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students withpecial needs, using the newly develo Standards Entry Poin as a guide

Finally, SEDS, the statewide special education dgséem, will be upgraded to align with the Comn@mme Standards and the
Standards Entry PointSEDS will contain a drop-down menu listing then@oon Core Standards to inform IEP writers. This
functionality will allow educators to use the datab, not only to track IDEA compliance, but alsaléwelop IEP goals aligned

with Common Core Standards and to monitor studedrpss toward those goals.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
1. Partner with other interested states to cr8téedards Entry Points for Differentiated Learnii@ummer 2010 — Spring 2011,
OSSE

2. Contract with a vendor to provide teacher trairomgheStandards Entry Point$-all 2011 and ongoing

3. Fund a vendor to align the Special Education Dgen (SEDS) with the Common Core Standards: vehied by Spring
2011, with rollout in Fall 2012, OSSE

(D) Align High School Curricula and Graduation Requrements with College Entrance Requirements

Aligning high school graduation requirements anliege entrance requirements with the Common Caaadétrds and assessmepts
is an area of strength for DC, thanks to The DotleNumbers (DTN) Coalition (described in detaiSection A3). Created in
2007, the goal of this group, which includes theydta Chair of the Council of the District of ColurabOffice of the State

Superintendent of Education, DC Public Schools,F2Blic Charter School Board, DC College Access rnog Bill & Melinda
Gates Foundation, Washington Teachers Union, D@&&aun Compact, DC Children and Youth InvestmenisTCorporation,
DC Public Charter School Association, and the Canso of Universities of the Washington MetropofitRegion, is to double the

D

numbers of 9th-gradergho finish high school within five years, enrollaollege, and graduate from college in a timelyi@s.
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In March 2010, Achieve, Inc. released a reportslp the Expectations Gap, that noted that theibistf Columbia is one of 21
states that has aligned its graduation requirenweititscollege- and career-ready expectations. Wh{@will nonetheless need to

A

reexamine the graduation requirements in lighhef€@ommon Core Standards, it is anticipated thigtramimal changes will nee

be made.

There are many ways in which DC high schools aseimg alignment to higher education, including Ef@ Tuition Assistance
Grant Program (DC TAG), the DC College Access Pang(DC CAP), the College Summit, DCPS’s SecondahoS8l
Transformation, and the School without Walls duabédiment program with George Washington University

As a final strategy, DC will develop a P-20 Congont, consisting of representatives from LEAs andtiple universities, to
ensure tight alignment of DC’s high school curraaulequirements with local college entrance reaquénets. OSSE has already
begun this work informally through the PARCC aseess consortium, meeting with representatives efitigher education
system to ensure that the PARCC high school assegésnwhen developed, appropriately measure cotksiness so that
students passing the assessmentsdo@ithble to enter directly into first year, crediaking courses without the need for remediat
The P-20 Consortium will work in collaboration witthe Double the Numbers Coalition and the otheh kichool alignment
strategies to craft a strategy for the creatioa Bf12 college-going culture. All LEAs will haveetbpportunity to contribute to the
P-20 Consortium, which will convene for the finshé in Fall 2010 and meet regularly thereafter.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
1. Convene a P-20 Consortium of 10-12 members: mangtdyting in Fall 2010, OSSE

2. Work with the DTN Coalition and local institutio$ higher education to collect data on the levgbi&paration of students
graduating from DC high schools. These data wilibed to inform the P-20 Consortium: Spring 201356
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(C) Data Systems to Support Instruction(47 total points)

State Reform Conditions Criteria

(C)(2) Fully implementing a statewide longitudinaldata system(24 points — 2 points per America COMPETES element)

The extent to which the State has a statewide todigial data system that includes all of the Ame@OMPETES Act elements
(as defined in this notice).

In the text box below, the State shall describekwvkiements of the America COMPETES Act (as defimtds notice) are
currently included in its statewide longitudinaltdasystem.

Evidence:
e Documentation for each of the America COMPETES élements (as defined in this notice) that is inethich the State’s
statewide longitudinal data system.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

With internationally benchmarked standards andhaligsummative and formative assessments in placeayiDbe poised to utilize
standards-based data to drive instruction. Thewtdé longitudinal data system will facilitate tipgocess, as will instructional
improvement systems in place in all participatirigAls. These instructional improvement systems Wldhareal-time access to
360-degree student, teacher, grade-level and sdata| and teachers and administrators will hagektiowledge and skills to use

these tools to drive student achievement.

(C)(2) Eully implementing a statewide longitudinal data sgtem

In August 2007, OSSE was awarded funds to buildigpiement a longitudinal data system. OSSE hasrsahificant gains
toward developing, expanding and using all its dg&stems in order to make information more traresmaaind accessible to
stakeholders, to better facilitate research to anprstudent achievement and close achievementag@apsnable responsive and

informed policy decision-making at all levels oétaducation system. To that end, OSSE has implexchere of the America
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COMPETES Act elements and intends to implementehgining elements by Fall 2011.
America’s COMPETES Act Element 1: Unique StatewideStudent Identifier

OSSE began assigning Unique Student Identifiea| &iudents in School Year 2008-2009. To datestaliients have a Unique
Student Identifier which has proven useful in tingkstudent mobility across LEAs. OSSE also provisigpport to LEAS to

validate their data to resolve dual enrollmentsiamgrove data quality. Appendix C1.1 provides sosd®ts that serve as evideng

of the unique statewide student identifier.
America’s COMPETES Act Element 2: Student-level enollment, demographic and program participation information

OSSE also tracks student-level enrollment, demdgeaand program participation information and Hasability to track students
enrollment status through the current longitudahath system. Appendix C1.1 provides evidence o&bikty of the longitudinal

data system to track enroliment, demographic andram participation.

America’s COMPETES Act Element 3: Student-level inbrmation about the points at which students exit,ransfer in,

transfer out, drop-out or complete P-16 education ppgrams.

OSSE is able to determine the history of each sittglenroliment throughout his/her enroliment ie District. Appendix C1.1

demonstrates evidence of this element.
America’s COMPETES Act Element 4: Capacity to commuicate with higher education data systems

Through its DC OneApp data system, OSSE tracksestsdapplying for the District of Columbia highelueation grant programs
Tuition Assistance Grant (DC TAG), Leveraging Eduarzal Assistance Partnership Program (DC LEAPQ, @& Adoption. The

system allows for online processing to determinelatt eligibility for higher education funding.fitrther provides OSSE with the
ability to review and track students’ grant andh@geducation enroliment. It also provides highiraation institutions with the

ability to review student participant informationcaprovide student-level data to OSSE. AppendiXl@icludes a screenshot that
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demonstrates this functionality.
America’s COMPETES Act Element 5: State data audisystem to assess data quality, validity, and reliality

OSSE has a process to review the quality, valality reliability of data and work with LEAs to fatalte internal audits as well.

Specifically, OSSE’s current student data systeowvigdes data quality exception reports. These regmdvide quality assurance
assessments for the data provided by the sourtensysFrom these reports, corrective actions atBH#elevel may be taken and
the corrected data resubmitted to the longitudiiash system, thus continually improving the datalitguwithin the system and in

the source systems across the District. Appendig @itludes an example of an error report.
America’s COMPETES Act Element 6: Yearly State asssment records of individual students

OSSE collects, cleanses and distributes annual BE-#3sessment results to LEAs. These records #eeted longitudinally

across school years and provided to LEAs. A scredne Appendix C1.1 reflects a student’s assessneeords.
America’s COMPETES Act Element 7: Information on students not tested by grade and subject

OSSE collects information on students not testeldtlaa reason they were not tested. In addition,ED&8lects information such
as students’ Special Education status and theiligbnganguage Learner status. Appendix C1.1 induadsecreenshot of
information on students not tested by grade angestb

America’s COMPETES Act Element 8: A teacher identifer system with the ability to match teachers to stdents

OSSE will begin work to implement this element &aJl2011. DCPS, the state’s largest LEA, is alrelating teachers to
students and has established a roster validatmseps for tested grades.

America’s COMPETES Act Element 9: Student-level transcript information, including information on course completion
and grades
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OSSE will develop a course coding system and bagllacting transcript information by Fall 2011.
America’s COMPETES Act Element 10: Student-level cllege readiness test scores
While aggregate AP and SAT scores are currentleaeld, OSSE will begin gathering student-levekesdy Winter 2010.

America’s COMPETES Act Element 11: Information regarding the extent to which students transition succesfully from
secondary school to postsecondary education, inclundy whether students enroll in remedial coursework

As previously mentioned, the DC OneApp — an onieeondary application system — helps streamlinprbeess for students
applying for financial aid for higher education dadilitates data collection on both student agplems and outcomes. To that ef
while OSSE is still identifying ways to better tkaghether students enroll in remedial coursewortheir higher education
institution, OSSE is able to verify student enr@hmhsubmitted by institution. See Appendix C1.1.

America’s COMPETES Act Element 12: Data that provice other information deemed necessary to address @gtiment and

adequate preparation for success in postsecondarg@cation

For those students enrolled in the DC TAG progr@®$SE is able to track their college graduationsréteward and cohort and
provide schools with information about their stugénollege enrollment rates. OSSE is still idgnhf additional data fields to
collect to address alignment with success in postsgary education and ways to better track thetse &ar a screenshot of the
college postsecondary graduation rates, see App€idi.

nd,

Reform Plan Criteria
(C)(2) Accessing and using State dat points)

The extent to which the State has a high-qualiynpb ensure that data from the State’s statewiolgtudinal data system are
accessible to, and used to inform and engage as@jate, key stakeholders.g, parents, students, teachers, principals, LEA
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leaders, community members, unions, researchatgaitymakers); and that the data support decisiakers in the continuous
improvement of efforts in such areas as policytrireion, operations, management, resource alloeagind overall effectivene$s.

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (&gelication Instructions or Section Xll, Applicaii Requirements (e), for further
detail). Any supporting evidence the State belieuk®e helpful to peer reviewers must be desctibed, where relevant, included
in the Appendix. For attachments included in thpeiplix, note in the narrative the location where #ttachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

(C)(2) Accessing and using state data

DC is committed to ensuring that data are accesaidl understandable to all stakeholders. DC’s mumsegoublicly funded schoo
options create a wide variety of P—12 choices fGrfBmilies, making the accessibility, timelinessd aeliability of statewide data
on school and student performance — including siiudehievement, graduation rates, and college meadi— critical:

GOAL 1: Inform and engage key stakeholders (e.g., parstugents, teachers, principals, LEA leaders, contyjmembers,

unions, researchers and policymakers) through parowed, interactive, user-friendly online resource

GOAL 2: Provide data to decision-makers for the continuoysovement of reform efforts related to poliaystruction,

operations, management, resource allocation, aedhtbeffectiveness

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by Fall 2011, OSSE will have revised its curreabsite to allow users to view data through a
choice of graphic displays and to view data atgbleool, LEA, and state level, in aggregate or by BGubgroup

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Fall 2012, OSSE will have created a more ugendlly website from which users will be able
to download aggregate-level data spreadsheets stétistics about students, teachers, and schoalsatte relevant to decision-

2 Successful applicants that receive Race to thegfamt awards will need to comply with the Famijugational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), incluglin
34 CFR Part 99, as well as State and local reqein¢siregarding privacy.
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making

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:
e (A) Expand Capacity and Systems for Data Access
e (B) Enhance Availability of Statewide Data to Key &&keholders

DC’s multitude of public school options for studeafford DC parents several means for comparingaslacross the State.
FOCUS, a local advocacy organization for publicrtdraschools, has created a data dashboard sstéhkaholders can easily
interpret school-level data and compare performameeng public schools. GreatSchools.net, underacdniith Fight For
Children, a local non-profit organization, has teeascorecards for every DC public school and hangeach school a
comparative rating. Additionally, OSSE provides Adate Yearly Progress (AYP) data, graduation raes,attendance figures for
schools and student sub-groups, going back asf20@3. Local parents report that the quantityadtéds both helpful and

overwhelming.

OSSE's plan is to ensure that this informatiorelsvant and easy-to-use for decision-making, therstyeasing the impetus for
low-achieving schools to change. OSSE will use RTUnding to develop a user-friendly website acddsesn a number of
languages to help parents sort through the vataals and websites that provide data on their obiits schools. OSSE envisions a
website that provides a roadmap for parents toemddivhat data means, where data can be foundpandaia can be used to
inform a parent’s next steps (e.g., school visgacher discussions, etc.) to ensure that childremmeeting or exceeding
expectations through a meaningful and relevantaamnodel or program. Additionally, OSSE will proeidhe ability to view data

W

through a choice of graphic displays, as well asdility to view data at the school, LEA, and stiatvel, in aggregate or by NCL
subgroup.

In an effort to increase stakeholder capacity soargl understand data, OSSE will hold communitytimge with parents, other
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community members, and decision-makers to dishessvays in which they can use data to make infordesasions, be better
informed about the state of education within DQJ ba active participants in their local school camities. For those parents who
do not have Internet access at home, computerrtalsnuill be available at these meetings to proWide access, in addition to the
access provided through the public library system.

In addition, OSSE seeks to improve data availatuditbe used in the continuous improvement of rafefforts related to policy,
instruction, operations, management, resourceatltmt, and overall school effectiveness. Users lvalable to download
aggregate-level data spreadsheets with statidimst students, teachers, and schools that areargléy decision-making. All
information about students and teachers will bpstd of personal identifiers. The political clirmah DC is one in which
numerous community organizations, special integestips, non-profits, philanthropists and think n&utinely report on the
status of various educational reform efforts in $tate. For example, Great Schools and Fight fadf@m work to make data
public and hold educators accountable for resBiggnaking data more readily available, DC increatseaccountability to these
various publics as well as to its teachers, stiglamtd families. Inefficiencies in policies, opeas, and resource allocations will
be exposed, and instructional and school improvemiorts and their results will be more transparen

OSSE will also become more proactive in engagisgaechers from external organizations and univessih studying statewide
data. OSSE will determine a list of statewide etiooal research priorities and will work througletR-20 Consortium to
encourage researchers to develop research agendasl éhese priorities.

In addition, OSSE will become more responsive seaechers from external organizations and univessitterested in pursuing
alternate research agendas. OSSE has assembletiagwgyoup to create a user-friendly online preces organizations to apply|
for access to additional student-level and coterélldata, in addition to the immediately downldaldalata sets available on the

website. Functionality will be integrated into thew website to allow OSSE to track and analyze datenloads and requests, in
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order toinform a bettelunderstanding cexterna research priorities and data intere

Finally, OSSE intends to push forward the timefmereporting DC-CAS results (schools currentlyaige scores in late June.)
While OSSE will not request RTTT funding for thisbelieves that this accelerated timeframe coaldeha significant impact on
schools, teachers, administrators, and other lkghbblders and policymakers who rely on this infation to make important

school management decisions.

The work plan for these initiatives is as follows:
(A) Expand Capacity and Systems for Data Access

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Create a new, user-friendly, language-accessiblesieethat allows key stakeholders easy-to-usesadcedata through
interactive web functions and tracks data downlokd# 2011, OSSE

2. Hold community meetings with parents and other comty members to discuss how data can be made usefal to them:
Fall 2011, OSSE

(B) Enhance Availability of Statewide Data to Key &keholders

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Determine statewide list of research priesitin addition to the already stated prioritytofiying the most effective methods
for decreasing achievement gaps. Encourage develdpohresearch studies around priorities throeglearchers involved in
the P-20 Consortium: Fall 2010 and ongoing, OSSE

2. Develop an online research request tooladlatvs researchers or outside organizations tdyeagply for access to data: Fall,
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2010, OSSt

3. ldentify/create research-ready data setisidimg assessment, enrollment, teacher and finedtetia: Fall 2011 and ongoing, OSSE

(C)(3) Using data to improve instruction(18 points)
The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojideas a high-quality plan to—

(i) Increase the acquisition, adoption, and uslead! instructional improvement systems (as deffimethis notice) that provide
teachers, principals, and administrators with termation and resources they need to inform argione their instructional
practices, decision-making, and overall effectissne

(i) Support participating LEAs (as defined ingmotice) and schools that are using instructionptovement systems (as define
in this notice) in providing effective professiomBdvelopment to teachers, principals and admitetgan how to use these
systems and the resulting data to support contmwwmiructional improvement; and

(i) Make the data from instructional improvemesystems (as defined in this notice), together stigttewide longitudinal data
system data, available and accessible to researsbehat they have detailed information with whizlevaluate the effectiveness
of instructional materials, strategies, and apgdneador educating different types of studertg( students with disabilities,
English language learners, students whose achieuaswell below or above grade level).

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,

Application Requirements (e), for further detalhy supporting evidence the State believes wiliddpful to peer reviewers must
be described and, where relevant, included in thpeidix. For attachments included in the Appenate the location where the
attachment can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Five pages

RTTT funding will ensure that every school in paigating DC LEAs has a high quality instructionaprovement system that is
used to make real-time classroom decisions. Italglb ensure that information is made availablkesearchers who can help
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improve DC’s understanding of how to target, reppmsj and accelerate reform effor
GOAL 1: Develop instructional improvement systems aligteedata systems
GOAL 2: Provide professional development necessary terf@stlata-driven culture within all schools

GOAL 3: Make data from instructional improvement systents the statewide longitudinal data system availabtessible to
researchers for the evaluation of the effectivenésarious reform models, instructional materiglsategies, and approaches for
educating different types of students

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by Fall 2012, 100% of participating LEAs will hagteveloped instructional improvement
systems according to application-defined criteria

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Fall 2011, 100% of participating LEAs will haaa in-school Data Coach or Analyst who
devotes a significant portion of his/her time tsténing a school-level data-driven culture

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 3: by Fall 2010, processes for external researchemsddk with state-level data will be streamling
and efficient

A1%4

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:
e (A) Develop Instructional Improvement Systems aliged to Data Systems
e (B) Support Participating LEAs in Providing Effective PD on Data-driven Instruction
¢ (C) Increase the Availability and Access of Data t&Researchers

Effective data analysis is a cornerstone of theemC RTTT plan. In addition to the plan outlinkeélow, RTTT initiatives
introduced elsewhere in the application are alsaged on creation and refinement of instructiomgirovement systems.
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Table C3.1 Initiatives Supported by Data & Accountdility

RTTT Initiatives

Connection to Data & Accountability

SectionD2: Teacher and Principal Evaluation Systen: DC
plans to support LEAs in expanding and refiningeys
currently used to evaluate teachers, including ifuméor the
expansion of IMPACT

Section C3 IMPACT expansion involves adding new
functionality to the current tool so that princgpahd
administrators can easily manipulate data on systielestrengths
and weaknesses and determine necessary realtmemntions

SectionD5: Individualized PD Platform: RTTT funding will
support the development of the Individualized PBxfeirm.
Teachers and principals will be able to share pesttices, view
videos, find lesson and unit plans, share PD id&mas$ more.

SectionC3: The Individualized PD Platform is an interacti
PD system that connects teachers and principaltsRix
resources based on needs identified in their etrahsaand in
student data, including training on data-drivenringion.

=N
A\1”4

Section E2: Office of School Inovation Capacity: The Office of
School Innovation will develop school-level scorésao manage
relationships with partner schools executing twuads. These
scorecards offer indicators of performance cettralrnaround
schools, such as academic proficiency, attendartdiacipline.

SectionC3: OSI will work with partner schools to determin
performance measures relative to benchmarks, &r ood
target interventions that lead to changes at thedand
classroom level

D

(C)(3)(i) Using data to improve instruction: Instructional improvement systems

Effective instructional improvement systems perfdwo functions. First, they provide teachers withi@nable data to inform real
time decisions and secondly, they provide supmortdachers to use those data to inform instrucédthough DCPS currently
uses a sophisticated series of interconnectedmatavement systems, many charter LEAs lack systbatsmeet baseline criteri
Consequently, OSSE'’s strategy is two-pronged. Hirgiill fund instructional improvement systematimeet baseline criteria angd
are designed to address reform agenda targetisoarti€ipating charter LEAs (described below). @at, it will help DCPS expan
its existing IMPACT evaluation systems, ensuringt thCPS teachers can be strategic with their ovpmarement efforts
(described in Section D5). A differentiated appfoacneeded because different LEAs are in diffepdiaises of development in
regard to instructional improvement systems andl wiféerent supports and because there is no ‘aefgs-all’ model or system

— LEAs vary depending on their size, program, graslels, and instructional framework, and theitrnstional improvement

[t

L
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system needs follow those variar.

DCPS currently uses a robust instructional improseinsystem made up of various data system compgnealuding DC-
STARS, an Internet-based Student Information Syshatnprovides teachers, administrators, and deoifiee staff with a
centralized location to enter/manage all studelatted data. Among other functions, DC-STARS trastkislent demographic
information, attendance, grades, and progress tsagnaduation, all to allow teachers to make infnmstructional changes
based on students and classroom trends. Additiorth# Blackman/Jones Database, a database taitosgbcial education in the
District of Columbia, provides information on stutie receiving special education services, includimglines of IEP development
and service provision. Data dashboards are avaitaldpecial education coordinators and principétls a rating system of the

school’'s performance.

Instead of expanding already sufficient DCPS sttiiarel data systems, RTTT funding will support theher development of thg

1%

online portal associated with IMPACT, the new ea#ilbn system used to measure teacher performageeSection D2). This
system provides data to teachers, including trendadividual teacher performance and associatgtkest performance. The
system also provides administrators with systenewtdnds in effectiveness gaps, allowing princigald others to help in the
determination of targeted and relevant intervestidMPACT is both a human capital evaluation sysésmwvell as an instructiona
improvement system that will provide teachers, @pals, and administrators with actionable datam@ined with the PD Platforr

>

described in Section D5, teachers and leaders iRPWIll have powerful data tools at their disposal.

Data use for charter LEAs is quite different, althb many use instructional improvement systems¥fay, often reflecting their
entrepreneurial spirit. Thurgood Marshall Acadefoy,instance, has developed an internal PD systaind informed every 6-8
weeks by the school’s interim assessments. CelitiePCS uses the DIBELS Data System to drive reguéekly monitoring,
planning, and coordination with early childhood doas, teachers, and specialists. Additionally,nesships with Achievement
Network (ANet)currently exist in nine LEAs and across 26 chartanpuses, in addition to 11 DCPS schools. ANetigesv
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teachers with interim assessment data while wordtirectly with principals to provide specific sciidevel information. Although
95% of charter LEAs have student information systamd 98% use interim assessments, many chartes stedggle because the
have too many disparate data systems. Some LEA3-&systems requiring manual entry for every @édganent.Consequently,
many charter schools face the following challenges:

RTTT plans to address these needs, providing alsastiéh an instructional management system thadrtepo the PCSB and OSS
and also allows for data to be used to drive stalsdbased decisions. The solution involves two aomepts:

In terms of LEA use, the following requirements ifastructional improvement systems have been dpeeldoy a working group

Data are isolated in many different and dispargséesns

Assembling data for OSSE and PCSB requests reauletantial human capital resources and skill

Several systems cannot analyze assessment/perfogrdata according to standards in a way that mfdirim instruction
Few tools incorporate a value-added model

Few tools allow for the analysis of data at a ¢lass), grade, disaggregated, or intervention lexgl.( by instructional
coaches and administrators)

A data integration tool to provide automatic cortimats and move data between systems. Other stdtesissystems
report that high quality data are available onlyewleach piece of information is entered into areésfystem that supports
data integration tools. New platforms will then nent to PCSB and OSSE databases using an Extraasférm and Loag
(ETL) tool.

An analysis tool to provide actionable, simpledad information across data elements, systemgjraadProviding high-
guality visualization of data makes it possible tieachers and administrators to spend more tiniegach information and
using their unique expertise to target instructionaterials and interventions appropriately.

34
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consisting of representatives from charter sch@®&SE, DCPS, and local non-profit organizations aneddesigned to assist LEA
in meeting RTTT objectives:

Design Process

Design Elements

Rather than allow each LEA to develop its own indional improvement system only, OSSE will encgerthe establishment of
charter consortia of one or more LEAs or chartenmases to develop shared systems that meet Stat@aletailed above. Through
discussions with charter school principals andlldata experts, OSSE has calculated a cost estforgbeoviding every LEA with an

Phased deployment and DC field testing
Extensive professional development during adoppizasse of each component
Annual re-training of data contacts

Extensive on-demand help — video, manuals, quiskeace cards, and contextual help in both acagésiarpreting data

Adaptability of platform to the data system anekim assessments a school uses

Ability to pull data from student information syste to produce a 360-degree view of a student, dinaduattendance,

grades, standards-based assessment data, andobémavwne-page display
Reporting tools that employ graphs/visualizations

Seamless integration of Common Core Standardseistgpiowth measure, adjusted cohort rate graduateasure, and

dropout risk
Trends in standards-based performance by studassroom, teacher, grade and school

Trends in standards-based student growth by studiessroom, teacher, grade and school

86

S



instructional improvement system and has deterntingidit is more cost effective to require LEAddke advantage of economies of
scale through strategic partnerships. Charter coasbat submit a plan for adopting an instrucildmprovement system according
to parameters detailed above will receive Rachadbp funding. OSSE believes that these typesIafTRunding opportunities will
further enhance charter communication and colldlmorshroughout the state while maintaining theoaaoimy and flexibility that is
the hallmark of DC’s charter sector. Moreover, lbseseach LEA, most of whom are smaller, single-alothistricts, is at a different
level in terms of need and use of an instructiomprovement system, this approach will lead to aenadficient use of RTTT funds
and ensure greater success in implementation ¢pgtiag funds specifically to LEA reform needs amdgifying state data use.
Through indirect grants, OSSE will be able to detee priorities and then to encourage multiple LE&\share accountability in
achieving the RTTT objectives. OSSE is currenttyking with FOCUS, a local charter advocacy orgaiim, to analyze current
LEA capacities and needs, as well as the streagithsveaknesses of the various systems being &sedoing this homework ahead
of time, DC will be well-positioned to put RTTT fda to work immediately. The plan for ensuring thaAs have a high-functioning

instructional improvement system follows:

(A) Develop Instructional Improvement Systems Aliged to Data Systems

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Identify vendors capable of meeting the requirementlined above and designing systems that aegrated with both the
Common Core Standards and 8tandards Entry Points for Differentiated Learni@ubmit a list of approved vendors to
LEAs: Summer 2010, OSSE

2. ldentify current LEA capacities and needs with rega instructional improvement systems: SummeiQ2@SSE and LEAS,

with external partners

3. Submit a plan for using funds to adopt or expandhamuctional improvement system: Fall 2010, LEAs
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4. Award grants to LE. consortii based o need and plan quality: Wint2011, OSS
5. Sign a contract with an OSSE-approved vendor (LBAy also design their own systems): Spring 201134 E
6. Implement new or improved instructional improvemsygtem: Fall 2012, LEAs

(C)(3)(il) Using data to improve instruction: Support for useof instructional improvement systems

OSSE has and will continue to provide statewiddgasional development (PD) on using data to impmstguction. This year, for

instance, OSSE offered DC-CAS workshops that iredueiktensive training for individual schools tolb@xpertise in using data
to improve instruction. All LEAs participated indlprogram.

Creating a data-driven culture at the school ldvelyever, requires a resident expert who not ontjeustands how to use data ta
improve instruction, but who also knows student$ staff personally. Participating LEAs have comeadtto providing teachers

with regular planning time for data analysis, aadreschool will also identify a school-based stadéimber who can ensure that th

time is used effectively. RTTT funding will flow idictly to LEAs to fund stipends for a Data Leadmpay for a portion of a full-

time Data Coach in every school within that LEApeeding on the particular needs of the LEA. LEAs tready have designatéd

school-level Analysts/Coaches may choose inste&dhtb professional development related to the disata to drive instruction.

Data Analyst/Leads responsibilities include:
e Devising a long-term school-wide strategy for amadyg data to improve instruction in conjunctiontwihe principal
e Leading the development/purchase and implementafiarierim assessments in conjunction with thegpal
e Holding regular professional development sessionsefachers on data analysis
e Helping to facilitate PD sessions provided by instional improvement vendors, as outlined in SecG8(i)

e Ensuring grade/subject level meetings are useddtyze data effectively and to revise plans basecklevant analyses
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e Supporting teachers in using data analysis to dedigctive units and lessons, implement and fornabt assess

instruction, and make effective ongoing decisionsnstructional modification, particularly for evalting the effectivenes

of instructional approaches for different groupstoidents
e Regularly updating school leaders on results o datlysis
The plan for equipping all schools with a data gstabr lead is as follows:
(B) Support Participating LEAs in Providing Effecti ve Professional Development on Data-driven Instrucdn

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. OSSE will provide formula funding for on-site Dateads (e.g., a teacher or administrator who spamastion of his/her time
on data analysis) or full-time Data Analysts. LE#ith an on-site Data Lead or Coach in place canradtively use the funds fo

ongoing job-embedded professional development mg ukata to improve instruction. The timeline fach option follows:
e Submit plan to hire a school-based InstructionabD¥nalyst/Coach: Fall 2011 and ongoing, LEAs
e Submit plan to train and offer stipends to datd$eia schools: Fall 2011 and ongoing, LEAs
e Submit plan for ongoing, job-embedded professialeaklopment on data-driven instruction: Fall 20t4d engoing,

LEAs or vendor under LEAs (this option is for LE&®t currently have a resident data analyst/coach)

2. Submit best practices on uses of data-driven iostruthat can be posted to the Individualized R&f&m. Participating

LEAs will allow professional development sessiom$¢ recorded/posted to the PD platform. LEAS wvitite other LEAS to

participate in or collaborate on PD related to dhteen instruction: Summer 2013 and ongoing, O8SHAs

3. Provide teachers with regular planning time fongsiata to inform instruction: Fall 2011 and ongRibEAS

[
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(C)(3)(iii) Using data to improve instruction: Data availability

DC recognizes that the research community candbeag ally in informing its reform efforts andatkegies. To leverage
researchers in support of reform, OSSE will workwnational education researchers and expertsvelaea portfolio of research
ready data sets, a list of statewide researchife®rand an online data-request tool.

To ensure that researchers have unimpeded acceasa{dOSSE will provide several research-ready getis available for
download. The data-sets will provide data in tHo¥aing key areas: (1) data on teachers and tegmiegaration programs, (2)
student achievement of different student populati¢d) financial reporting data, and (4) data @testide research priorities.
OSSE will provide all state-level data strippegefsonal identifiers in a simple, downloadable dateat. This will allow local
groups and researchers to provide better analedurational processes more quickly and compréegshan with currently
available data.

OSSE will produce a list of statewide researchrpiigs to proactively encourage research studiaswhil directly inform
educational reform efforts. This list will be diss@ated to researchers through the P-20 Consoftscribed in Section B3) and
will be made available online. DC will encouragseaarchers to develop studies around priority aieelsiding the examination of
effectiveness of instructional materials, strategied approaches for reducing achievement gapsduwéting different types of
students (e.qg., special needs, ELLs, and at-riskia¢k students).

An online data-request tool will allow researchiersequest additional data and pursue other lihessearch outside the priority

areas, while providing OSSE with the ability to monrequests. OSSE will also provide targeted sujpjo researchers, as needed,

in order to ensure that data are understood amkfdyoused. Additionally, the data-request tool ailow OSSE to monitor the

research interests of outside organizations. Relsear may use the data-request tool to requestgmomto conduct independent

research based on statewide data. (OSSE will cowghlDCPS and the PCSB to ensure the appropsaateaf research and data
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requests.) Participating researchers must agre#eioinformation sessions upon completion of tisirdy for teachers and

administrators on the ways such research can lagetasmprove classroom instruction.

(C) Increase the Availability and Access of Data t&Researchers

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Finalize statewide list of research priogtiEncourage development of research studies aqmiorities through the P-20

Consortium: Fall 2010 and ongoing, OSSE

2. Develop an online research request toolalatvs researchers or outside organizations tdyeagply for access to data: Fall
2010, OSSE

3. Identify/create research-ready data setlsidimg assessment, enrollment, teacher and finastetia: Fall 2011 and ongoing, OSSE

(D) Great Teachers and Leader$138 total points)
State Reform Conditions Criteria

(D)(1) Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals(21 points)
The extent to which the State has—

() Legal, statutory, or regulatory provisions thavallalternative routes to certification (as defimedhis notice) for teachers
and principals, particularly routes that allow foviders in addition to institutions of higher edtion;

(i)  Alternative routes to certification (as definedhis notice) that are in use; and

(i) A process for monitoring, evaluating, and identifyiareas of teacher and principal shortage angréaring teachers and
principals to fill these areas of shortage.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
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include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thelsSsafccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (D)(1)(i), regarding alternative roate certification for both teachers and principals
e A description of the State’s applicable laws, seguregulations, or other relevant legal documemttuding information
on the elements of the State’s alternative rowesléscribed in the alternative route to certificatiefinition in this notice),

Evidence for (D)(1)(ii), regarding alternative resitto certification for both teachers and prin@pal
e Alist of the alternative certification programsesating in the State under the State’s alternaitiuges to certification (as
defined in this notice), and for each:
0 The elements of the program (as described in teenaltive routes to certification definition insmotice).
o The number of teachers and principals that suagiyssbmpleted each program in the previous acadeesr.
o0 The total number of teachers and principals cediBtatewide in the previous academic year.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

Human capital is the central piece of DC’s RacthéoTop theory of change. Because research deratasthat the best way to
improve student achievement for all students isugh effective teaching (Sanders & Rivers, 1996kHRiet al., 2005), DC has
committed to increasing the number of highly effecteachers in its classrooms. In the past twosydC has courageously
focused on developing a plan for bold human capatirm in which all adults will be held accountlibr their impact on student
achievement. DC needs Race to the Top as (1) arssmdent that DC's human capital reforms — whi@hvenolly aligned with
the criteria in the Great Teachers and Leadergassel area — are worth investigating as a modeh@future, and (2) capital to
accelerate the reforms and get “further, fasterthat DC can close the urban/suburban achievegagmand prove that, with the
right approach to managing and supporting the adulschool systems, student achievement is pessiban absolute scale.

DC will use Race to the Top to deliver on the nghdse of bold reforms. Specifically, the Distriali:w

1. Identify teacher preparation programs that argonotiding effective teachers and hold them accdulattor their quality,
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providing them with specific feedback on the parance of their graduates to support targeted ingmewts, and revoking
program approval after continued ineffectivenessjecessary

2. Conduct rigorous teacher evaluations, making stugiewth count for at least 50% of evaluations By P, with every
participating LEA committing to use these evaluasian making decisions to retain, promote, devedmpl dismiss staff

3. Conduct rigorous school leader evaluations, usindent outcome metrics for a significant proportadra principal’s

evaluation by 2010 with every participating LEA awmiitting to use these evaluations in making decsimretain, promote,
develop and dismiss staff

4. Provide aggressive support of LEA-sponsored teguipetines for effective and highly effective teach

5. Create teacher and school leader professional@aweint systems directly linked to evaluation data

6. Create consortia of schools anchored by high-agigeschools as a means to disseminate best paaticeitical reform areas

Because DC has the nimble structure and alignetiship that facilitate reforms and help acceletlageachievement of

measurable outcomes, the District anticipates balolg to achieve meaningful results in very shadteo— and much faster than
other states — upon receiving RTTT funds. Rackddlop positions DC to ensure that its cutting ddgeaan capital work can be

accelerated and can serve as a model for innovatirrean capital reform.

(D)(2)(1): Providing high-quality pathways: Provisions for alternative preparation of teachers and principals

In 2008, in recognition of the need for talent coitted to raising student achievement, DC completelgrhauled requirements fq

teacher and principal licensure and approved nandsirds for post-baccalaureate, non-degree edyw&aration programs. The

new standards opened the door for new pools ofsivialent to become certified DC teachers andisiee DC administrators
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through means beyond institutions of higher edocaiHES). As a result of these reforms, qualifiedh-profit organizations and
local educational agencies are able to developnaliiee State-approved educator preparation pragjfanboth teachers and

principals.

In order to be approved under the requirementadordegree, post-baccalaureate licensure progedhadternative preparation
programs in DC must meet a high bar for qualitye Tanuary 2, 200Request for Applications: State Approved Educator
Preparation Programgincluded in Appendix D1.1) describes the Distsicequirements for approved alternative prepanatio
programs. These requirements demonstrate the Stasestence that all incoming educators, includiolgool leaders, be strong
and capabile.

The regulatory language recognizing alternativéif@ation appears in the District of Columbia Maipal Regulations (DCMR)
Title 5, Chapter 16, Professional Education Requnénets. Section 81601.11 explicitly stipulates th@th participants and
graduates of recognized alternative certificatioon¢IHE) programs as well as traditional highereadion programs may be
licensed.

Section 81667 outlines the licensure requiremantsd¢hool administrators. Like the teaching reguoifest, these regulations were
overhauled in 2008 and support alternatively preggrincipals and assistant principals. The newlegipns recognize that well-
gualified candidates may have advanced degreesletke field of education, such as a Masters isifg2ss Administration
(MBA). In addition, the new regulations broaden #ukicational leadership requirement to recognihedebased experience
outside the classroom as well as other educatieadership roles. They also expressly recognizelH&nproviders of state-
approved administrator certification programs. $pecifications are provided in Appendix D1.2.

(D)(2)(ii): Providing high-quality pathways: Alternative preparation programs for teachers and principals

Given the new regulatory framework, OSSE approteeet programs as alternate certification provifarseachers in 2009: The
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New Teacher Project (TNTP), Center for Inspiredchazg (CIT), and Teach For America (TFA). Thustlof ten teacher
credentialing programs in the State, three arerative providers. Currently, 272 teachers areypngsalternative certification
through one of these programs. In School Year ZM8he total number of teachers in DC who wergtineed to be certified”
(that is to say, were holding positions within DGfeguiring certification) was only 3,316, with 858fthese teachers (or 2,815
teachers) being in compliance with certificatioqueements. The use of alternative teacher ceatibo programs in DC ensures
that (1) a relatively high proportion of DC teachaeuill be alternatively certified, given DC’s scaénd (2) the use of alternative
routes to certification will likely lead to a highproportion of teachers meeting the revised licemsequirements.

At the same time, OSSE approved New Leaders for Slehools (New Leaders) as an alternative proviolepifincipals, becoming
one of four approved certification programs in skete for administrators. There are currently 1dvNMeaders in residency,
preparing for leadership roles in the School Yérr®22011. New Leaders also brings more diversattaio the city. In School
Year 2008-09, the total number of school leaderspdiant with certification requirements in DC wa&71 or 71% of principals. As
with teacher certification, the inclusion of Newdders as a certification option means that (1ymifssant proportion of total DC
principals will be alternatively certified, and (RC will likely see a higher proportion of princisan compliance with
certification.

Each of the certification programs mentioned abhoeets every single criteria for “alternative rotgeertification,” as defined in
this notice: they are selective in accepting caaieis, provide supervised, school-based experi@rmsngoing support;
significantly limit the amount of coursework recedror have options to test out of courses; andy gpapletion, award the same
level of certification as traditional preparatioograms. Moreover, the alignment between the d&fmin this notice and the high
bar set by OSSE ensures that future OSSE-appr@véfication programs will continue to meet higlarstlards. More details on
DC'’s current alternative certification are includadAppendix D1.3.
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(D)(2)(iii) Providing high-guality pathways: Responding to teabher and principal shortage

Because of its compact size and the fact thatatvdbrant and livable city, DC does not struggléhwhe same issues of teacher 3
principal shortages as most other urban areasethd2CPS boasts a less than 1% vacancy rate fdveesa The alternative
certification providers noted above are helpfutiaating pipelines for potential shortage areasviding human capital for areas

such as special education, math, science, ealyhoad, bilingual education and foreign language effectively manage shortage

information on an ongoing basis, DCPS has a post@antrol system and staffing specialists who waitk principals to ensure

that all budgeted positions are filled before ttaetof the school year, and that any vacancigsateur mid-year are quickly filled,

Through this system, a high number of vacancieitain subject areas will trigger communicatiothvalternative certification
providers. For example, upon realizing the neeehtgure increased capacity to serve students wéttiadmeeds, DCPS increased
its special education staff by 20% by working withA between School Years 2008-09 and 2009-10 tea&se the number of
certified special education teachers.

In terms of principal shortage, DCPS’s principartatment team works year-round to ensure thaethee many qualified

candidates for every potential position and has thubeen successful in ensuring a quality ledujerspeline. DCPS asks

principals in April or May to indicate whether thieyend to return to their position in the upcomsaipool year. In parallel to such

efforts, the Chancellor determines which principails be re-appointed (DCMR 8§ 520.1 establishespghecipalship as a 1-year
appointment without tenure). As a result, the migjarf principal vacancies for an upcoming schoedyare known by May.
Principal candidates who have been recommendd@tGhancellor through the DCPS principal selegbiamtess proceed to
school-level interviews, following which school comanities make recommendations to the Chancelloo, agpoints principals.

Charter schools, as independent LEAs, have indalided approaches to monitoring and respondingdolter and principal
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shortages. Because of the small scale of chadleostage management in many schools is often @nwtfilling less than a
handful of vacancies a year. Given the supportixgérenment for charter schools and charter schephrsion, some charter
school staffing needs arise as schools striveduitealent for planned school expansion. Mostiiaschools take an
entrepreneurial approach and leverage partnershipsion-profits, like Teach for America or New ld=as for New Schools, or
band together to sponsor job fairs to ensure tiesads are met, and many more are successful onaatecruiting based on stron
reputations or personal networks. Four high-periognecharter LEAs — KIPP, DC Prep, EL Haynes, ang Cay — have
collaborated on a teacher training pipeline forghst six years. Charter LEAs also work hard émidy talent from within their
ranks and to cultivate individuals for future leestep positions.

In this environment of effective, LEA-driven shageamonitoring, OSSE’s primary role is to remove tked inefficiencies” by
supporting alternative certification programs, whichas done successfully. In DC, the criticalissgs not increasing the quantity
of teachers and principals, but ensuring theirotifeness, which is why teacher and principal eéifecess is central to DC’s

reform agenda.

Reform Plan Criteria

(D)(2) Improving teacher and principal effectivenes based on performancg58 points)

The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojiceas a high-quality plan and
ambitious yet achievable annual targets to ensatepiarticipating LEAs (as defined in this notice)—

(i) Establish clear approaches to measuring stugtemith (as defined in this notice) and measuig kach individual student points)
(i) Design and implement rigorous, transparentl f&ir evaluation systems for teachers and prifsigheat (a) differentiate

effectiveness using multiple rating categories tak¢ into account data on student growth (as ééfin this notice) as a significant
factor, and (b) are designed and developed witthexaand principal involvemen(t5 points)
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(i) Conduct annual evaluations of teachers amaggrals that include timely and constructive feacly as part of such
evaluations, provide teachers and principals wattadn student growth for their students, classmed,schools(10 points)and

(iv) Use these evaluations, at a minimum, to infalecisions regarding—28 points)

(a) Developing teachers and principals, including byvating relevant coaching, induction support, angiofessional
development;

(b) Compensating, promoting, and retaining teachadsprincipals, including by providing opportuegifor highly
effective teachers and principals (both as defingtis notice) to obtain additional compensatiod &e given
additional responsibilities;

(c) Whether to grant tenure and/or full certificatil\where applicable) to teachers and principalsgusgorous standards
and streamlined, transparent, and fair procedares;

(d) Removing ineffective tenured and untenuredhiieescand principals after they have had ample dppibies to improve,
and ensuring that such decisions are made usiogoug standards and streamlined, transparent aanordcedures.

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detalhy supporting evidence the State believes wiliddpful to peer reviewers must
be described and, where relevant, included in thpeidix. For attachments included in the Appenatte in the narrative the
location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Ten pages

DC’s commitment to evaluating teacher and princgidctiveness based on student performance céenoverstated. Across the
District, LEAs are taking carefully conceived stépdink teacher and principal evaluations to stugeerformance, to provide
targeted, individualized professional developmant to remove persistently ineffective adults fritve school system.

DCPS has clearly and specifically defined whatatife teaching looks like and has communicateddbiition to its teachers.

The Teaching and Learning Framework (TLF), grounde@search-based best practices for teachinginesithree areas of
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proficiency for teaching effectiveness: Plan, Teasid Increase Effectiveness. Each area is divitedstandards, and detailed
guidebooks tell teachers what the standards I&ekii a classroom and how they are achieved. fElithyped with the TLF,
IMPACT is a nationally-recognized teacher perforoeavaluation system that uses multiple measurassiess teaching
effectiveness and identify highly effective teachdraunched in 2009-10, IMPACT generates an ovecalte for teacher
effectiveness (from 1.0-4.0) by using a value-adstedent growth measure (50% of the score in tegtedies and subjects),

4%

observed measures of teacher performance basé@ dibE, measures of a teacher’s contribution testi®ol community, and th

school's overall growth in achievement (detailsIPACT are available in Appendix D2.1).

While other states and districts argue in legis&gwver whether or not it is fair and approprtatevaluate educators based on
student performance, DC has already built a systetio exactly that and is now fielding calls frotates and districts across the
country that are curious about DC’s IMPACT systéforeover, DCPS has proposed an ambitious compensaifan that, when

implemented, will revolutionize how teachers arkigd and rewarded for their impact on student aement.

In DCPS, principal evaluations are already basestogent growth and, similarly, principal retentemd compensation decisions
will be driven by principal effectiveness. All poipals are on one-year contracts — performancention is necessary for
ongoing staffing decisions.

In parallel, the Public Charter School Board hasnbeard at work to develop its Performance Managef@amework, a system
for evaluating school-level performance with a virtiigg of at least 50% based on student academiorpgnce. The PMF,
combined with an accountability plan that variemirschool to school, requires that each charterdBo&Trustees conduct an
annual evaluation of its school leader. Some ehsawise school leader evaluations similar to th®®@rincipal evaluation, built
around a rubric of clear and pre-determined catedthers resemble evaluations used by indepesdbabls, with evaluations that

involve goal-building and reflection by the leaaer his or her performance. Charter LEAs have alrasatl the bar and made the

case for teacher and principal evaluations tiestudent performance. Charter schools practice laemployment, and annually
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they ensure that only effective teachers and paisiare retained to continue work with students.

Yet DC cannot stop here. RTTT funds are criticaridorsing these initial steps and catapultingeotineforms forward. DC is positioned

to leverage lessons learned in each of the beleasaand RTTT funds are needed to accelerate hadeanthese efforts:

Table D2.1 Human Capital Lessons Learned

DC Work to Date

DC Lessons Learned

How RTTT Will Catapult Reforms

Developed value-
added growth
measure for both
DCPS (teacher-
level) and charter
schools (PCSB
school-level) for
standardized test
grades

e The task of creating a reliable data set fo

teacher level evaluation is complex. For
example, it requires careful “roster
validation” to ensure that teachers are

credited with students they actually tauglt.

Also, the comparison set of students
matters greatly when actual growth is
measured against “predicted” student
growth

Less than 20% of teachers are covered
under this system

r o Establish Student Growth Measure Task Force to
ensure that detailed lessons inform next steps
Equip DC with a system for a statewide growth
measure to ensure a common data set, language @

approach

Equip LEAs in identifying assessments that would
work for measuring the impact of the remaining 8(
of teachers, moving to implementation in 2014

P=Y

Developed
evaluation systems
tied to student
growth for teachers
and principals
(DCPS, PCSB some
charters)

A highly contentious issue that requires
both commitment to children and
thoughtful involvement of stakeholders
Evaluation is just the beginning — what
matters is what happens next

Ensure that the “back-end” of evaluations is

operational by providing funds for adding

functionality to disaggregate and report data
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DC Work to Date

DC Lessons Learned

How RTTT Will Catapult Reforms

Hired Instructional
Coaches for every
DCPS school to
support teacher

The support of Instructional Coaches,
paired with the supervision of
administrators and Master Educators is
essential.

Support targeted professional development
opportunities based on individualized teacher
evaluation data and student performance data

development A coordinated system for individualized

delivery of professional development is

needed.
Developed Professional development for school Support a three-tiered, differentiated professional
professional leaders must be differentiated based on development plan for school leaders

development option
for school leaders

)

principal need

Made human capita
decisions based on
effectiveness

Everyone agrees that evaluations should
drive professional development, but
decisions about tenure and removing
ineffective teachers and principals are
highly contentious

The timing of the release of student test
data makes it difficult to make year-end

decisions

Push all LEAs to commit to making human capital
decisions in a timely way as data are released
Ensure that DC can offer quality professional
development options for moving teachers and
principals up the effectiveness scale

DC has one overarching goal for ensuring the Rishas Great Teachers and LeadbysSpring 2014, teacher and principal
effectiveness will have improved an average of 15% over baseline measuresin participating LEAs.

Specific to Section D2, DC has set the followinglgand performance measures for improving teaameiprincipal effectiveness:

GOAL: Develop a student growth measure for all LEAs, withust teacher and principal evaluations tiechi® theasure for use i

informing human capital decisions

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1. by Spring 2011, a common growth measure will iaoe for all participating LEAS for grades 4-8
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Fall 2011, 100% of participating LEAs will harabust systems for evaluating teachers and
principals, using the growth measure where applieahnd using evaluations to inform human capiedidions

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:
e (A) Ensure that all LEAs have Student Growth Data br Tested Grades
e (B) Expand Pilot Growth Measures to Additional Grades/Subjects for Teacher & Principal Evaluation Purmses
e (C) Develop Robust Teacher and Principal Evaluatiorsystems
e (D) Use Evaluations to Make Human Capital Decisions
e (E) Collaborate Across Sectors to Support Best Préices in Human Capital

While targeted professional development for teached principals based on evaluation is a key etenfehe DC plan, discussio
of this element will be reserved for Section D5.

(D)(2)(i) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness basedn performance: Student growth measure

Per the signed MOUSs in Section A, all participatirigAs have committed to measuring student growth wicommon, statewide
growth measure to be determined in 2010. This mdet91% of students in DC will be enrolled in @ols where teachers and

school leaders are evaluated using a common gnowdsure. Improving teacher and principal effecessns at the core of DC’s
reform agenda, and the first step is to make evittenimpact each teacher and school leader hatudent achievement over the
course of a given school year.

A foundation for this common measure is alreadylate. Beginning in the School Year 2009-10, DQRflemented a value-
added measure for student growth that shows theistinad “value” a teacher has added to a studesebof students that enabled
them to succeed beyond expected growth projec{gmes Appendix D2.1). A teacher is deemed to bengdehlue if actual student
growth exceeds the predicted growth — in other wpifch teacher beats the odds of performanceidosrhher students.
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The Performance Management Framework (PMF) of th@id®Charter School Board was introduced in Jay@809 and is
currently being rolled out to all charter LEAs agaduable tool for measuring school effectivend$®e PMF student growth
measure, which was designed to give the PCSB ir#bomabout school-level performance, comparesd@esit’s growth relative
to what is needed to reach proficiency.

Both measures were developed with considerabléd inpon teachers and principals. Teachers and pateihave been actively
involved in the creation and implementation of IMPR In Spring 2009, feedback sessions with 221hggcon DCPS's previous
evaluation system provided valuable insights ontwdachers felt would be the most important comptsef a new evaluation
system. Based largely on teachers’ desires for mlbservations, DCPS hired 32 Master Educatorsdb eanduct over 200
evaluations and conferences per year. Feedbadkisesgth principals in Summer 2009 determinedappropriate number of
observations to be conducted, and 78 sessionsiementy being held to gather educators’ thought$ow IMPACT can be even
more fair, accurate, and supportive. Ultimately,AlBChas solicited feedback from approximately 50PB@ducators and 40
DCPS administrators. Similarly, the PCSB integratgait from teachers and principals of 11 LEAs amdtiple local and nationa
organizations in the development of the PMF, eweming a pilot so LEAs could provide use-based liee.

Given the commitment by DCPS and the PCSB to uskest growth data for high-stakes decisions, DCthasinique opportunity
to use RTTT funds to (1) identify a common growteasure to be used statewide, and (2) build onmumementum to expand
growth measures to educators not currently covieyestandardized tests. DC will capitalize on thpapunity as follows:

(A) Ensure that all LEAs have Student Growth Data ér Tested Grades

Through RTTT, atask force will be convened to datee the best approach to ensuring a statewiakestigrowth measure for
teacher and principal evaluations and building data for all LEAs. The task force will be chargeith answering the detailed
guestions that have surfaced from previous expeggehy DCPS and the PCSB (examples are includadpaendix D2.2).
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ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Select members of a Student Growth Measure TasteFesponsible for overseeing implementation oeasure for all LEAS:
Spring 2010, OSSE

2. Determine the statewide growth measure and di@dnarete plan: Summer 2010, Student Growth Me&akas& Force
(convened by OSSE)

3. Build relevant data systems: Fall 2010 — Springl2@&tudent Growth Measure Task Force (convened3§yK)

4. Use the student growth measure for DC-CAS testadegr and subjects for educator evaluations: Surd@ier and ongoing,
LEAs
(B) Expand Value-Added Growth Measure to additionalGrades/Subjects for Teacher and Principal Evaluabns

Though ESEA-required tests are a critical toolasibg teacher and principal evaluations on stugkawth, they do not provide
information about the work of educators in eargme¢ntary grades, high school grades, and nonitragditsubjects. DC is
committed to expanding growth coverage to thesasalie the purposes of educator evaluation aswsllo

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Convene the Student Growth Measure Task Force te(eelop a priority list of grade and content arfea expanded coverag

g

and (b) develop specifications for assessmentsnbgtbe used to identify growth measures that ppeogriate for the purposes

of teacher evaluation: Summer 2010, OSSE

2. ldentify growth assessments that cover prioritydgeaand content areas according to OSSE spea@fisatid use for a two-year|

trial for informing evaluations: Fall 2010, LEAs
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3. Based on the two-year trial, confirm the menu skasments appropriate for measuring priority nstetegrades and subjects:
Summer 2012, Student Growth Measure Task Forcevéoma by OSSE)

4. Adopt new assessments, to be aligned with evahstigall 2012, LEAS

5. Devise other methods for expanding the grades alnj@ct areas for which a growth measure may beileaéd. Measures of
student achievement must be statistically rigoemgscomparable across classrooms: Fall 2012 2648, LEAs

6. Share best practices among LEASs related to expgrideagrowth measure across grades and subjestandao using new
assessments for the purposes of teacher evalugatir2012 and ongoing, Student Growth Measure Faske (convened by
OSSE)

(D)(2)(ii) & D2(ii)) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness: Annal evaluation systems for teachers and principals

Per the signed MOUs in Section A, all participatitiAs have committed to do the following:

e Design and implement evaluation systems that m&&E2defined criteria, including 50% tied to studgmawth
e Conduct annual evaluations

e Use evaluations to inform individualized professibtlevelopment, compensation, promotion, retentiemoval and

tenure/full certification

Critically, every LEA in the District of Columbizaa evaluate its teachers and leaders using stpdeintmance, without being
subject to or pre-emption by collective bargainaggeements or regulations. Under RTTT, 91% of Ri@ents would be enrolled
in schools where teachers and principals are leeldumtable by the District of Columbia for theirgatt on student achievement
including 100% of students attending school ireaitronal school system.
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Through RTTT, DC will continue its development tfofig human capital management systems, takingaimtount the starting
point of each LEA. As stated above, in School YZ209-10, DCPS successfully launched IMPACT. A Deoeni4, 2009, article
in Education Weelauded DC for its efforts, noting that “few distis have ever attempted to go beyond the typicetdtion of
evaluations — ensuring teachers meet a basic déwelmpetence — to connect their systems to priofegsdevelopment, teacher
promotion, and compensation.” IMPACT combines teagerformance based on student growth with pedon® according to
the Teaching and Learning Framework and other atdis to generate an overall score for effectivengBis score is calculated as
follows: (1) individual value-added student growieasure (50%), (2) Performance on Teaching anchlrepFramework
indicators, such as planning, instructional delty@nd assessment (40%), (3) Commitment to Schooir@unity (5%), and (4)
School Value Added, a composite of individual vadaleled scores (5%). Teachers receive five formsdmations each year (twa
from school leaders and three from Master Educatbisspecialize in their grade/content area) temeine proficiency on the
Teaching and Learning Framework indicators. Feddbased on these observations includes three oyolessting of an in-
person conference and a written report within 1ysdd the observation (thus meeting the requirerfegrdainnual evaluations of
teachers, including timely and constructive fee#tlpa&s part of this process, teachers receive gnomfbrmation specific to their
students and classes. DCPS uses the IMPACT scaonake decisions regarding, among other thingshexaetention, dismissal,

and compensation.

DCPS has completed Phase | of IMPACT: the herculasinof launching the system. Yet to ensure thasiystem delivers on its
promise, DCPS needs RTTT funds (see Budget SumAmpgndix A2.3 for detail). Each day, vast amourftdaia on individual
teacher practice are being generated by princgralghe Master Educators who evaluate teacheriggacbnducting up to 10
evaluations and feedback sessions each week. D&#tS additional human and technological horseptmwanalyze these data, {o
determine which professional development internegstiare needed for which teachers, and to maketéagrofessional
development opportunities available to teacherslithmhally, DCPS requests additional funding to @ its Master Educators tqg
ensure that they can execute real-time intervesitiornelp teachers who are minimally effective blimsteep learning curve.
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DCPS already has a principal evaluation systentaicepthat ties principal effectiveness to humarntaagecisions (e.g.,
reappointment/non-reappointment, compensationthébeginning of the year, principals meet with @hancellor and
Instructional Superintendent to set specific gaald targets for the school, including at leastgwoa directly related to student
achievement. Principals are assessed twice pebydheir Instructional Superintendent accordio@trubric that aligns with the
DCPS Effective Schools Framework. This informat®oaptured in the evaluation and in the mid- end-of-year assessments.
DCPS seeks to better streamline data collectiols foothe principal evaluation process to: 1) jdevtimely, targeted, needs-
based professional development opportunities feoaicleaders; and 2) provide increasingly diffei@etd compensation for
principal effectiveness (based on multiple metfizsstudent and school performance).

Charter schools are at a variety of different pinttheir evolution on human capital systems. Shawe developed high-quality
systems, while others have very limited human eapitstems. For example, DC Prep uses a thoughttulj-tier evaluation and
feedback system to inform decisions about tea@tention. The charter LEAs also makes decisions tiesummer about
additional compensation, such as teacher bonus$es) @C-CAS scores are released. Some charter LioAgver, have not fully
determined how to weave together student growts, dedicher and principal evaluations, and humaited@ecisions such as
retention, dismissal, and compensation, althoulgthakter LEAs meet the PCSB requirement that timeial review done by each
Board of Trustees include an evaluation of the stleader and all conduct annual teacher evalusitiba implement RTTT plans
all participating charter LEAs will require suppartconnecting evaluations to a newly defined gtomeasure. As autonomous
units, many of these schools struggle to leveraga@mies of scale. To alleviate this current argjeated challenge, RTTT funds
will support charters in building systems that ma@ical human capital evaluation needs, includimg potential facilitation of the
collaborative development of systems that servenaartia of LEAs to provide more effective workfenmanagement. As
participating LEAs, charters will use their evaloatsystems to drive key personnel decisions.

The following plan will guide the development oéthext level of systems:
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(C) Develop Robust Teacher and Principal Evaluatiorsystems

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

OSSE:
1. Publish requirements for all participating LEAsatder and principal evaluation systems: Spring 2QIR5E
Teacher evaluation requirements:
e Student growth counts for at least 50% of a te&skerluation
¢ Includes multiple measures for performance beditegrowth measure above
e Divides effectiveness into four tiers (e.g., highffective, effective, minimally effective, ineffexee)
e Is conducted annually
e Is used to inform human capital decisions
Principal evaluation requirements:

e Uses student outcome metrics for a significant @riogn of a principal’s evaluation (e.g., studerdgwth, student

performance)
¢ Includes multiple qualitative measures (e.g., paaed staff surveys)
¢ Includes school-specific goals
e Divides effectiveness into tiers (e.g., highly etfee, effective, minimally effective, ineffective)
e Is conducted annually
e Is used to inform human capital decisions

2. Ensure that participating LEA Evaluation System®itke above requirements: Fall 2011, OSSE
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DCPS:
1. Expand and refine the IMPACT human capital managesystem, which meets the above requirementeémhiers
e Submit a plan to OSSE for using RTTT funds to exiband refine IMPACT to inform and support humanitzdp
decisions: Summer 2010
¢ Involve teachers and principals in the refinemdni® ACT: Summer 2010
2. Submit a plan to OSSE for how DCPS will conducthib®w activities: Summer 2010
¢ Refine a principal evaluation system based on gdmsthool scorecards that also meets the requiterfogrprincipal
evaluation (articulated above)
e Engage principals in the design of this refinedesys

e Implement these evaluations such that they are tospbvide teachers and principals with timely andstructive
feedback, such as data on student growth for sthedrents, classes, and schools

Charter LEAS:

1. Submit plans to OSSE for how the LEA will do thddwing: Summer 2010

e Engage in multi-LEA or multi-school consortia toildunew or align current evaluation systems witd thquirements for

teacher and principal evaluation systems
e Engage teachers and principals in the developnfehese new systems
e Incorporate student growth measures into theseiattrahs when they become available to charter LiEAUMmMer 2011

e Implement these evaluations such that they are tospbvide teachers and principals with timely andstructive

feedback, such as data on student growth for sthedents, classes, and schools.

109



2. Leverage lessons from DCPS and other chartersviel@@ng human capital evaluation systems via thenkin Capital Task

Force (see Strategy E, below).

(D)(2)(iv) Improving teacher and principal effectiveness basedn performance: Use of evaluations

Per the signed MOUs in Section A, all participatitifAs have committed not only to creating evaluagibased on student growth
data, but to using them for human capital decisamwell. Evaluations are only truly valuable te gxtent that they are used to
inform professional development and human capgalsions. Critically, LEAs in DC are already empo&ctto use evaluations i
this way, as even within DCPS, evaluations aresnbject to collective bargaining. DCPS has takeraidditional step of
strengthening how their evaluations are used blootating with its teachers’ union. As of the sudgsion of this proposal,
members of the Washington Teacher’'s Union havedvotethe passage of a new collective bargainingesgent, and DC awaits
confirmation of the results. At its core, the agnent provides increased accountability for resatsneasured by student outcomes.
It rewards and protects teachers based on studdotmance, rather than on seniority. Under thve centract, ineffective teachers
can be removed, regardless of tenure. Tenure tifldyesgranted after two years, using clear stassland a fair process, but
ineffective teachers and teachers rated “minineffigctive” for two consecutive years are subjegetooval. It would also establish

\"ZJ

new rules around excess and transfer, empowerirfl@3XG separate any excessed teacher who is n@dddyi another school and is

>

rated as ineffective or minimally effective. Imgaortly, the contract also sets a new bar for tagotadessional development, ensuri

=

that the supports are in place for continuous iwgmeent so that teachers have the opportunity ta thedigh standards set for the
Charter schools are also equipped with specifatetyies to reward highly effective teachers. Famngxe, as charters expand
within the hospitable DC charter context, highlfeefive teachers receive new opportunities for imestiip and promotion, often

taking on the leadership of new schools.

For mid-range teachers, Master Educators are wgkith DCPS teachers on identifying areas for fartthlevelopment according

to the Teaching and Learning Framework. Althougs pinocess is still new and requires more traimhilaster Educators, initial
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results are positive: reports from one cohort iatidhat 85% of teachers believe their Master Bduesimproving the quality of
their instruction. Because IMPACT provides actidedbedback based on the Teaching and Learningdwank, all teachers can
be directed to targeted professional developmexttriteets individual needs. This individualized &agh is further supported

through the integration of student growth dataeecher evaluation. Teachers are able to determaugsply the strands of content
with which their students have the most difficldtyd are able to tap into the expertise of the Md&stie@cator to modify instruction

in these areas.

Charter LEAs have a variety of strategies to inseghe effectiveness of mid-range teachers, inaetudiigning ongoing support
with the improvement-cycle tied to interim assessimeesults. Capitalizing on their entreprenewsjatit and nimble authority,
charters are able to tailor their support, mentprand coaching framework to fit the unique neddsair instructional corps. For
example, a relatively new teaching corps may befrefn partnership with an alternative pipeline yder that includes a solid
mentoring component, while more experienced teaamery develop better through a program with a looalersity or subject-
matter expert organization that is able to refine further build upon existing skills. Charterg,their very nature, innovate
according to their needs and circumstances.

DC is also in a strong position to act on data apeusistently ineffective teachers since all LEAsoth DCPS and charter LEAS |-

are able to make persistently ineffective teackalgect to termination.

Leaders in DC schools are evaluated annually aatligion results are used for personnel decisidmsure does not exist for
leaders in DC schools — DCPS or charters. DCPISusel data from principal evaluations to identifpfpssional development
needs and to identify additional opportunitieseieekrage effective principals in the developmemnteyt and/or less effective
principals (e.g., through mentors and professiteahing communities). The DCPS Five-Year ActioarPalso calls for “a

reliable, strong pipeline of principals who willceve relevant and rigorous professional develogrhen
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To develop a comprehensive portfolio of profesdidearning opportunities for principals, DC muséate a number of paths, ead
one responsive to the needs of school leadersd lmaspersonal development, school community serwedther criteria. Each of
these paths must draw heavily on research whictucegpthe best thinking in the educational comnyumit what is most effective
in urban schools, be deeply grounded in the comtedtneeds of the District of Columbia and engageipals in unpacking
immediate and anticipated challenges in collabonatiith peers facing similar situations. There wél paths at basic, intermedia
and advanced levels, with the goal of moving evenhighest-performing principals to stronger lewdlperformance. Some
strategies related to this goal include definingg@pal paths based on the scope of needs acre$3istrict, creating a schedule o
learning opportunities and spaces, developing based learning modules based on current challdaged by principals, creatin
collaboration protocols, offering targeted coachimgtching leaders to schools, organizing ongoupgpsrt for continuous
learning, and connecting principals to universppssored training and certification opportunitieydnd the principal credential.

Examples of how this plays out in action in DC tanfound in the existing DC3 Collaborative andna RTTT-proposed PLaCEs

project, both of which enable school leaders toetogether, examine the data about what is workiywhat is not, and learn
from each other about effective practices to reigdent achievement. Finally, to support leadeeld@ment, charter schools als
take advantage of numerous partners involved witftipal recruitment, data-driven instruction, antérim assessments in their
schools. For example, partnerships with New LeafterNew Schools and Building Excellent Schootsvide ongoing support,

while working with Achievement Network includeseatler professional development component.

In addition to calling for a strong pipeline of peipals, the DCPS Five-Year Action Plan also laysexpectations for “a clearly
defined career ladder that promotes and retainbdkeinternal talent to the principalship.” DC iniegin to identify potential

school leaders early in their educational caregteachers, coaches, and particularly, assistarttipals. That identification would
lead to comprehensive professional developmengadotevelopmental growth path, including optionsgi@duate degrees,

ensuring enough high-quality leaders to meet sideenweeds. Some strategies in this area are igimgfiprincipal competencies

h

fe,

f
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within the current assignments of aspiring scheatlers and closing gaps, as appropriate; devel@pstgpe and sequence for
aspiring leaders; creating learning opportuniti#ggwv current roles to make learning relevant arahageable; offering targeted

coaching, mentoring and preparation for the raes; matching leaders to schools.

These, and the diverse strategies below, formigteduality plan that OSSE will oversee to ensiha &ll LEAs meet the rigorou
bar for making human capital decisions tied to eaabns. Support for principal professional devetept and career pathing is n
requested through RTTT. It will be funded at thealdevel.

O

(D) Use Evaluations to Make Human Capital Decisions

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. OSSE Effectiveness Managers (see Section Aripfeimentation Plan) will work with LEAS to ensut@t human capital
decisions are being made based on evaluations|law$:

Table D2.2 Use of Evaluation for Human Capital Desions
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Use evaluations to: DCPS Charters
Develop teachers and DCPS will: Charter LEASs will:
principals, including by (1) Use the Individualized PD Platform (1) Leverage resources explained in D5, as well a
providing relevant system described in Section D5 to provigde partners as described above, to provide
coaching, induction access to differentiated professional differentiated professional development
support, and/or development based on IMPACT scores | (2) Use evaluation data to plan professional
professional development| (2) Use Master Educators to provide development for all staff (current and
individualized coaching based on IMPACT ongoing)
evaluations (current and ongoing) (3) Provide and request support for principals
(3) Develop interventions for groups of informed by the Performance Management
teachers based on aggregated IMPACT Framework (current and ongoing)
data -- e.g., a TNTP intervention pilot for
teachers within the TNTP cohort rated
minimally effective (current and ongoing
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Use evaluations to:

DCPS

Charters

(4) Use principal evaluation and school
scorecard data to provide differentiated
support for principals (current and ongoir

9)

Compensate, promote, an
retain teachers &
principals

dDCPS will:

(1) Pending union contracts, provide bonust
to teachers and principals rated highly
effective through IMPACT

(2) Use IMPACT data to make decisions ab
career ladders for teachers and principal
interested in coaching and leadership
opportunities (e.g., Master Educators)
(current and ongoing)

(3) Use IMPACT data to identify teachers angy jmplement bonuses for teachers with the

school leaders interested in participating

Charter LEAs will:

2¢1) Differentially compensate and/or promote
teachers, as needed, based on evaluations
(current and ongoing);

0

Sl‘ﬁ) Continue to utilize an annual review process

by the Board of Trustees to evaluate school
leaders

Charter LEAS may:

} highest student growth on the DC-CAS

in the Professional Learning Communities . rrent and ongoing at select charter school
of Effectiveness as mentioned in Section
D5 (timeline below, see Section D5)
Remove persistently DCPS will: Charter LEAs will:
ineffective tenured or (1) Ensure that teachers are provided Charters are independent LEAs. To date, all DC
untenured teachers and opportunities to improve through three | charters can and do remove ineffective teachers

principals after they have
had ample opportunities t(
improve

cycles of IMPACT evaluation-feedback
D (2) Use IMPACT data to identify persistently
ineffective teachers subject to removal
after ample opportunities to improve and
regardless of tenure (begin Spring 2010
(3) Use principal evaluation data to identify
persistently ineffective principals after
ample opportunities to improve (current

—

and principals as needed. Tenure does not exis
within charter schools.

and ongoing).
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(E) Collaborate Across Sectors to Support Best Préces in Human Capital

One positive outcome of the Race to the Top apmicgrocess has been the opportunity to asseméé ginds from across the

state and facilitate the sharing of ideas and ssasin managing human capital. Leveraging th& spinnovation that comes

from having a robust charter sector and a refori@rted administration, DC plans to continue thikabmration as follows:

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Select members of a Human Capital Task Force (lade representatives from DCPS, Charter LEAs,@88E) responsible

for advising and directing the course of statewidman capital initiatives: Spring 2010, OSSE

2. Engage in brainstorming and problem-solving disumssabout the implementation of the RTTT initiagvand other statewide

human capital initiatives: Spring 2010 and ongoldgman Capital Task Force

Performance Measures So=w> | om om | om | om
Notes: Data should be reported in a manner consigtiéh the definitions S %Qg 2128 |R2 |23 |r3
contained in this application package in Sectio®uialifying evaluation “og2s | Po o Vo ®o
S iy . =55 N =» =~ | N~ N =+
systems are those that meet the criteria descimb@)(2)(ii). os=~o0O| on Sm |9n | 9um
@ D D = < = < = < = <
Z3 L
Criteria General goals to be provided at time of application Baseline data and annual targets
(D)(2)(1) Percentage of participating LEAs that measure siiude DCPS DCPS| 100% 100% 1009
growth (as defined in this notice).
(D)(2)(i) Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifyingadyation | DCPS DCPS| 100% 100% 100%
systems for teachers.
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(D)(2)(i) Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifyingadyation | 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100
systems for principals.
D)(2)() Percentage of participating LEAs with qualifyingagyation
systems that are used to inform:
(D)(2)(iv)(a) e Developing teachers and principals. DCPS DCPS| 100% 100% 100%
: e Compensating teachers and principals. Pending | DCPS | 100%| 100% 100%
(D)(2)(v)(b) WTU
(D)(2)(iv)(b) e Promoting teachers and principals. DCPS DCPS| 100% 100% 10006
(D)(2)(iv)(b) e Retaining effective teachers and principals. DCPS DCPS| 100% 100% 1000
D)2)W)(C) e Granting tenure and/or full certification (where 100% 100% | 100% 100% 100%
applicable) to teachers and principals.
(D)(2)(iv)(d) e Removing ineffective tenured and untenured teachek80% 100% | 100% 100% 10090
and principals.
As the parameters for “qualifying evaluation” aedided through RTTT, many LEAs have evaluations$ Heve some, but nagt
all, parts of the system. DCPS is the only LEA ikaturrently fully aligned with the definitions thned above.
General data to be provided at time of application:

Total number of participating LEAS. 35
Total number of principals in participating LEAs. 512
Total number of teachers in participating LEAs. 5,598

Criterion

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

(D)(2)(ii)

Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
qualifying evaluation systems.
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(D)(2)(iii) Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
qualifying evaluation systems who were evaluated as
effective or better in the prior academic year.

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

Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
gualifying evaluation systems whose evaluationsewesed
(D)(2)(iv)(b) to inform compensation decisions in the prior acaideyear.

Criterion Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

(D)(2)(iv)(b) Number of teachers and principals in participatifghs with
qualifying evaluation systems who were evaluated as
effective or better and were retained in the paicaidemic
year.

(D)(2)(iv)(c) Number of teachers in participating LEAs with qbatig
evaluation systems who were eligible for tenurthenprior
academic year.

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

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

% Note that for some data elements there are likebe data collection activities the State wouldrdorder to provide aggregated data to the DepartniFor
example, in Criteria (D)(2)(iii), States may waatask each Participating LEA to report, for eadingacategory in its evaluation system, the deafnitof that
category and the number of teachers and principale category. The State could then organizesthes categories as effective and ineffective, for
Department reporting purposes.
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(D)(3) Ensuring equitable distribution of effectiveteachers and principals(25 points)

The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojiceas a high-quality plan and
ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—

(i) Ensure the equitable distribution of teacherd principals by developing a plan, informed byiegxs of prior actions and data,
to ensure that students in high-poverty and/or-mghority schools (both as defined in this notibaye equitable access to highly
effective teachers and principals (both as defingtis notice) and are not served by ineffecte@chers and principals at higher
rates than other studen($b points)and

(i) Increase the number and percentage of effedeachers (as defined in this notice) teaching-taustaff subjects and specialty
areas including mathematics, science, and spesugigion; teaching in language instruction educatiprograms (as defined
under Title Il of the ESEA); and teaching in otlaeas as identified by the State or LEXO points)

Plans for (i) and (ii) may include, but are notiteal to, the implementation of incentives and siyas in such areas as recruitme
compensation, teaching and learning environmentdéegsional development, and human resources geacind processes.

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detdilh) the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the
criterion. The narrative or attachments shall alsolude, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidenc
demonstrates the State’s success in meeting tteeion. The narrative and attachments may alsoudelany additional
information the State believes will be helpful ézpreviewers. For attachments included in the Appe note in the narrative the|
location where the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (D)(3)(i):
¢ Definitions of high-minority and low-minority schtsoas defined by the State for the purposes obthee’s Teacher Equity
Plan.

Recommended maximum response length: Three pages

118

nt,

e



Equity is a critical component of DC’s reform etfgrclosing the achievement gap between low-incstméents and their higher-
income peers in a small pocket of the city is dpgiority goal in the State. Since the large mjoof DC students and schools are
low-income, DC believes that the human capital psses articulated in Section D2 coupled with tlodgsisional development
opportunities provided in Section D5 are the gr&desrer for achieving equity; a strategy for aging equity is essentially a
strategy for improving teacher and leader effectdgs citywide. In particular, if all educators needargeted professional
development and if persistently ineffective educatre subject to termination, the District carueashat students in high-poverty
schools are not served by ineffective teacherspaindipals at higher rates than other studentssTthe major approaches to
equitable distribution and improving the effectiesa of teachers in hard-to-staff areas are fousaation D2 (where the plans for
evaluation and human capital decisions relatedféataseness are articulated), Section D4 (wheemglfor managing pipeline
quality are articulated), and Section D5 (wherenplor strategic professional development to ireeestfectiveness are
articulated). DC has actively considered using mhieges to entice teachers to work in hard-to-staffools and content areas, and
likely in contrast to other states — has rejectaslapproach. DC believes that teachers shoultbenoeéwarded prior to
demonstrating effectiveness: doing so defeats tihggse of the effectiveness measure and may evee ¢me wrong teachers to

serve in areas where effectiveness is needed most.

With minority students making-up nearly 94% of D@lgblic school enrollments, DC is a majority-mintgistate. Thus the SEA’s
Teacher Equity Plan is focused on ensuring spadijithat_high-povertyhildren are not taught by unqualified, inexpecish
teachers at higher rates than other studentsidicdise, poverty is measured by whether or notl@ ghalifies for Free and
Reduced Meals (FRM).While the plans in this sectiign with this statewide focus, supporting edolgadistribution of strong
educators (as well as effective teachers in haistets areas) requires DC to gather new data. Te, dtatewideeacher distribution
data reveals that schools with higher percentabeRM-eligible students in DC are more likely to taeight by an experienced

teacher (one with more than five years of expeggtitan more affluent students. Ensuring that stisdeave access to the highe

12]
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guality teachers as measured by effectiveness -Aandngth of service or other indicators of thighly Qualified Teacher”
definition — is an important directional shift tHa€ is ready to make. DC has set the following gwal performance measures:

GOAL: Improve the proportion of effective and highly etige teachers in the schools in the highest daasfischools in the Stat

with respect to poverty level and in the hardessttdf subject areas

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by Summer 2014, the percentage of effective gidyheffective teachers in the District’s top

guartile of schools in poverty will have increassd15% over the 2011 baseline

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Summer 2014, the percentage of effective gidyheffective teachers in identified hard-to

staff areas will have increased by 15% over thel2tdseline

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:

Equitable Distribution:

¢ (A) Improve Process for Analyzing Equitable Distribution of Effectiveness

e (B) Engage in Smart Targeting

Hard-to-Staff Areas:

¢ (C) Improve Process for Analyzing Effectiveness dfeachers in Hard-to-Staff Areas
e (D) Support Effective Teacher Pipelines for Hard-teStaff Areas

e (E) Target Professional Development for Teachers inlard-to-Staff Areas
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(D)(3)(i) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teaches and principals

(A) Improve Process for Analyzing Equitable Distribution of Effectiveness

DC’s reform agenda hinges on the belief that es&tegic move must be founded in and driven bg.da¢cause definitions of
effectiveness and the evaluations that will deteenaffectiveness are still under development (setich D2), DC’s approach to
equitable distribution is to determine the extdrthe opportunity for improvement and use thesa tiainform and accelerate

future plans.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Build capacity into evaluation systems outline&ettion D2 to determine effectiveness of teachersnschools: Fall 2011, LEAS

2. Submit percentages of effective and highly effext®achers and administrators by school to OSSttiadly, starting Summer
2012, LEAs

3. Develop statewide picture of the distribution deefiveness based on the correlation of high-pgvaehools (i.e., a school in
the highest quartile of schools in the State waigpect to poverty level) to teacher effectivenassually, starting Fall 2012,
OSSE

4. Require LEAs to submit a plan to increase teacfiecteveness in the 25% of schools for which higihvgrty and low-

effectiveness are most highly correlated: annuatlyting Fall 2012 and each Fall, OSSE

5. Monitor and work with LEAS on corrective action ptawhere plans do not adequately address equitdsnenually, starting
Fall 2012 and ongoing, OSSE
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(B) Engage in Smart Targeting

Supplementing the data-driven approach articulatexve, DC’s compact size and nimbleness has pittregthesmart targeting
of talented individuals can go far in ensuring tiat District’'s neediest schools are equipped thighbest human capital. To this
end, clever strategies proliferate for gettingritighere it is needed most. For example, DCPS razeg that principals of
struggling schools are often so busy respondingnioediate needs that they are unable to preemptiselis on school hiring
needs. In many districts, this means that stropdjagnts — who are every principal’s first-choi@ndidates — go to strong schools
(i.e., those with the resources to start plannandjex) year after year. DCPS has proactively desiga recruitment strategy to
reverse this trend. For example, in 2009, DCPSsp@d small, selective recruiting events for ppats of struggling or
reconstituted schools to meet with pre-screeneld-pajential applicants. These events allowed pradsiwith the greatest
recruiting needs to meet the most promising canedgificst. In addition, DCPS has taken steps tasfea effective principals to
high-needs schools undergoing turnaround, as kvtieh it targeted a successful principal from dhigcome school to take on the
turnaround of Webb-Wheatley, a K-8 school in thedst-achieving 20% of District schools. Initial uéés have been promising,
and this is a practice that LEAs will seek to regie. Smart targeting is aggressively used in moaltmpus charter LEAs as well.
For example, Friendship Public Schools, with sesampuses in DC, strives to ensure that the mo#eanging classrooms in the
most struggling schools get top recruits before@hgr school. DC believes that continuing to eegagsmart targeting for high-

needs schools is a critical component of an approaequity.

Specific schools will be identified for Smart Tatigg through the LEA plans for equity submittedd8SE each year. Within these
plans, LEAs will determine targets for the numbgkeféective and highly effective teachers to bewuarily transferred to the

school and will identify other Smart Targeting stgies for each school, such as those listed below.
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ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Engage in recruitment, selection, retention andet@ent strategies to increase the overall effentise of teachers in high-need

schools: Spring 2010 and ongoing, LEAs. Examplekide:

e Recruitment: Offer small-scale recruitment fairs where pre-enesl talent is routed directly to principals ofgistently

low-achieving and low-achieving schools; fill higleed positions first with the best candidates

e Selection: Support principals in low-achieving schools in lempenting rigorous screening processes for newidates by

providing interview and selection training and adistrative-level guidance and support

¢ Retention: Offer end-of-year bonuses for highly effectivedeers in high-needs schools (as is planned inehdipg
WTU contract)

(D)(3)(ii) Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teaches and principals: Hard-to-staff areas

(C) Improve Process for Analyzing Effectiveness dfeachers in Hard-to-Staff Areas

The same issues with insufficient data on teactiecte&veness in high-poverty schools pertain taheas in hard-to-staff areas.
Thus, DC will target early energies toward underdiag the extent of this challenge through exphbgcitivities.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Build capacity into evaluation systems to sort@ifeeness of teachers by content area: Fall 20ERsL

2. Develop, through coordination with LEAS, and puiblgslist of content areas identified as high-negdBA: annually, starting
in Fall, 2011, OSSE
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3. Submit to OSS percentages of effective and highly effective teasly content areannually, startinSummer 2012, LE/£
4. Develop statewide analysis of effectiveness in tmglds content areas: annually, starting Fall 20B5E

5. Require LEAs that show disproportionate numbergeffective teachers in hard-to-staff content ateasubmit a plan to
increase teacher effectiveness in the bottom tgh-needs” content areas; OSSE will support LEASded of stronger plans
by providing model plan components and facilitattadjaboration with other LEAs: annually, startifgll 2012, OSSE

DC will pursue two primary strategies for increaseffectiveness of teachers in hard-to-staff areast, the District will build a
stronger human capital pipeline through recruitna selection efforts. Second, DC will provide megful professional
development to teachers of these content areaslglme classrooms. The DC RTTT plan addressesthete areas in multiple
sections of the application, as outlined below.

(D) Support Effective Teacher Pipelines for Hard-teStaff Areas

DC has created funding for LEAs to build or partwith teacher pipelines that produce effective heas, especially in hard-to-
staff areas such as STEM, special education, amglaaldhood education (see Section D4 for adgeit timeline, and responsible
parties).

(E) Target Professional Development for Teachers iklard-to-Staff Areas

Human Capital Evaluation Systems. the human capital evaluation systems outlineceictiSn D2 provide the opportunity to
ensure that interventions for hard-to-staff aresliers are targeted toward actual pedagogical rieatdsurface in observations.
DCPS has already developed plans for analyzingttiata by content area and planning interventibeachers in DCPS work

closely with Master Educators who specialize imatent area and can provide content-specific etialuand professional

development. Using existing high-performer chast#rools as models, charter schools will have tipdpnity to work together
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or seek support from OSSE to develop targetedvetgions based on personnel evaluat

Professional Development Systems: plans for the Individualized PD Platform outlinedSection D5 pave the way for subject-

specific exemplars to be accessed by teachersswthe overall bar for quality in hard-to-staféas. Both DCPS and charter

schools will be able to access the Individualiz&dAPatform.

Professional Learning Communitiesfor Effectiveness (PLaCEs): these communities, explained in Section D5, witius on key
reform agenda areas, including STEM and Speciat&ihn, and priority will be given to PLaCEs ceetéaround hard-to-staff

areas, with the goal of increasing overall scha@llity and effectiveness of teachers.

SSAR®> | M| M| NmM| N
. (9%
Performance Measures for (D)(3)(i) R g% 2| B3| B3| B3| R2
20828 | 2o L2 | N2 | ha
Note: All information below is requested for Paip@ting LEAS. 5 230| S0 | S0 | Sun| Su
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General goals to be provided at time of application Baseline data and annual targets
Percentage of teachers in schools that are higbrpg\high-minority, or both (as Base | Base | Base | Base
defined in this notice) who are highly effective @efined in this notice). ;(y ’1'00/ +15%
0 0
Percentage of teachers in schools that are lowrpgvyew-minority, or both (as defined Base | Base | Base | Base
in this notice) who are highly effective (as defirie this notice). e | 4% | +6%
0
Percentage of teachers in schools that are higbrpg\high-minority, or both (as Base | 3- 3 Less
defined in this notice) who are ineffective. year | year | than
goal | goal | 15%
Percentage of teachers in schools that are lowrpgvyew-minority, or both (as defined Base | 3- 3 Less
in this notice) who are ineffective. year | year | than
goal | goal | 15%
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Percentage of principals leading schools that @iefpoverty, high-minority, or both (as Base¢ | Base | Bae | Base
defined in this notice) who are highly effective @efined in this notice). + +15%
5% | +10%
Percentage of principals leading schools thatawegoverty, low-minority, or both (as Base¢ | Base | Base | Base
defined in this notice) who are highly effective @efined in this notice). ;% +4% | +6%
Percentage of principals leading schools that @iefpoverty, high-minority, or both (as Base | <1C | <5% | <5%

defined in this notice) who are ineffective.

%

Percentage of principals leading schools thataxegoverty, low-minority, or both (as
defined in this notice) who are ineffective.

Base | <1C | <5% | <5%
%

DC believes it should strive to ensure that higkigoty schools are being served by effective teachénus, it considers the goal
for effective and highly-effective teachers in higbiverty schools in the table above asggregate overall goal.

The percentage of ineffective teachers and priteipaall high-poverty schools will be no more thte percentage of ineffective
teachers and principals in all low-poverty schoalty] overall levels of ineffectiveness will be l&ésan 15% and 5%, respectively,

in both low- and high-poverty schools by Spring 201

2]

U

General data to be provided at time of applicatior(by participating LEAS):

Total number of schools that are high-poverty, fgihority, or both (as defined in this
notice).

51

Total number of schools that are low-poverty, lowanity, or both (as defined in this notice

)51

Total number of teachers in schools that are highepy, high-minority, or both (as defined
in this notice).

1,268

Total number of teachers in schools that are lowepy, low-minority, or both (as defined in
this notice).

1,275

Total number of principals leading schools thathagh-poverty, high-minority, or both (as
defined in this notice).

70

Total number of principals leading schools thatlave poverty, low-minority, or both (as

67

defined in this notice).
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The State Teacher Equity Plan definition considenat“high poverty” schools only. Also, it must beted that the term “low
poverty” in DC includes schools in the lowest qileuaf poverty, but that these schools still hapaa 65% of students who are
eligible for Free and Reduced price lunch.

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of teachers and principals in schools trehah-poverty, high-minority, or both (a
defined in this notice) who were evaluated as lyigifilective (as defined in this notice) in t
prior academic year.

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of teachers and principals in schools tratav-poverty, low-minority, or both (as
defined in this notice) who were evaluated as lyigifilective (as defined in this notice) in t
prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in schools trethah-poverty, high-minority, or both (a
defined in this notice) who were evaluated as ewtive in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers and principals in schools tratav-poverty, low-minority, or both (as
defined in this notice) who were evaluated as ewtive in the prior academic year.

B QW | N Nm | Nm N
Performance Measures for (D)(3)(ii) 2 :or% g =2 | 22| 23| B2
— D = N w SN
o= o o o o
. . . C e e D> —h —h —h —h
Note: All information below is requested for Paip@ting LEAS. 8*(<D ® g (_/<) (_/<) (_/<) (_/<)
32 95 8] 8] 8] N
o5 o o o o
== Ty = = o
2 (@) = N w
General goals to be provided at time of application Baseline data and annual targets
Percentage of mathematics teachers who were egdlaateffective or better. Base | Base| Base | Base
+5% | +10% | +15%
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Percentage of science teachers who were evaluateifeative or better. Base | Base| Base | Base
+5% | +10% | +15%

Percentage of special education teachers who wateated as effective or better. Base | Base| Base | Base
+5% | +10% | +15%
Percentage of teachers in language instructionagidumal programs who were evaluated Base | Base| Base | Base

+5% | +10% | +15%

as effective or better.

Though IMPACT data on effectiveness from DCPS hallavailable at the end of SY 2009-2010, it will he until the end of
SY 2010-2011 that effectiveness data will be atdaldor all LEAs. SY 2010-2011, then, becomes taseline.

General data to be provided at time of applicatior(for participating LEAS):

Total number of mathematics teachers. 603
Total number of science teachers. 431
Total number of special education teachers. 697
Total number of teachers in language instructiamcational programs. 452

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:
Number of mathematics teachers in participating £EAo were evaluated as effective
better in the prior academic year.

Number of science teachers in participating LEA® wiere evaluated as effective or
better in the prior academic year.

Number of special education teachers in partianigatiEAs who were evaluated as
effective or better in the prior academic year.

Number of teachers in language instruction edunatiprograms in participating LEAs
who were evaluated as effective or better in ther @cademic year.

(D)(4) Improving the effectiveness of teacher andrpmcipal preparation programs (14 points)

The extent to which the State has a high-qualig @nd ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—
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(i) Link student achievement and student growth{las defined in this notice) data to the studee&thers and principals, to link
this information to the in-State programs wheresthteachers and principals were prepared for ctietieg, and to publicly report
the data for each credentialing program in theeStatd

N

(i) Expand preparation and credentialing optiond programs that are successful at producing @feetéachers and principals
(both as defined in this notice).

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detalhy supporting evidence the State believes wiliddpful to peer reviewers must
be described and, where relevant, included in thpeidix. For attachments included in the Appenatte in the narrative the
location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: One page

D

DC is unafraid to break with tradition in ordergoarantee that it has access to the best possdibdrs and principals. The Statg
has already made strides in this area, as not®&dation D1, by approving new, non-IHE routes tdifteation. Charter schools angd
DCPS are consistently seeking more educators thrbigdp quality pipelines and have embraced alteraaertification providers.
The next step, enabled by the Race to the Topagbioln, is to ensure that these preparation progeamd other more traditional
programs are assessed systematically, and evenéxaluded from ongoing efforts if the teachers/theoduce are
disproportionately and consistently ineffective. TRTfunds will also be used to build charter LEA-spored pipelines of effective
and highly effective teachers.

Again, all initiatives and activities will suppddC’s overarching Great Teachers and Leaders gg&pring 2014, teacher and

principal effectivenesswill have improved an average of 15% over baseline measuresin participating LEAS

Specific to Section D4, DC has set the followinglgand performance measures:

GOAL 1: Improve the quality of information available aboeicher and principal preparation
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GOAL 2: Increase the proportion of teachers and princivals are prepared through programs that equip theme highly
effective

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by Fall of 2014, aggregated information on effestigss of graduates of teaching programs w

be publicly available.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by Fall of 2016, any credentialing program with imehan 25% of its second-year participants

\°44

deemed “ineffective” (i.e., the lowest of four by LEAs may have their program approval sulfiecevocation by the State.

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:

e (A) Evaluate and Support Preparatory Programs (altenative routes and IHE) by Measuring Teacher/Princpal
Effectiveness

e ( B) Build Pipelines of Effective and Highly Effecive Teachers, especially in Hard to Staff Areas

(D)(4)(1) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principlapreparation programs: Evaluation of preparatory programs

(A) Evaluate and Support Preparatory Programs (altenative routes and IHE) by Measuring Teacher/Princpal
Effectiveness

OSSE will aggregate information collected diredttyn LEAs on teacher and principal effectivenessrrevaluations as outlined
in Section D2 and other potential measures, asagadlata matching teachers and leaders to théiicaion programs. At the
same time, OSSE will work with higher education afttdrnative route providers to develop publiclaidable Prep Program
Scorecards for each preparation program in the SPaep Program Scorecards will be developed dareiod collaboratively to

ensure that they contribute in a meaningful watheocontinuous improvement of teacher and prin@paparation programs in the

State. The Scorecards will be piloted for two ydsfore formal rollout and release to the public.
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ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Collaborate with Preparation Programs to develbgt @f information required from LEAs for creatirige Prep Program
Scorecard (e.g., teacher effectiveness data)26ab, OSSE

2. Design Prep Program Scorecard with input from mplétstakeholders (including deans of IHEs and thrsoof alternative
certification programs): by Spring 2011, OSSE

3. Submit required effectiveness information to OS&ffually, starting Summer 2012, all LEAs
4. Match teachers to their certification programs g®risting LEA data sources: annually, starting 81em2012, OSSE
5. Create Prep Program Scorecards: annually, stdfali@012, OSSE

6. Establish the following:

7. Provide guidance to deans of IHEs and directoedtefnative certification programs regarding newliy guidelines: Fall
2012, OSSE

8. Pilot Prep Program Scorecards and provide spanificmation to Preparation Programs regarding gee#ic performance of

A threshold for performance such that, in additiother conditions for non-renewal determinedHhey $tate, any
credentialing program with more than 25% of secpedr teacher graduates deemed ineffective by LE2916 will
warrant review by the State and have program agpsubject to revocation: by Fall 2012, OSSE

A process whereby OSSE supports programs in detggnimprovements to meet needs identified by ttepProgram
Scorecard: by Fall 2012, OSSE

A process by which a program can demonstrate tisabuld be reconsidered for approval: by Fall 2@3SE
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its graduates in relation to DC teacher/principaleation criteria to facilitate program improvernterFall 2012 — Fall 2014,
OSSE

9. Share Prep Program Scorecards with programs twksyger to making the scorecards public in ordeenisure data are
validated: annually, starting Fall 2014, OSSE

10.Publish the Scorecards to OSSE website: annuadistjrey Fall 2014, OSSE

(D)(4)(i1) Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principapreparation programs: Expansion of preparatory programs

In addition to the above data-driven approach pelpe management, OSSE is committed to expantim¢etacher pipeline by
improving the influence of high-achieving chartehgols on existing and new pipeline programs.
(B) Build Pipelines of Effective and Highly Effectve Teachers, especially in Hard-to-Staff Areas

The best way to increase overall student achievearmhtransition to a system of high-achieving i@ to ensure that DC is
able to increase the effectiveness of current ataffto infuse more effective and highly effecti@achers into the District. Charte

=

LEAs may hire teachers regardless of licensur¢hesd®rep Program Scorecards alone may not imphavguality of teachers hired
in these schools. Rather, charters seek to biplelipes of effective teachers through two meandraining in high-performing
urban schools side-by-side with exemplary teac{@rsapprenticeship model not typically found in IgEB&grams) and 2)
partnering with other LEAs and/or non-profits tgpart teachers in their training by giving them tieamework and underpinning
for what they are seeing and doing in the classroGimarter LEAs in DC already have some experielmeg this successfully.
DC Prep, one of the highest-performing chartei@3@ is in its third year training teachers in earidhood education. College
graduates join DC Prep as Resident Teachers and 4p2 years working alongside a lead prescho®rerKindergarten
classroom teacher. Residents learn classroom mareag@nd instructional skills in a structured pesgion, through mentoring
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and professional development, and through participan an area certification program. Residents whter with a strong
educational background (through experience or edugamay progress faster and become teachersafeeyear, while those
newer to the field can take up to two years to @refor a lead classroom role.

To meet the needs of charter LEA staffing, OSSEsupport the launch of charter LEA-sponsored teaglpeline models through
a competitive grant process targeted toward progtaat will increase the effectiveness of teachespecially in hard-to-staff
areas. Through this initiative, high-performing tbeaLEAs may work with existing alternative pregton providers, IHEs, other
high-performing charter LEAs, or independently svelop pipeline programs that reach beyond thaitrgiprogram itself and
seamlessly extend into the actual teaching enviesimA consortia of high-performing charters hiasaaly developed such a
program that provides a basis from which to furgslan. The Capital Teaching Residency programfdtnaiscore components that|
the state would seek to support: coursework, pieece, mentoring, and coaching. These componegtsresexpertise, experience
and careful planning. A competitive grant procegsallow OSSE to support and monitor effective gram development and

implementation.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Issue Request For Proposal for competitive gramtgss: Summer 2010, OSSE

e Specifications will include:
o0 Preference for programs that meet the bar forradtere certification as outlined in Section D1, glaneating more

alternative pipelines

o Preference for programs that ensure that teachetsaaned in a way that will lead to measurabfeativeness (e.g.
by being trained in a high-performing school) ahattinclude induction and mentoring componentnBuee that
teachers can be successful in their first two years
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o0 Preference for programs that train teachers witrang likelihood of effectiveness in hard-to-staféas, especially

STEM, special education, and early childhood dguaient.

2. Hold competitive grant process (two rounds): Wirg@t1 and Winter 2012, OSSE

3. Award grants (two rounds): Spring 2011 and Spriagy20SSE

4. Launch charter LEA-sponsored programs (two rourfaginmer 2011 and Summer 2012, LEAs

TLeRW> N [T N M N M N M
Performance Measures § 3 ‘%g% 2| B3| B3| B3| Rr2
S5832g Po T o Vo ®o
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General goals to be provided at time of application Baseline data and annual targets
Percentage of teacher preparation programs inttte for which the public 0% 0% | 100% | 100%| 100%
can access data on the achievement and growtlefiasdlin this notice) of
the graduates’ students.
Percentage of principal preparation programs irStta¢e for which the 0% 0% | 100% | 100%| 100%
public can access data on the achievement and ly(awtdefined in this
notice) of the graduates’ students.
General data to be provided at time of application:
Total number of teacher credentialing programsiaState. 10
Total number of principal credentialing programsha State. 4
Total number of teachers in the State. 5,927
Total number of principals in the State. (includssistant principals) 379
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Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of teacher credentialing programs in théeSta which the
information (as described in the criterion) is peiglreported.

Number of teachers prepared by each credentiatingram in the State for
which the information (as described in the crite)i® publicly reported.
Number of principal credentialing programs in that& for which the
information (as described in the criterion) is peiglreported.

Data to be requested of grantees in the future:

Number of principals prepared by each credentigdmmgram in the State
for which the information (as described in theamian) is publicly reported.
Number of teachers in the State whose data aregaigd to produce
publicly available reports on the State’s creddinggprograms.
Number of principals in the State whose data ageeggated to produce
publicly available reports on the State’s creddingaprograms.

(D)(5) Providing effective support to teachers angbrincipals (20 points)

The extent to which the State, in collaboratiorhvitis participating LEAs (as defined in this nojideas a high-quality plan for its
participating LEAs (as defined in this notice) to—

(i) Provide effective, data-informed professionavelopment, coaching, induction, and common planaimd collaboration time t¢
teachers and principals that are, where appropoatping and job-embedded. Such support mightsfocy for example,
gathering, analyzing, and using data; designinguntonal strategies for improvement; differentigtinstruction; creating school
environments supportive of data-informed decisi@esjgning instruction to meet the specific neddsgh need students (as
defined in this notice); and aligning systems adaving barriers to effective implementation ofghiges designed to improve
student learning outcomes; and

(i) Measure, evaluate, and continuously improweeffectiveness of those supports in order to impsiudent achievement (as
defined in this notice).

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
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activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Redorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Ingttions or Section XiIl,
Application Requirements (e), for further detalhy supporting evidence the State believes willddpful to peer reviewers must
be described and, where relevant, included in thpeidix. For attachments included in the Appenatte in the narrative the
location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length: Five pages

Since the primary focus of DC’s RTTT applicatiorerssuring that teachers and leaders in DC aretefegnd highly effective,
initiatives that support teacher effectivenessuptoprofessional development are embedded throagheapplication:

Section B3: Supporting Professional Development Atnd the Common Core Standardsequips schools to provide teachers
with time and energy to realign curriculum with tiemmon Core Standards in a way that is “ongoirthjalb-embedded”

Section B3: Interim Assessmentsensures that interim assessments may be purctiasedh providers who also support “data;
informed professional development, coaching, andmaon planning and collaboration time” directly iretschool

Section B3: Standards Entry Points for Differentiaed Learning: a manual and training for teachers on how to ampreacess
to the Common Core Standards for high-need studiem®nstrates a commitment to “design instructioméet the specific need

[%2)

of high-need students”

Section C2: Making Data Available to Researcheramake data available to researchers and publish @f kesearch priorities as
an important means of ensuring that the State w&@asure, evaluate, and continuously improve tlex@feness” of professional
development supports in order to improve studemieaement

Section C3: Supporting Data-Driven Culture in All Schools: equips schools with funding to support Data Coadhrehe training
of Data Leads within the school building, reflegtitne strong commitment to “gathering, analyzing] asing data,” thus “creating
school environments supportive of data-informedsiees.” For schools that already have Data Lead3o@aches in place, funding
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may be used for j-errbedded professional developn

Section C3: Supporting the Development of Instructinal Improvement Systemsacknowledges that some LEAS require
support in developing student-level data systemtsahksist in “gathering, analyzing, and using daigilan instruction

Section D1: Requirements For Alternative Certificaton Programs: OSSE requirements for alternative certificatiooggams
ensure that alternative pathway teachers in DQweg¢eb-embedded professional development fronr ttetification providers

Section D2: Master Educators Providing Coaching Usig IMPACT Data: the cycle of observations and coaching that ocasir
a result of the IMPACT evaluation system is a jotisedded strategy that RTTT funds will ensure iessful

Section D2: Provide Tiered Professional Developmemd School Leadersalthough not supported by RTTT funds, differentat
professional development for school leaders basqutiacipal evaluations is critical to the humapital strategy for increasing
school leader effectiveness

Section D3: Using Evaluation Data to Inform PD forHard-to-Staff Areas: the fact that teacher effectiveness in hard-té-sta
content areas is tracked over time will ensure titaeffectiveness of supports provided to thesehiers is measured and improyv

Competitive Priority Section STEM: Improving STEM Educators — Great Teachers and Leadersthrough a coordinated DC

STEM Learning Network that leverages regional aatibmal partners, implementation of a two-prongedtegy that strengthens
the pipeline of STEM teachers and develops exiseagher and leader corps in core subjects at gvade level

The additional strategies highlighted in Section &n, are meant to supplement an already rolaufofio of professional
development options by addressing two prioritié$:tkie need for educators to have customized (sinfesl development, and (2
the need to leverage pockets of existing excell@moeder to support improvement elsewhere in gstesn. In DC, professional
development will be tailored to respond to indiatineeds identified by teacher and principal eva@unaesults rather than focuse

w

e

ed

d
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on tof-down State prioritie
Strategies throughout DC’s RTTT application allgoh DC’s overarching Great Teachers and Leadeat lpSpring 2014,
teacher and principal effectivenesswill have improved an average of 15% over baseline measuresin participating LEAS.

Specific to Section D5, DC has set the followinglgdlote: since teacher and principal effectivenssbe key objective of
professional development initiatives, no additiopaiformance measure is needed beyond the ovargrGueat Teachers and
Leaders Goall:

GOAL: Create customized professional development expmrsebased on individual needs and leverage pockettectiveness
within DC to improve overall educator effectiveness

In order to achieve this goal, DC will implemeng tlollowing strategies:

e (A) Launch Individualized PD Platform
e (B) Support Charter Professional Development Solutins Tied to Evaluations

e (C) Launch Professional Learning Communities for Efectiveness (PLaCES)

(D)(5)(i) Providing effective support to teachers and principls: Professional development

(A) Launch Individualized PD Platform

RTTT funds will be used to develop an IndividuadiZzeD Platform, a dynamic, interactive, online pdatf that links student and
teacher data to specific professional growth sugpdihe Platform, built first by DCPS, will be thenterpiece of an integrated
support system that will embed professional gromtih the daily routines of teachers. Grounded seaech regarding the
effectiveness of online learning and evidence ssigagethat the best professional development lisread, collaborative, and job-
embedded, the Platform will connect feedback aratleimg based on in-person observations and stadéatwith online resources
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to facilitate teacher engagement in the most neadgwdties. It will integrate the existing feedlaand supports provided by
principals, Instructional Coaches, Master Educatamd colleagues, and transform a static repositbBD material into an
interactive, solutions-oriented delivery systempémtnership with the Bill and Melinda Gates Fouiwaand the District of
Columbia Public Education Fund, the Platform wéldeveloped to provide teachers with the effectilassroom-centered
supports they need to act on data and improve tibeahing. Project outcomes include increasingestudchievement in both

elementary and secondary math on statewide assetssmecreasing achievement gaps, and improvirdugten rates. In

addition, the Platform will increase teacher effgess as assessed by standards-based classreenvatibbn data and student

achievement. This will be accomplished throughedfpim that is:

Individualized: suggesting professional development moduless tmotesources based on the needs evidenced thiraiigidual
teacher evaluation data and student data

Robust: containing a wide and deep array of rigorous msifaal development opportunities, including betthhological supp

(e.g., streaming videos of teachers who are stirorgch aspect of the Teaching and Learning Framgwnd human supports

(e.g., online scheduling that allows teachers tange time to visit a Featured Teacher’s classroom)

Teacher-centered: offering an intuitive and appealing interface thatlds on the best private sector sites and sirast(e.g., social

networking, online sales and marketing, and inteéragnterfaces)

Self-service oriented: allowing teachers remote access/log-on to engdetiie system — at any time or from any locatidrased

on personal development needs

The emerging design for the Individualized PD Rlatf is represented by the graphic below:

ort

[92)
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Figure D5.1 Emerging Individualized PD Platform s

Although the Individualized PD Platform will be ddoped by DCPS to align to the evaluation systeahtmtches the majority of
DC teachers, charter schools will be able to adtesplatform and contribute their effective prees to the system’s repository.
Once operational, DCPS will work with charter led® develop a workable access plan for charter d$ie Human Capital Tas
Force — the cross-sector collaboration team idedtih Section D2 — will ensure that this platfoisybest able to serve

>~

collaborative purposes across all DC LEAs, guidgdrarray of parameters derived from participatiBgh evaluation systems,
common core-aligned curriculum, and state-recommémoterim assessment and instructional improvemata systems.
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ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Phase lbuild interface and connect student data and IMPA&ta to Individualized PD Platform: Winter 2012611, vendor
under DCPS

2. Phase llidevelop/acquire content, such as video exempfafeaxtive practice: Spring 2011, vendor under 3CP

3. Phase lll;provide charter schools with access to the sysaglishiexternal PD providers such as online counsedgher level
content so effective teachers go from “good to tjr&pring 2012, vendor under DCPS

(B) Support Charter LEA Professional Development Skoitions Tied to Evaluations

Charter schools will develop evaluation system&thas the specifications outlined in Section D2hviuinding for the
development of PD solutions that tie to needs ifledtin evaluations. In order to maximize fundiagailable and expand the
impact of higher-performing schools, OSSE has diydgegun facilitation of the development of chadensortia, similar to those
described in Sections B3 (Interim Assessments)G8{(d (Instructional Improvement Systems) throudtiak charters can
combine and leverage resources, knowledge, anaicapabuild PD solutions. With this approache ttate can direct the
development of PD solutions that meet RTTT objesiwhile preserving charter autonomy and meetiag tmique needs. This
strategy will be supported via the following pragetirough which charter LEAs, either individuadliyas part of a consortium,

will:

1. Submit plans to OSSE for developing or purchasidegsional development systems or strategiesattétess (and will
continue to address) teacher and administratorsnegsed on evaluations. These may include coadhohggtion, common
planning, and collaboration time that is ongoing gb-embedded: Spring 2012, participating chartehs
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2. Review LEA plans and provide technical assistaBcenmer 2012, OS¢

(C) Launch Professional Learning Communities for Efectiveness (PLaCESs)

DC recognizes the benefits of having schools thahghe spectrum of effectiveness in a compactrgpbic area — the District’s
geographic size presents an opportunity unlikedhany of state, whereby schools that are nohigt-achieving have immediate
access to (and the ability to learn from) high-aeimg schools. The State intends to launch PrafeaslLearning Communities for
Effectiveness (PLaCEs), in which schools will jpiofessional collaboratives anchored by high-adhgeschools as a means to
engage educators in professional development antledrning experiences that will positively affeleeir impact on students.
This initiative serves three critical goals: (1)foster the transfer of best practices from highi@gng schools to low-achieving
schools, (2) to foster collaboration across sedtotackle difficult challenges (e.g., how to ceeatculture that embraces STEM
education or how to propel overage/under-creditedets to graduation), and (3) to give high-adnigwndividuals and schools
opportunities to inform and engage in educatioarraé beyond their current schools and responsdsliParticipants will come
from both DCPS and charter schools, with an expiectéhat PLaCEs will reach 11 schools and 4,40dexts directly by School
Year 2013-14, As schools complete the PLaCEs girdjeey will be asked to partner with another sho share their practices,
experiences, and resources gained during the préjether expanding the impact of this initiati@ad ultimately contributing to
significant improvements to teacher and leadercaffeness across the state.

PLaCEs are built upon a new, small scale Dissemim&rant effort within the District. There are camtly two functioning
collaboratives: The Power of Planning Collaboraf{wePOP) works with three schools, while the DCGl&mwrative for Change (of
DC3), works with 10 schools. In both cases, theGHEsischools have seen strong instructional imprewesn For example, within
DC3, schools have collaborated on professionalldpugent, teachers have observed successful pradtiggartner schools and

then have been observed in their own classroomstteedback on how they are implementing thesetipes, and teachers have

voluntarily chosen to transfer from high-achievib@3 schools to low-achieving ones in an efforthiare best practices across
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sites. DC plans to build upon these programs atplduale the lessons learned in ways that will @drggally impact improvements

to student achievement.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Work with OSSE to determine the parameters of aR Bt effectively captures the collaboration ndedstatewide reform
(based in part on successful OSSE Disseminationt&Srarrently underway): Fall 2010, Human Capita$d Force

This RFP will address:
e Collaboration needs, such as overage/under-creatiugtion strategies, STEM effectiveness strategpecial education

inclusion strategies, early childhood educatioml ligh-needs content areas
¢ Requirements for composition of PLaCEs (e.g., @mshmust be anchored by at least one high-achiedhgol that meets
other specifications, such as particular succeascwllaboration need area and a demonstratedibaftaccoaching others;
each PLaCE proposal must be accompanied by aglavéluating the intervention)
e A design that ensures consistency with the spitibe initiative, in which:
o High-achieving school leaders and teachers shqeriese with schools that are not yet high-aclmgvi
o PLaCEs focus on key issues and reform efforts in DC
0 The Human Capital Task Force and OSSE identifyinead factors for schools that will benefit mosinfrthis form
of professional development

o PLaCEs create opportunities for growth, especfallyndividuals who are successful and who seek ceallenges

2. Issue RFP: Spring 2011, OSSE

3. Apply for grant funding, Spring 2011, Spring 201 EA collaboratives
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4. Award grants(two round: of three-year grant): Spring 2011, Spring 2012, OS
5. Implement Plans: Fall 2010 and ongoing, PLaCEs

6. Provide guidance to OSSE on how to effectively sgerand administer the PLaCEs: Fall 2010 and oggbinman Capital
Task Force

7. Review results from PLaCEs cluster evaluationsirfgp2014, OSSE & Human Capital Task Force

(D)(5)(ii) Providing effective support to teachers and princigls: Evaluate professional development

Many of DC’s professional development initiativess/é evaluation built in, such as the PLaCEs desdrdbove. Through the PD

Platform, DC is poised to track the effectivenelssholtiple forms of professional development inumprecedented way.

(D) Develop PD Tracking Capabilities in the Individualized PD Platform

The Individualized PD Platform will allow LEAs toatch student growth with the teacher professioaaébpment that may havé
contributed to such growth. This will be done thgbuhe Individualized PD Platform through autométacking of any resources
teacher/administrator uses while logged into tistesy and through records of other offline professiaevelopment in which the
teacher/administrator participates. When correlatitl value-added teacher evaluation data, DChweilable to identify PD
activities that make differentiated contributionge¢acher development. For example, if a teaches sisveral resources linked to
Teach Standard 2, “Deliver content clearly,” thatferm will note the teacher’s evaluation ratingtbis standard in observations
both before and after use of the resources to me#seir effect on the teacher’s practice.

Specifically, such data will help DC evaluate PDRiaps for expansion, improvement, or discontinuatidhis information will also

be made available to researchers for the purposaaking statewide professional development effeaess. DC intends to bring

A\1”4

a
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the evaluation and use of “data-driven professidleaklopment” to an unprecedented level of effectdss. Ultimately, it will look
to its PD system as a core component of its brolaglean capital strategies, which could serve agtiamal model for measuring,

evaluating, and continuously improving the effeetigss of professional development supports.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Design a process for tracking and analyzing thecéiffeness (based on student achievement and teacaation data) of

online and offline PD experiences in the Individzed PD Platform: Fall 2010 — Spring 2012, Vendoder DCPS

2. Compile PD effectiveness data stripped of persigaattifiers and make available to researchersn§@013, OSSE

Sew> | Nm| Nm| o Nm| Nm
Performance Measures 2382 |23| s2| B3| 23
Performance measures for this criterion are oplidhine State wishes to include nge] %D_J Pa | Mo | “of To
performance measures, please enter them as rdhis table and, for each measure, %ﬁ ® 8 7)) 7)) 7)) 7))
provide annual targets in the columns provided. S208 S S S S

=200

o5 o o o o
== Ty = = =
& = i Y w

Percentage of effective and highly effective teegle participating LEAs Base¢ | Base | Base | Base
+5% | +10% | +15%

Percentage of effective and highly effective pyads in participating LEAs Base | Base | Base | Base
9 ghly P P P 9 +5% | +10% + 15%

(E) Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schoolg50 total points)
State Reform Conditions Criteria

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schooland LEAs (10 points)

The extent to which the State has the legal, statubr regulatory authority to intervene diredtithe State’s persistently lowest-

achieving schools (as defined in this notice) andEAs that are in improvement or corrective acttatus.
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In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (E)(1):
e A description of the State’s applicable laws, deguregulations, or other relevant legal documents

Recommended maximum response length: One page

In the past five years across the District of Cdlian47 schools have been closed, 13 have beesidrared, 7 have undergone
turnaround, and 4 have been restarted. DC is aaretd school turnaround interventions and is pbtseleverage its accumulated
experience to make a difference in persistenthektvwachieving and low-achieving schools acrossgdn fact, all persistently
lowest-achieving schools will have an interventaan in place by Fall 2012, and DC will target 2@liional schools on the
broader list of the District’s lowest achieving 2@¥wschools for intervention within four years.

(E)(1) Intervening in the lowest-achieving schools and LE#

The commitment to turn around—and in some casesgekpersistently lowest-achieving schools is a commitment within the
District of Columbia. Taking on the lowest-achigyischools is a challenge to which both DCPS andPttiic Charter School

Board have risen and continue to rise. The Racen@dop application offers the federal governméatdpportunity to recognize
the strides that have been made in DC and to cotarsitaling them and ensuring their effectiveneisinva context that enables
minimum funding to have a dramatic and lasting iobpBC is uniquely positioned for turnaround wosdchuse it has: (1) a stron

«Q

governance structure with mayoral control, whidavas$ for swift intervention and aligned, coherezddership of the school
system; (2) a robust talent pool committed to ttonad — from DCPS, to high-achieving charters,dammitted turnaround

operators; and (3) a compact size that enables @iaround efforts among a targeted set of schodising about dramatic
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results for students. An understanding of the alpmet #1 is critical to recognizing the State’gdé statutory, and regulatory
authority to intervene directly in the District’'efsistently lowest-achieving schools.

The DC Public Education Reform Amendment Act of 20DC Law 817-9, June 12, 2007) abolished the 1Board of Education,
which had oversight for the public school systend placed direct authority for DCPS with the MayR€ Official Code §838-172
now states, “the Mayor shall govern the public stha the District of Columbia. The Mayor shalMeaauthority over all
curricula, operations, functions, budget, persgriaébr negotiations and collective bargaining agrents, facilities, and other
education-related matters...” When the City Couapproved the Mayor’s request to take control eftitstorically low-achieving
DCPS system in 2007, it established the legal avémpance structure for the State to directly irgae in the state’s lowest-
achieving schools: unique to DC as a city-state Mlayor is the state’s highest-ranking official aglivalent to the Governor. As
a turnaround intervention for school systems, malyawntrol is the gold standard of accountabit§jowing for decisive actions
relating to closing, restarting, turning around] éransforming schools.

The transition to mayoral control was necessitaed chronic inability of the school system to agdrits most pressing needs, and
thus far the results have been promising. Studdné@ement has risen since the institution of maloontrol, and enrollment is
finally stabilizing as more families see the vatie DCPS education. Part of the value of mayavatrol has been the political
will for swift closures of under-enrolled schootsdaurnarounds of underperforming schools. Indeetipnly does the State have
the authority to intervene in the persistently Istwachieving schools, but with Chancellor Rheesskrrecord of school closures
and partnerships, it is clear that DC is actuadiyng this authority.

Beyond political will for swift decision making, émew governance structure positions the Mayorashal and direct all the

State’s resources toward helping improve outcomesttidents. The same legislation that establistegbral control for DCPS

—

also created a full-fledged, stand-alone State &tlutal Agency, separating SEA functions out fréw@ $chool system for the firs
time. In addition, the Mayor created a District-aigsichool facilities agency charged with renovasagool facilities. A Deputy
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Mayor’s office (similar to a Lieutenant Governor@epartment of Education in other states) coordmatteragency efforts of the
health, mental health, human services, and pokpadments, among others, to meet establishedtadge@nd improve indicators
related to youth development. Ultimately, underBh&trict’s school governance structure, the lowastieving schools receive
concerted and aligned interventions and suppodigded to raise student achievement.

Charter schools in DC are chartered by an indepero€ agency, the Public Charter School Board (PC8Bd governed by
separate Boards of Trustees at the charter schwloish are independent DC nonprofit corporationsvi2ions of the School
Reform Act of 1995 (D.C. Official Code 838-1800se).) in DCMR 8934.1 give the Public Charter Scligadrd the authority to

revoke a charter (i.e., close the school) if tHeost has “failed to meet the goals and studentemaclachievement expectations set

forth in the charter.” The DC Public Charter SchBohrd is the only entity charged with the autlyaiat close public charter
schools and is responsible for monitoring chartbosl quality. Its oversight of DC’s public charsahools reflects a statewide
commitment to both accountability and autonomy. PRESB has a strong reputation for closing undeoperifig schools, earning
national acclaim from the Center for EducationafoR®a. A newly-developed Performance Management Eveonk will enable the
PCSB to be even more efficient in its identificatimf schools that are struggling and move towal@suce of these schools. In
addition, the PCSB has written a letter of suppuaticating that it will move to close or restarheols that appear on the list of
persistently low-achieving schools generated by EXS3e letter is included in Appendix E1.1.

Efforts at the LEA level, be it DCPS or charter@ahLEAS, are complemented by NCLB accountabilityasures, federal grants
oversight, and monitoring performed by OSSE whioddslight on low performance and non-compliancelaad to corrective
action plan implementation and technical assistahibe federal laws have served as groundwork ugaohaDC has laid its

turnaround plans.

In sum, the lowest-achieving schools in DC are ti&rgeted through the dual accountability sysemDCPS and the PCSB in

an overall structure of Mayoral control. This systef accountability positions the District as adleain school improvement and @
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potential national model for turnaround efforts.

Reform Plan Criteria

(E)(2) Turning around the lowest-achieving school§40 points)

The extent to which the State has a high-qualiy @nd ambitious yet achievable annual targets to—

(i) Identify the persistently lowest-achieving sol®(as defined in this notice) and, at its disoretany non-Title | eligible
secondary schools that would be considered penlislewest-achieving schools (as defined in trosige) if they were eligible to
receive Title | funds; an(b points)

(i) Support its LEAs in turning around these sclsdany implementing one of the four school intervemtmodels (as described in
Appendix C): turnaround model, restart model, stbtasure, or transformation model (provided thatL&A with more than nine
persistently lowest-achieving schools may not hsdgransformation model for more than 50 perceitisafchools)(35 points)

The State shall provide its detailed plan for ttnigerion in the text box below. The plan shouldude, at a minimum, the goals,
activities, timelines, and responsible parties (Reéorm Plan Criteria elements in Application Insttions or Section XII,
Application Requirements (e), for further detdilh) the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the
criterion. The narrative or attachments shall alsolude, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence
demonstrates the State’s success in meeting ttegion. The narrative and attachments may alsoudelany additional
information the State believes will be helpful ézpreviewers. For attachments included in the Appe note in the narrative the|
location where the attachments can be found.

Evidence for (E)(2) (please fill in table below):

The State’s historic performance on school turnadpas evidenced by the total number of persistémitest-achieving schools
(as defined in this notice) that States or LEAemtited to turn around in the last five years, p@@ach used, and the results and
lessons learned to date.

Recommended maximum response length: Eight pages

As noted in Section E1, the District of Columbideile territory for executing swift and effecéivurnaround strategies on account
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of its unique governance structure, a robust pbblman capital talent, and a uniquely compact gggalgc size. Moreover, the
history of turnaround in DC has created a contexthich important lessons have been learned aridcgal in preparation of the
Race To the Top application. The plans outlinedWwekflect careful consideration of what DC hasred — both best practices
and difficult pitfalls — from its on-the-ground haround work. These lessons, along with confidémelee fact that DC has
prioritized the most important issues relatingumaround in the crafting of a bold and achievdbld T strategy, have led to the

following goal and performance measures:

GOAL: Intervene with DC’s persistently lowest-achievimdpsols through closure or another turnaround mtaelputs them on g
trajectory for dramatically improved student acleieent by creating conditions of support and atitigdtigh-quality human
capital to turnaround schools

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 1: by 2014, all schools that have undergone at laastyears of a turnaround model will have
demonstrated a rate of growth in student academofi@ency that exceeds the average statewideahtgowth by 1.5 to 2 times
in Year 2, and by 2-3 times in Years 3 and 4.

PERFORMANCE MEASURE 2: by 2014, all the DCPS schools that have undergaeast one year of a turnaround model wil

be showing gains on leading indicators to be ideediby the Office of School Innovation, such &sratance and credit recovery
in secondary schools

In order to achieve these goals, DC will implentéet following strategies:

e (A) Identify and Plan for the Turnaround of Persistently Lowest-achieving Schools
e (B) Provide Preparation Support for Potential Turnaround Teams
e (C) Align School Modernization Efforts to Support Shool Turnaround

e (D) Provide Differential Funding for Turnaround Schools
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e (E) Ensure Capacity for Strong Management of Turnaound Partnerships

(E)(2)(i) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools: Idenfication of schools

An important precursor to turnaround work is thenidfication of schools that are in the greatestnier turnaround interventions,
To date, DCPS and PCSB have used federal accolitptat@asures to identify and target the Distridd'®est-achieving schools
for restructuring or closure. Moving forward, OS®&H generate an annual list of persistently lowashieving schools and
convene a meeting with DCPS and the PCSB to etisat@lans are in place to turn around the lowebteaing schools across th
District’'s LEAs. For the purposes of this applicati OSSE worked with a coalition of thought leadevsn DCPS, PCSB, current
turnaround partners, and leaders of charter schoaieate a definition of and process for ideimifythe District's most
persistently low-achieving schools (based on thmitien provided in this notice). Of the Distrist’173 Title | schools, 133 have

been identified for improvement. Five percent ad total — the requirement for persistently lowaskhieving schools — represents

seven schools. In addition, 38 schools are cugremttier restructuring status and 21 schools arplg for restructuring this year

(44% of all Title | schools identified for improvemt).

Definition

Overall, DC has identified two types of schoolstiamnaround:

Schoolswith graduation rates below 60% over a two year-period. Currently, three DC high schools (Anacostia, Biastand Luke
C. Moore) have reported graduation rates below B0&&ch of the last two years. Of these schoolkel@. Moore HS is an
alternative school that targets older, under-ceedstudents (i.e., under-credited relative to gaido requirements), which may

call for a differentiated turnaround response (ax@d below). Given impending changes to the metlogy of calculating
graduation rates (i.e., adoption of the cohort mémteracking graduation), DC’s graduation rateigpected to experience a
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downward adjustment that will likely result in mcsecondary schoobeingidentified forpotentialturnarouncintervention.

The lowest-achieving 5% of Title | schoolsidentified for improvement. To determine this group, DC has created a cledr an
transparent definition of low-achieving that is ®@&®n statewide criteria, including: (1) numbeyeérs a school has not made
AYP, (2) overall growth in achievement in the schand (3) current overall achievement level of $bhool, separate and apart

from whether the school is improving achievemeiaicheof these areas is explained in further deéddvo:

1.

I mprovement status. This measure assigns points based on a schaotsnt year improvement status. It is assigned the
heaviest weight (50 points) because the measuoegarates a factor of persistence. For exampleyashn restructuring

have missed AYP for six years. Using this formagfghools receive 10 points if they are in Improvetméar 1, 20 points if
they are in improvement Year 2, 30 points if theg ia corrective action, 40 points if they areestructuring planning, or

50 points if they are in restructuring implemerdati

Overall growth. This measure relates to the progress schoolsrhade in increasing the percentage of students wtr@ s
proficient or above on the DC-CAS. Points are amsigbased on the change in the percentage of $sustring proficient
or above on the DC-CAS in the school overall frad@2to 2009. Schools receive 10 points each fatingaand
mathematics if there is a decrease in proficienognf2007 to 2009 (i.e., they receive points agdlmstn for showing a

decrease in achievement).

Distance from the AMO. This measure is a snapshot of current achieverRentts are assigned based on the distance
between the percentage of students scoring profickeabove and the annual measurable objectivedAised for AYP
determinations. Schools are flagged if the perggntd students proficient or above is less thahthal AMO. Schools
receive 5 points each for reading and mathemdtibge ipercentage proficient is less than half thdéOAfor two consecutive
years and 10 points for reading and mathematiteipercentage is less than half the AMO for tlomeesecutive years.
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Points are given to schools based on these thtegarées, with the persistently lowest-achievingasds scoring highest. OSSE
will publish annual rankings of all District scheddased on this scale. (Appendix E2.1 providestiatdi context.)

According to the definition outlined abovéetfollowing schools are identified for turnarournlrée for graduation rate
underperformance and seven schools that fall ilmdt®m 5% of schools, for a total of 10 schoofg)acostia Senior High Schoo
Eastern Senior High School, Luke C. Moore Acadédpyions Public Charter School, Spingarn Senior Hggthool, Kenilworth
Elementary School, Browne Junior High School EdocaCampus, Dunbar Senior High School, Prospectiieg Center, and

the Hamilton Center.

DCPS will devise a turnaround plan for each ofitlemtified schools to the extent that one has metdy been defined and
implemented, and the PCSB will implement its tuonend action for the sole charter school on theNst more than 50% of the

identified DCPS schools will be permitted to engagansformation as an intervention.

Because DC considers school turnaround to be aatésbet of reform, the District intends to pursumore aggressive strategy
than RTTT’s minimum requirements. In addition toyiting the bottom 5% of DC’s schools and schoaik persistently low

graduation rates, as noted above, OSSE, DCPS,@88 Rave also committed to considering a more esiparist of schools that
include those in the bottom 20% of DC schoolswabrich turnaround interventions will be consideredaoschool-by-school basis|

The ongoing plan to support identification andy&ing is as follows:
(A) Identify and Plan for the Turnaround of Persistently Lowest-achieving Schools, Revisiting Annually

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Finalize list of schools to turn around based ament definition and 2009 data, including at leastten schools identified
above and others within the bottom 20% to be detesuin Spring 2010, OSSE, DCPS, and PCSB
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2. Examine ranking of schools and eliminate (a) ampsets for which an adequate intervention has oecuim the past two years
and (b) any schools that may have been flaggedaleerollment of special populations but are deetodak performing
effectively: Spring 2010, OSSE, with DCPS or PC&8relevant

In the case where special program-related schaols as special education and alternative educatbaols are identified, a
joint team from the LEA, OSSE, and the PCSB (iresas which the LEA is a charter school) will callf review school data

2

to determine the school’s need for a turnarourehweintion. This review will be very detailed anditaus, so as to ensure that
all contributing factors to a school's overall merhance are taken into consideration. Ultimatelgtrang and compelling
reason must exist for any school to receive exoapticonsideration relative to the turnaround patans outlined in this
application. That said, DC is open to consideriog lintervention strategies might be tailored toradd unique school needs.
In addition, identified schools that have partitgzhin turnaround interventions over the last twarg will be reviewed in
greater detail in order to determine whether aoldél interventions and supports are needed (howthese schools will not
be expected to re-do prior turnaround efforts).

3. Publish list of schools slated for turnaround: Sen2010, OSSE Revisit the adequacy and appropessent the definition
outlined above for identifying the truly persistigriowest-achieving schools in the state on an ahbasis, engaging DC area
school-quality thought leaders in the process: Zall0 and ongoing, OSSE, DCPS, and PCSB.

4. Establish a detailed turnaround plan and timeloveefich school listed above that is slated foranound: beginning Spring
2010 with final plans for above listed schools lgeamnounced by January 2012, OSSE/DCPS and OSSB/PCS

5. Plan for additional turnarounds for schools on@&SE-reported “persistently lowest-achieving sclistilas generated
annually with new student achievement data: begmfall 2011 and annually, OSSE/DCPS and OSSE/PCSB
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(E)(2)(ii) Turning around the lowest-achieving schools: Resudtto date and lessons learned

JJ

DC has an extensive history with implementatiotheffour turnaround models outlined in the RTT Tiaeo{see Appendix E2.2 for a lig
of schools and models). As a result, the distastdeveloped a strong set of lessons learned,lleasve@me emerging results. The
turnarounds, restarts, and transformations led®y ®outlined below occurred in either 2008 or 20@%r 1 of a turnaround
intervention is typically viewed as a stabilizatigear, during which student academic results tiylgida not increase, as the school is
ensuring that leading cultural indicators, suchttendance and discipline, are brought under dohtevertheless, DC already has a
positive story to tell about student achievemeiisiturnaround efforts. For school turnarounddetiin 2008 (and for which data is
available), 2009 DC-CAS results surpassed the Bayeaage prior to the turnaround by 9 percentagegin reading and 12
percentage points in math. Within this group, sdnaenatic successes exist: for example, at Sousdlé/&thool, where the principal
was replaced and a Full Service School model wpkemented (one of the innovation models referemcaavitational Priority #6),
reading scores increased by 21 percentage poetslm 3-year historical average and math scocesased by 27 percentage points.
The new principal placed all staff on an aggress@elay improvement plan and managed school cudomen to the last detail, leading
to the dramatic growth results and showing the p@iva strong leader in a turnaround school. Ir2@dusa began planning to become
a Catalyst STEM school (For more information, seenfetitive Preference Priority #2). Students aadhers at Sousa have personally
told Chancellor Rhee that they have every intentiosurpassing last year's growth success withyis’'s DC-CAS.

Table E2.1 School Intervention History and Lessonkearned, SY2004-05 — present

# of Schoolg
Since
School Year
Approach Used|2004-05 Lessons Learned (See Appendix E2.2 for specific subls)
Turnaround 7 In turnaround schools, less than 50% of the stadfrahired, as there is an understanding that
(7 DCPS) immediate, dramatic results require a new in-schteam. Recent turnaround efforts have
highlighted the need to consider the ripple eftecthe rest of the District if a large number of
teachers are displaced from a school.
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# of

—

Schools
Since
School
Approach Year 2004-
Used 05 Lessons Learned (See Appendix E2.2 for specific subls)
Restart 4 To completely restart a school and change the milunong existing students requires a
(3 DCPS, significant investment of time and money, andribisan attractive proposition for many leaders
1 DYS taken | and organizations. Having enough staff on hand ateoaligned with a common vision and can
gxgt% spread a strong academic culture quickly is criti¢daving a building that makes students feel
proud of their school is another important envira@mntal factor. In a restart, such as Anacostia
High School, community engagement is also a cliinacess factor.
Closure a7 Closure is an important part of DC’s overall strgieto reduce the number of low-achieving seats
(35 DCPS, 12/in the District. In several instances — such asrBeg, Birney, Clark and Douglass — the space
PCSB) seats of underperforming and under-enrolled scha@ee given to charter LEAs that were able
provide a high-quality education to students.
Transformation| 13 As with all the interventions, leadership changexsemely important. A strong leader is the
(13 DCPS)  |linchpin in any turnaround plan. Another criticabmponent of turnaround is strategic planning

—

ensure a phase-by-phase approach to transformakimmally, because history in DC shows that
transformation is not always a sufficiently aggresssolution, DC has moved to expand its
portfolio of plans to include more closure, turnaral, and restarts under the new administration.

=

These lessons informed DC’s approach to subsedutententions as well as the RTTT Turnaround Pédenfollows:

Table E2.2 School Intervention Lessons Learned an@TTT Turnaround Plan Implications

Lesson Learned

Implications for DC Turnaround Plan

authority.

Turnaround work is not inherently attractive . It is
difficult to convince potential leaders and/or extd
partners to work in schools with a history of dréima

underperformance and insufficient support, faetiitiand Facilities: Ensure that the State’s plans for modernizingetbol

Support: Enable the Office of School Innovation, the intediary
organization between partnership schools and D&P&pand its
operations and provide higher quality support tdnea schools.

facilities within five years aligns with the timeé for turnaround,
such that there is a coordinated effort to moderschools due for
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turnaround on timeline that positions the school for ultimate exs.

Authority: Explore the option of giving the Chancellor of D&EP
chartering authority, which, if enacted, would deatharter schools
to have autonomy (e.g., in staffing) while turnax@und schools.

Turnaround work is expensive, and thus it is importan
to be thoughtful about additional resources thaghinbe
required above and beyond formula funding to ensuré
that additional investments are warranted and agiev

t Careful analyses of budgets from current turnarapetrators affirms
the belief that additional per student fundingegded to help fund

2the variance between formula funding and requiggzhcity to
execute a swift school turnaround.

Resources:Give turnaround schools the resources they neéal to
establish a strong, positive adult presence irbthieling, and (b)
provide adequate support services, while ensuhagthe schools
have thoughtful plans for the most efficient allb@a of resources

Turnaround work is strategically challengingand
requires careful planning, sequencing, and preaiton.
It also requires thoughtful engagement of community
stakeholders at key points throughout the process.

DC will fund a planning year for turnaround teamgitaft thoughtful
strategic plans, recruit turnaround teachers, agage the
community to ensure that all the necessary elenaetaligned for
successful turnaround.

The success of turnaround work depends on having
strong leadership,and a human capital strategy with
specific turnaround training is critical.

Leadership Training: DCPS will expand capacity in both the Offig
of School Innovation to manage partnerships witlcational
management organizations and in the Office of Hu@apitalto
develop, evaluate, and coach the turnaround teanmmsghout their
planning year.

Turnaround work is strategically challengingand
requires careful planning, sequencing, and preaiton.
It also requires thoughtful engagement of community
stakeholders at key points throughout the process.

DC will fund a planning year for turnaround teamgitaft thoughtful
strategic plans, recruit turnaround teachers, agage the
community to ensure that all the necessary elenaetaligned for
successful turnaround.

Turnaround work has a ripple effect throughout the
District and must be done with consideration of syste
wide impact. It is difficult to completely overhastaff at
multiple schools simultaneously, because teachers a
often shuffled between low-achieving schools. It is
important to balance the desire to move swiftlyhiite
need for a careful system-wide approach.

DC will use all four turnaround strategies and exty phased
napproaches to turning around schools in the boB%of low-
achieving schools, as well as in schools thatahin the broader
bottom 20%, committing to turn schools around wntthie timeline of
the grant, but recognizing the problems inheremtyimg to front-load
all turnarounds.
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DCPS Plans

Lessons from recent DC efforts have already begumférm the District’s ongoing approach to schawharound. Of the 10
schools identified for improvement according to éfs@ve definition, five have already been targéedurnaround using one of
the four models defined in this notice. Of the otiwese schools, two are “restarts,” two are “tiamsations,” and one is a

“turnaround.” All have requisite evaluation systeimglace as a result of IMPACT, outlined in Sentd?2.

Restarts

Anacostia High School — under partnership with ié&hip Public Schools — and Dunbar High Schooldeupartnership with
Friends of Bedford — are both restarts. Anacosta @losed and then reopened in Fall 2009 undemdsiep Public Schools, an
operator that has a track record of success innBaie, with a completely new leadership team, staftl instructional program.
Though achievement results are not yet availab#alihg indicators such as safety and security,edisas ninth grade credit
attainment, are promising. The leadership teammaicAstia HS has been deeply involved in helpingtiiMdk about its turnaround
strategy for the RTTT application in terms of hunecapital and financial resource needs. Dunbar ISigiool was also closed and
reopened under a proven non-profit organizatioenés of Bedford, in Fall 2009. Like Anacostia, DanHS was reopened under
a completely new leadership team, staff, and iet'rnal program. Friends of Bedford has also takesr the management of
Coolidge High School, which according to the deiom did not make the list of 10 persistently lotvashieving schools, but was
in the NCLB restructuring phase, thus demonstrdiifigs commitment to applying bold interventionsatbroader set of schools
that fall within the bottom 20% of low-achievinghemls.

Transformation

There are two schools on the “persistently lowestieving schools” list that are already implemegtantransformation strategy:
Luke C. Moore Academy and Hamilton Center. Botlostty which serve specialized populations, have sgailar strategies, and
DCPS is constantly evaluating the approach andtsesumake adjustments as necessary. For exampite,C. Moore Academy
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strives to provide a competent and compassionatesndary educational setting for young people betvthe ages of 16-20 who
have dropped out of high school or were not beerges! by traditional school options. Notwithstamgihe fact that Luke C.
Moore serves a student population with very specéieds, DCPS was concerned by low attendanceanadegst scores, and
recognized the need for strong leadership at aotdke Luke C. Moore more than anywhere. In F&02, DCPS changed the
school's leadership. The new principal is a fori®@ehool Improvement Officer with extensive expergemgth at-risk youth and
disengaged student populations. With the suppddGRS, the principal built a top-notch team, inahgda Dean of Students with
experience in alternative education, an Instrueti@oach with 30+ years of experience in urban atioic, and an Assistant
Principal from New Leaders for New Schools. Thestitnted a new master schedule, packed with credavery, college prep
classes, and an internship program. This yeaes@ance rates have already risen to a daily a#erb§3% versus last year’s dajly
average of 32% under the former school leader3ip.number of graduates has doubled from 35 tevitb,an additional 20
students expected to graduate after summer sdmisgtd¢ar. Additionally, DC-BAS scores have inceshby 100% in both math
and literacy.

Turnarounds

Eastern High School is the best example of a “ptuaiaround school from DC'’s persistently lowedtiacing list. The school is
currently being closed under a grade-by-grade pbasesuch that in School Year 2010-11 the schalblenroll only an outgoing
12 grade class; in School Year 2011-12, the schabbegin rebuilding and with a new incomin@ grade class. A new leader for

the school is being hired while at the same tingestthool’s staff is being reconstituted. DCPS hes eompletely overhauled the

—

building in ways to help catalyze Eastern High Silsanuch needed culture change. Eastern’s neslefsaip team will represen
the first of the turnaround teams funded througA R10 spend a year of planning, community engageed leadership
development before commencing the turnaround im&cYear 11-12.

Five additional schools that are not in the bot&¥nof DC’s lowest-achieving schools are also cutyamdergoing a turnaround
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intervention aligned with the definition of turnarad in this notice (three schools fall in the bottd0% of schools, and all five
schools are among the 50 lowest-achieving schadlxJ). For example, at Wheatley (formerly Webb-Wlesa, a high-achieving
administrator from a school in a high-income sactdDC was targeted for transfer and moved to Wégan School Year 2008-
09, to oversee its reconstitution. The principas\ga&en authority over hiring, resulting in lesanb0% of former staff being
rehired. Although the school is still in the staation phase, initial cultural indicators of charaye promising, and an increase in
enrollment suggests that families are regainindidence in the school.

Highlights of the work being done in DCPS turnardgchools include:

Replace Principal and Grant Operational Flexibility: hire new principals, reconstitute staff, give pijgal control over budget,
allow flexibility in terms of scheduling (e.qg., dole blocks for literacy and math, half-credit cag$o provide more immediate

credit accumulation opportunities)

Measure Effectiveness of Staff and Rehire Lessthan 50% of Preexisting Staff: rehire less than 50% of preexisting staff, measure
and evaluate all staff with IMPACT (see Section D2)

I mplement Human Capital Strategies: use multiple pipeline strategies with non-profisyvide TEAM awards as incentives for
schools with 20% increases in reading and mathyigeegoerformance pay through IMPACT for highly efige teachers (see
Section D2)

L everage Professional Development: provide job-embedded professional developmentefachers through Master Teachers and

Instructional Coaches

I mplement a New Governance Structure: explore new governance structures, including Wegat participation in a
“Collaborative for Change” with a new reportingwstiure and DCPS’s capacity building in the Offié&ohool Innovation to

oversee new school models
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I mplement a High-Quality Instructional Program: provide a strong foundation for managing the udional program through th

Teaching and Learning Framework and provide mamgatmlaborative planning time (at least 30 minutiesy)
Use of Student Data: use DC-BAS and DC-CAS as well as formative assessif@ instruction and differentiation of instnoct

Increase Learning Time: schedule evening credit recovery and Saturday é&lémy (HS), summer school and after-school “Power

Hour”

Provide Wraparound Services. coordinate wraparound services through the Mayaffise and Interagency Collaboration and

Services Integration Commissiol€SIC)

In addition to continuing to support these restaansformation, and turnaround interventions, D@#Barget the remaining
schools on the list of persistently lowest-achigvachools and ensure that each school has defirteninglemented an explicit
turnaround plan by Fall 2012. It will also targddaional schools on the broader list of DC’s lotvashieving 20% of schools for
intervention and will engage in conversations vpithential turnaround leaders and operators, inotutigh-achieving charter
schools, about the potential for their interventiothese lowest-achieving schools. The strategigned below will ensure the

success of these current and future efforts.

In parallel, the PCSB, in partnership with OSSHI| wiplement a plan for the sole charter schootlmcurrent list of persistently
low-achieving schools, through the approach oudlimethe PCSB’s Performance Management Framework.

The strategies detailed below will ensure the sseoé these current and future efforts.
(B) Provide Preparation Support for Potential Turnaround Teams

As DC considered its turnaround plan, current astéial turnaround operators and leaders proviglegluable feedback about

what they require to support and/or manage schwoatound efforts in the District. One criticalipportant element was the
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guarantee of funding for a planning year that wallow a school to develop an explicit and inteméibturnaround plan in order t
help ensure the greatest likelihood of executiartess and, ultimately, improvements to studentaement. RTTT funds will be
used to build capacity in the Office of Human Cabiht order to provide logistical support, professil development, evaluation,
and on-site coaching to the planning teams.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Establish new organizational chart and job respwlitggs for the Office of Human Capital: SpringZZ0) DCPS
2. Submit these, along with a sustainability plantiioreline beyond the life of the RTTT grant, to OSSEmmer 2010, DCPS
3. Hire new team member: Summer/Fall 2010, DCPS

4. Upon identification of schools for turnaroudecide which schools will be turned around inahhof the next three years and
assemble administrative teams to take on the toumais, Fall 2010 and ongoing, DCPS Office of Schmodvation and the
Office of Human Capital

5. Fund planning years for administrative teavhe will take on the turnaround of a school in fibkowing school year: Fall
2010 and ongoing for life of grant, OSSE

DC will fund a total of 8 teams over the life ottgrant. To the extent that the persistently lovaesieving schools do not
require them (for example, in schools where plagmsralready underway), the teams will be usedito &round schools in the
bottom 20% of schools.

(C) Align School Modernization Efforts to Support Shool Turnaround

DC has undertaken a five-year School Moderniza®iam for all schools in the District. This curredfitort can be made even morge
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strategic by aligning the timeline for modernizatof specific schools with DCPS timelines for tuand. DME will coordinate
with DCPS to ensure that DCPS turnaround planseasupported, wherever possible, by facilities mwpments that can

complement needed environmental changes to schools.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Facilitate discussions between the Mayor’'s Offi@sionsible for the Facilities Modernization Plan)l the DCPS Team
responsible for planning and executing turnarougdarterly, starting in Summer 2010 (for life oagt and beyond), OSSE

(D) Provide Differential Funding for Turnaround Schools

For reasons noted earlier, DC’s turnaround plaludes the provision of additional per-student fungdior the first four years of a
school’s turnaround, restart, or transformationéf. Starting at $1,000 per student for the fingt years, the differential funding
phases out over years three ($750 per studentipand$500), when DC expects the turnaround efftorisave taken hold such that
schools can plan for more sustainable per pupdifun In 2009, this funding was provided to D@around schools by private
donors, without which many schools might not hagerbable to meet critical staffing needs, includmgon-the-ground / in-
school placement of staff from turnaround partigiaaizations. In order to be awarded the suppleahget-pupil funding for
turnaround efforts, DCPS will work in close collabon with the turnaround school and, where apple, turnaround partner
organization to outline how additional funding vk put to use to support strategic and sustairaadbid@ties that meet the unique
needs of turnaround school students. In additiomdg will be aligned with any SIG 1003(g) allocaso

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Develop a plan for use of differential funding &ach school in turnaround (for turnarounds begmiie following Fall):
Spring of each year, DCPS
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2. Provide differential funding for turnaround schob&sed on number ctudent: served: Fall of each year, DC

(E) Ensure Capacity for Strong Management of Turnaound Partnerships

DCPS needs capacity to effectively manage and stipp@artnerships with organizations that wikpllead roles in turning
around DC schools. RTTT funds will help will suppoapacity-building in DCPS’s Office of School Inration, which oversees
all turnaround efforts under the leadership of Jdalman, former Chicago Public Schools schoolfplstoffice manager who
helped launch that city’s turnaround strategy.

ACTIVITIES, TIMELINE and RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

1. Establish new organizational chart and job respwiiiges for the Office of School Innovation: Spgir2010, DCPS
2. Submit these, along with a sustainability plantioreline beyond the life of the RTTT grant, to OSSEmmer 2010, DCPS
3. Hire new team members: Summer/Fall 2010, DCPS

As noted in the Budget Summary Narrative, Scho@rbwement Grants provide additional funds to suppwnaround efforts. DQ
plans to use RTTT dollars and School ImprovememinGrin a seamless strategy to execute the oneerdhan articulated

above.

_ TISQRWOX | NmM| NmM| NmM| M
Performance MeasuresThe number of schools for which one of the four| & & %28 22| B3| B3| B3| B2
school intervention models (described in Appendix\l be initiated each | 2™ e g§ %' R T Le Le | LS
year =) owm owm owm owm
R B<| B<| <

Schools on the Persistently Lowest Achieving List 5 2 2 2 0

Schools beyond the Persistently Lowest Achievirgy Li 46 7 5 5 5
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(F) General (55 total points)
State Reform Conditions Criteria

(F)(1) Making education funding a priority (10 points)
The extent to which—

(i) The percentage of the total revenues availabtee State (as defined in this notice) that wesed to support elementary,
secondary, and public higher education for FY 20@8 greater than or equal to the percentage dabthkrevenues available to the
State (as defined in this notice) that were usesliport elementary, secondary, and public higlecation for FY 2008; and

(i) The State’s policies lead to equitable fund{ay between high-need LEAs (as defined in thigcediand other LEAs, and (b)
within LEAS, between high-poverty schools (as dadimn this notice) and other schools.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(1)(i):
¢ Financial data to show whether and to what extgo¢rditures, as a percentage of the total revesneakable to the State
(as defined in this notice), increased, decreasetmained the same.

Evidence for (F)(1)(ii):
e Any supporting evidence the State believes wilhblpful to peer reviewers.

Recommended maximum response length: Three pages
The District of Columbia is primed for rapid eduoatinnovation and improvement. Education fundisi@ iDistrict priority, and

DC'’s charter laws are the strongest in the na#latonomous schools are encouraged not only throhglcharter sector, but also

within DCPS. From preschool to college, DC is posiéd to meet the needs of all its students, inafuthose who need special
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programming. Due to these conditions and the sseale of DC, RTTT funding will be leveraged for rmadm impact in the

District of Columbia.

(F)(1)(i) Making education funding a priority: Total revenues

The District of Columbia’s budget is comprised e¥asn major funding clusters, with Education beimg $econd highest-funded
(only slightly behind Health and Human Serviceg)e Education funding cluster also includes Libsr@ffice of Public

Education Facilities Modernization, Non-Public Tant, Special Education Transportation, Public GdéraBchool Board, Teachers'
Retirement System, DC Public Schools, and DC Ch&thools. Cluster-level funding for Fiscal YealV[R2008 and 2009 is

outlined in the table below. More specific detaiprovided in Appendix F1.1.

Table F1.1 Education Funding as Percent of Total Bidget, FY 2008-09

FY08 FY09
Education Cluster $1,284,308,000 $1,401,649,000
Total Budget $5,767,841,000 $5,964,091,000
Education as Percent of Total 22.3% 23.5%

Taking into account only local funds for LEAs (DCPIs public charter schools) and higher educatioatrend of increased

revenue continues:

Table F1.2 Elementary, Secondary and Higher Educatn Funding as Percent of Total Budget, FY 2008-09

FY08 FY09
Elementary and Secondary $801,808,655 $855,204,181
Higher Education $62,569,786 $62,070,000
Total Budget $5,767,841,000 $5,964,091,000
Elementary, Secondary and Higher Education 0 0
Funding as Percent of Total Budget 15.0% 15.4%
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Education is of the highest priority in DC, as eefed by this budget. DC is clearly committed tacadion reform as demonstrate
by increased school funding, even in difficult egonc times. In fact, city agencies within the Dithave recently been directed
by the mayor to absorb deeper budget cuts in anteff hold school funding stable. With the heldederal stimulus funds, DC’s
education spending increased in the FY2009 and E§2Ddgets, despite projected revenue declindact, in FY2009 and
FY2010 budgets, education spending was the onlgdiuarea with consistent or increased funding,thedMayor has proposed
another increase in the per-student formula amfouriEY 2011.

(F)(1)(i1) Making Education Funding a Priority: Equitable Funding

Equitable DC education funding is achieved vialmgorm Per Student Funding Formula (UPSFF), asiread in DC Official
Code § 38-2901 to 2912. The UPSFF is neutral arh&ifs, as it determines the annual operating fundamgeach LEA in DC
based on specific per-pupil amounts. Every stugenerates funding for its LEA in the same manneriarthe same amount,
whether the student chooses to attend DCPS onmtech&A. Funding under the UPSFF is a straighttmavprocess: each studer
receives a ‘foundation level’ of funding, estabéishoy law at $8,770 for FY2010 (and establishedialiynthrough legislation to
approve the overall budget). Although the foundatevel is the same for all students, DC’s compeeat higher level of per-pupi
funding reflects the District’s disproportionatdiigh level of high-poverty students. Additional mdual student weightings are
applied based on grade level, special educatia,land limited/non-English proficiency, as apprag (a complete description @
the UPSFF weightings is provided in Appendix F1At)ditional Title | funds flow through OSSE to Dist LEAs serving children
living at the greatest poverty levels.

In a 2006Ed Weekanking of per pupil expenditures across the nafixC ranked 18in the nation, even after adjustments for
regional cost differences. DC invests significamlgducation and is working on improving its reseuefficiency and
collaborative strategies to support meaningfulmataUltimately, RTTT funds will serve as a stratemivestment in the
development of systems and processes that enatalen§udollars to be leveraged for results.
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(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-pedrming charter schools and other innovative school@40 points)
The extent to which—

() The State has a charter school law that doepmohibit or effectively inhibit increasing thember of high-performing charter
schools (as defined in this notice) in the Stateasared (as set forth in Appendix B) by the pergabf total schools in the State
that are allowed to be charter schools or othervastrict student enrollment in charter schools;

(i) The State has laws, statutes, regulationguaelines regarding how charter school authcsizgprove, monitor, hold
accountable, reauthorize, and close charter schagtarticular, whether authorizers require thatient achievement (as defined
this notice) be one significant factor, among ather authorization or renewal; encourage chadieoals that serve student
populations that are similar to local district statipopulations, especially relative to high-needents (as defined in this notice);,
and have closed or not renewed ineffective chadkeools;

(i) The State’s charter schools receive (ad@eh in Appendix B) equitable funding comparedraditional public schools, and a

commensurate share of local, State, and Fedemhues;

(iv) The State provides charter schools with fumgdior facilities (for leasing facilities, purchasgifacilities, or making tenant
improvements), assistance with facilities acqusitiaccess to public facilities, the ability to han bonds and mill levies, or othe

supports; and the extent to which the State doesnpmse any facility-related requirements on aftasthools that are stricter than

those applied to traditional public schools; and

(v) The State enables LEAs to operate innovaauéonomous public schools (as defined in this eptather than charter schools.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(2)(i):
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e A description of the State’s applicable laws, seguregulations, or other relevant legal documents

e The number of charter schools allowed under Sgateaihd the percentage this represents of thertotaber of schools in
the State.

e The number and types of charter schools curreqtéyating in the State.

Evidence for (F)(2)(ii):
e A description of the State’s approach to chartbostaccountability and authorization, and a desiom of the State’s
applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or othiewveat legal documents.

e For each of the last five years:
o0 The number of charter school applications madéenState.
o The number of charter school applications approved.
o The number of charter school applications denietiraasons for the denials (academic, financial, dovoliment,

other).

o The number of charter schools closed (includingteinachools that were not reauthorized to operate)

Evidence for (F)(2)(iii):
e A description of the State’s applicable statutegufations, or other relevant legal documents.
e A description of the State’s approach to chartbostfunding, the amount of funding passed thraagbharter schools per
student, and how those amounts compare with toaditipublic school per-student funding allocations.

Evidence for (F)(2)(iv):
e A description of the State’s applicable statutegutations, or other relevant legal documents.
e A description of the statewide facilities suppgutsvided to charter schools, if any.

Evidence for (F)(2)(v):

e A description of how the State enables LEAs to afgemnovative, autonomous public schools (as ddfin this notice)
other than charter schools.

Recommended maximum response length: Six pages
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(F)(2)(i) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performingcharter schools and other innovative schools: Growtof charters

Enacted by Congress for the District in 1995, tbleo®! Reform Act (codified at D.C. Official Code&3800 et seq.) has provide
the framework for innovate and effective chartetiays. According to the Center for Educational Refe publication,Race to the
Top for Charter Schools: Which States Have whatakes to Wirf2009), the District of Columbia boasts the stesigharter laws
in the US, receiving an “A” for its laws governigbarter schools. DC’s vibrant network of chartdrosis reflects this favorable

environment. With 57 charter LEAs and 96 chartenmases serving 28,066 students in DC, 38.0% ofipsbhool children attend

public charter schools and 42.5% of DC schoolshegters (both percentages are higher than any othan district except New
Orleans). Given the combined funding streams frdii Rdollars that are available to LEAs via formglailocation and

competitive grant processes, DC charter schoolslagile to access $40.1MM, or 36%, of the totjuested grant award, setting

the stage for DC to serve as a model of cross+sedtaation reform.

DC'’s charter schools also reflect a diverse pddfof schools that serves various student grogpade levels based on each
charter’s guiding philosophy. An overview of DC da types by grade levels is below:

Table F2.1 Charter Schools by Type, School Year 28609

Charter School Type Number of Schools| Charter School Type| Number of Schools
Early Childhood 11 Middle School 8

Early Childhood/Elementary 11 Middle/High School 6

Early Childhood/Adult 1 High School 11
Charter School Type Number of Schools| Charter School Type| Number of Schools
Elementary School 15 High School/Adulf 3
Elementary/Middle School 22 Adult 1
Elementary/Middle/High School 4 Total for 2008-09 93

DC Official Code § 38-1802.03 allows eligible cleximg authorities to approve up to twenty annuétipas to establish a public
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charter school. As demonstrated in the chart in(k(2his Congressionally-adopted cap is well edaemand for charter school
approvals and has not in any way stifled demarddchartering authorities to limit the number etipons approved (the numbe

=

of petitions has never exceeded 20). The high peage of DC students who attend charter schoolalsasdemonstrated that the
School Reform Act provision has had no negativeaichn charter growth. Between 2004 and 2008, arage of five charter
schools was approved each year. Moreover, withapaoo expansion campuses, successful charter soterokasily increase
capacity or replicate their models with approvahirthe charter authorizer without counting againstcap. The ratio of charter to
DCPS campuses is 1.34, and DC also boasts 15 camtipus charter LEAs. Ultimately, there is no piadtiimit to growth of the
charter sector and no legal or practical limithe humber of students who can be served by chaatherols, highlighting an

=

unfettered opportunity for DC’s ongoing charter &xpion. The District’s strong support of chartdrosds as models of innovatio
and autonomy extends even further, as DCPS Chanéttlee is considering requesting chartering aughfmr DCPS. This move

would allow DCPS to engage more readily in schestarts and to use charters for turnaround efforts.

(F)(2)(ii) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performincgcharter schools and other innovative schools: Chagtr law

The District’s mature charter law provisions explycoutline how charter authorizers approve, monand oversee, hold
accountable, reauthorize, and, as needed, revakeech [see D.C. Official Code §38-1802.01 -03 (apal), 838-1802.13 8§838-
1802.11 (oversight), 838-1802.12 (renewal), 8382188 & 13a (revocation)].

DC Code § 38-1802.06 establishes DC'’s public chadleools as open-enrollment institutions, opeallt®C resident children.

This statutory provision explicitly prohibits publcharter schools from limiting enrollment on tlasis of a student's race, color,
religion, national origin, language spoken, intetllal or athletic ability, measures of achievenwraptitude, or status as a student
with special needs (although public charter schowy limit enrollment to specific grade levels).cimses where student

applications exceed capacity, local statute regumat public charter schools use a random sefeptiocess or lottery to admit
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students. DC’s public charter schools currentlys&8% African-American, 8% Latino(a), and 80% exmitally disadvantaged
students, which reflect higher concentrations afarty and economically disadvantaged than enroiisé DCPS schools. Since

D

its creation, OSSE has taken significant stepsitowage and ensure compliance with IDEA (Individwath Disabilities
Education Act) requirements among all LEAs. Pubharter schools, like DCPS, are required to progidentinuum of services
and serve all students regardless of special n€ISE issued guidance on charter admissions pgadhds past year to
specifically underscore an LEA’s obligation to atlstudents regardless of a child’s special needsa&o to outline prohibited
discriminatory practices.

Charter school accountability in the District ofl@mbia is strong. Charter schools are subject tnahmonitoring by PCSB
(currently the District’s only charter authorizeay well as a comprehensive review process ewsgygars to ensure charter
compliance, as outlined in DC Official Code § 38282. Under §38-1802.13, a chartering authority ne@oke a charter if it is
determined that the school has: violated the chageeement, including violations related to thacadion of students with
disabilities; “failed to meet the goals and studsrademic achievement expectations set forth iclibeter;” or presented a case pf
fiscal mismanagement. Although this process isadyeaigorous, PCSB continues to pursue accourtiaklilth the introduction of
the Performance Management Framework, a commorefvank that is used to evaluate charter school p@dace against
rigorous standards. The table below provides ayeer history of charter school applications, witwlals, approvals, denials, and
measures taken to close non-performing charterodeho
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Table F2.2 DC Charter Authorization History, 2004-®

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Total
Total 19 19 17 13 10 N/A 78
Applications
Denials 9 13 14 7 8 0 51
(65%)
Approvals 10 6 3 6 2 0 27
(35%)
Replications 0 4 5 2 7 7 25
Approved
Charter 0 2 1 1 0 4
Revoked
Charter 1 0 3 1 2 1 8
Relinquished

Charter school accountability in the District isosig. Between 2004 and 2009, 27 new DC charters ey@proved, 51 were denied,
and four were revoked. This approval rate is ceesiswvith historical trends, as PCSB has histoycabproved only 34% of all
applications, demonstrating a commitment to enguthiat only petitions for high-performing chartare approved in the first
place. Over the last five years, 12 charter scheel® closed. Of these closures, four charters vemeked, and eight were
relinquished after an intensive monitoring and eavprocess. The Center for Education Reform’s 280€&®untability Report cites
operational, management, academic performanceiautcfal challenges as reasons for most charteosciosures in DC and

concludes by lauding the PCSB as having “createdjtid standard in charter school accountability.”

(F)(2)(ii) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performincgcharter schools and other innovative schools: Fundg

As outlined in F1(ii), above, DC's UPSFF ensurasaédunding for every public school student, re¢essl of the type of LEA in
which a student is enrolled. Both charter LEAs B@PS are funded according to the same student-l@sedla, where total funds
are based on October 5 enrollment counts subnfiftédE As and audited by an independent auditing Gommissioned by OSSE.
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All District charter schools qualify as LEAs or etlvise eligible sub-recipients under federal edacattatutes and therefore receiv

1%

equitable access to major federal education forguaat (with the exception of three charters thatusively serve 3- and 4-year old
students who do not qualify for Title | funding lwiho instead qualify for local Pre-K innovation gréunding).

(F)(2)(iv) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performingcharter schools and other innovative schools: Fadiles funding

In addition to UPSFF funding, public charter scisaalko receive a per-student facilities allowaesgablished by DC Official
Code § 38-2908. In FY 2010, this amount is $2,880pupil, which can be used for facilities leasipgtchase, financing,
construction, maintenance, and repair. DC Offi€latle 8§ 38-1804.01 further allows the Mayor andDigrict of Columbia
Council to “adjust the amount of the annual paymenb increase the amount of such payment fardipcharter school to take
into account leases or purchases of, or improvesrtenteal property, if the school...requests sucadinstment.” The chart below
illustrates Charter School Facilities per-pupildimg amounts for non residential charter schoal2@1-2008.

4.0K1

Figure F2.1 Charter School Facilities Allowance,
FY 2001-08

Facilities Allowance Per Student

Fy 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08
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Enhanced funding streams for public charter scfamlities have been made possible through the aeuccomponent of DC’s
annual federal payment from the federal governmehich supports several public charter school itaesl programs. These
include: (1) a $30 million Direct Loan Fund thabypides low-cost real estate backed loans of u@2tmflion; (2) a $22 million
Credit Enhancement Fund that provides loan ane lgaarantees to facilitate financing and encoucagemercial bank lending;
(3) the City Build Incentive grant program, whicashinvested approximately $14 million in the forfgoants of up to $1 MM to
encourage the location of quality public chartdrosis in strategic neighborhoods; and (4) the eukdicilities Grant program,
which has invested $6.5 million in former DCPS 8ings leased to public charter schools. In addit@8SE manages the Charter
School Incubator Initiative (CSlI), an innovativelpic-private partnership supported through a $fioni Credit Enhancement
grant awarded by the US Department of Educatioe. &Il provides “incubator space” for new publi@atkr schools in need of
space, which allows them to grow and stabilize teefaking on greater facility and financial respbilisies.

DC public charter schools also benefit from varipusgrams managed through the DC Office of the Beplayor for Planning
and Economic Development (DMPED). The largest andtrwidely used program is the District’'s IndudtR&@venue Bond
program, which enables non-profit organizationsluding public charter schools, to access low-dastexempt bond financing
for commercial real estate projects. In additioMRED has awarded Qualified Zone Academy Bonds, ieciSchool
Construction Bonds, and grants from the Neighbodhowestment Fund to public charter schools in suippf facilities projects.
The Office of Public Charter School Financing angb®rt within OSSE oversees these various finagtbns and provides
guidance to public charters navigating the system.

In an effort to make public school facility spacermaccessible to charter schools, DC Official Ce@8-1802.09 gives the “right
of first offer” for any current or former public lsool property to “an eligible applicant whose petitto establish a public charter
school has been conditionally approved.” This s&awealso states, “Any District of Columbia publicheol that was approved to
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become a conversion public charter school ... $taak the right to exclusively occupy the faciitibe school occupied as a
District of Columbia public school under a leased@eriod of not less than 25 years, renewabladditional 25-year periods as
long as the school maintains its charter at theaagpgd value of the property based on use of tbpgrty for school purposes.” DC
Official Code § 38-1831.01 extends a similar righfirst offer to charter schools for leasing spagthin underutilized DCPS
school facilities. Both the Mayor and DCPS Chamgathaintain a strong interest in providing an irteento high-achieving
charters by helping to address critical facilite®ds. For example, the Mayor’s Office is explotimg possibility of linking
facilities leasing opportunities to student acadeparformance as a means of providing incentivesrawards to high-achieving
schools. Together, the funding streams describedeaprovide a significant and accessible resowrceublic charter schools to
build or lease and maintain quality school fa@hti

(F)(2)(v) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performingcharter schools and other innovative schools: Autarmous schools

School autonomy as a condition for reform and iratiow is a key component of the District’'s eduaatieform landscape, as
evidenced by the large proliferation of charterosdb. School autonomy is important to charter sss@nd growth, and DC seeks
to support such autonomy wherever possible (fomgie, through OSSE policies and LEA guidance omtii@mal restrictions on
how charters use funding).

School autonomy is also relevant for DCPS effakisthe District’s only traditional geographic LERCPS has benefitted from a
mayoral priority to support district-wide schoohavation, including school autonomy. Chancellor ®&beeated DCPS'’s Office of
School Innovation (OSI) to increase the level ekdsity and innovation in DCPS’s school portfolidhis office, led by Josh
Edelman (former Chicago Public Schools school pbatioffice manager who helped launch that cityisyaround strategy),
pursues a relentless focus on innovative and @feeathole school reform initiatives and models tbantribute directly to

improving student academic achievement. For exanapileird grade student from one of DC’s high-poyweeighborhoods who

loves math should have the opportunity to atteBd' BM elementary school near her home. DC’s rapivesmtion of its school
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system is focused on ensuring that all childreespective of test scores or where they live, la@eess to innovative schools tha

meet their unique needs.

OSl is currently focused on the development andampntation of nine different innovative school ratsjl three of which are
autonomous school models: Autonomous Schools, Di@l@wative for Change (DC3), and Partnership Stsha@urrently, 17
DCPS schools operate under one of these threecantars projects, described below:

—+

Autonomous Schools (4 schools)lesigned to provide schools that have demonsitietademic success with the structural
space to innovate as a means of further increasudgent academic achievement. Schools that aréegrantonomy

receive enhanced flexibility in five core areasddpet, instructional program, professional developmnechedule (within
parameters), and textbooks. Eligibility for automars status requires that 75% of a school’s stuoleay be proficient in
math and reading drave averaged more than 10% growth in both reaatidgmath over the previous three years. In orger

to qualify, a school must also complete a lettante#nt and receive a score of at least threech asea of a Quality Schoo
Review (QSR), and a score of four in “Leadership*ieeaching and Learning.”

DC Collaborative for Change (DC3) (10 schools)PC3 brings together principals from ten elementaiyools with a
diverse set of challenges for the purpose of argaticitywide cluster of likeminded elementary ssloDC3 relies on a
shared culture of achievement and shared resotar¢e¥ improve teaching practice, (b) improve lgalg capacity acros

1°2)

schools, and (c) increase teacher retention wétuttimate goals of enhancing equity among DCP®alshand improving
student achievement. DC3 schools are granted nmbo@@my in the areas of budget, instructional paogrprofessional
development, scheduling, and textbooks. This mbdglacted as a foundation for the Professional Ganti@s of
Effectiveness (PLaCEs) described in Section D5.

Partnership Schools (3 schoolsPartnership schools are designed to improve schdinlre and student achievement at

chronically low-achieving high schools through telaships with turnaround organizations that hargetfical — and
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successful — experience in turning around high alsh&urrently, Friendship Public Charter Schoalkich serves over
4,000 students in DC and Maryland public and puttharter schools, is managing turnaround effor&snacostia High
School. Friends of Bedford, the organization belvis Bedford Academy High School (ranked in 20@%o@e of New
York State’s best high schools), is playing the saate in DC’s Coolidge High School and Dunbar Highool. These
partnerships exemplify the promising potentialiforovative collaboration between DC’s charter sedPS, and
external partners and underscore the ability oftehand DCPS partners to work together to turnradC’s lowest-
achieving schools. Ultimately, such tangible exaamf collaboration are a common priority in DCuieational reform
efforts and represent a commitment to removingiér@to change. Together, these elements poshii®District uniquely
among states with regard to opportunities for irive cross-sector collaboration.

(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform condtions (5 points)

The extent to which the State, in addition to infation provided under other State Reform ConditiGrigeria, has created,
through law, regulation, or policy, other conditgsoflavorable to education reform or innovation thete increased student
achievement or graduation rates, narrowed achievegaps, or resulted in other important outcomes.

In the text box below, the State shall describeutsent status in meeting the criterion. The n#ékra or attachments shall also
include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, laow each piece of evidence demonstrates thesS¢afccess in meeting the
criterion. The narrative and attachments may atsdude any additional information the State belgewal be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appentite in the narrative the location where the eltt@ments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(3):
e A description of the State’s other applicable kdya@ation laws, statutes, regulations, or relevegilldocuments.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages
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(F)(3): Demonstrating other significant reform conditions

Universal Pre-Kindergarten

DC'’s education reform efforts span all ages andgsand include strong early-education opportunitiat are designed to align
with and prepare students for success in kindezgahd elementary school. DC recognizes that trst suecessful students begin
with a solid foundation built through early eduoati

In 2008, the DC Council passed the “Pre-K Enhancg@ed Expansion Act” (DC Official Code § 38-273,0dhich embodies the
strong commitment of DC to school readiness. Thesae multi-pronged initiative that will createghi-quality and universally
available Pre-Kindergarten (PK) education servind3C, through a mixed delivery system that incei@CPS, public charter
schools, community-based organizations, and Heard I3f 2014. State-led initiatives include: theabshment of high-quality
standards and quality assessments; a capacity aymtibpgram evaluation that utilizes nationallyogeized assessment tools to
gauge program quality (including program structliaeguage and literacy environment, quality ofnnstional support, classroom
climate, and classroom management); and admindgtraf locally-funded program assistance funds iandntive grants designed

to help PK programs meet high-quality standards.

LEA-level strategies for Pre-K are detaileddompetition Priority #3: Innovations for Improviriarly Learning Outcomesyhich
outlines robust support for creating a pipelinsafool-ready children within the early childhoodtse.

Special Education Interventions
True education transformation and reform in DC catake place without addressing deep and longdstgrchallenges within
DC'’s special education system. As a result of Di@ilsire to appropriately serve students with spam&ds, many families seek

alternative placements — often in private factitiefor their children. This presents a significemst burden for the District and
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indicates a basic inability to meet student neblds$.only is it a moral imperative to provide highality special education service

[}

within DC, it is also an economic imperative. D@sent efforts are designed explicitly to curthé financial and political drain

on city resources caused by too many students adnare the services of out-of-district special eion schools. This move will
not only serve students more effectively, it wil@afree energy and resources for other refornrisffinat can be allocated toward
sustaining initiatives begun under RTTT.

Since 2007, OSSE and DCPS have taken serioustst@pstly address the challenges with the spesmlaication system. At DCPS,
efforts are underway to improve the overall quadtyrograms and services for students with spegatls. Part of this strategy has
involved the development of Schoolwide Applicatindel (SAM) schools and Full Service Schools (F&)elp reduce DCPS’s
high number of private outplacements.

e Schoolwide Application Model (SAM) (15 elementary chools and 1 early childhood center)a general education
approach to student supports that directs all ablalschool and community-based resources to insproademic and
social outcomes for all students. SAM is a respaoosetervention (Rtl) model, meaning that indivadstudent
achievement and behavior data is used to idergdyired student supports for progression accorairggade level
expectations. Frequent and ongoing assessmentddtelpmine the instructional approaches best stotetket each
student’s individual needs.

e Full Service Schools (FSS) (11 middle schools):school model that brings together best practicesstructional design,
behavior management, and mental health suppontifiatle schools in school restructuring status. BS8 uses Rtl logic
to identify and create systems to address schaid-weeds in the areas of academic achievementwaatehs behavior.
FSS provides targeted supports and services f@6df the most high-need students and offers intertoordination and
case management support for the most high-need afS¥dents.

Providing stronger special education services énDiIstrict also involves a robust and innovativenan capital strategy, including
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acommitment to increasthe pipeline of effective teachers and principat®werve special education stude

At the state level, OSSE’s Office of Special Edigrahas focused on establishing the regulatorypaiidy framework needed to
bring the District into compliance with federal land encourage best practices such as Rtl. Thisdesno small feat and is
evidenced by the significant volume of new regoladi policies and guidance available on OSSE'’s ieef@End provided to the
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative $&#8). These new efforts are aimed at ensuringctiilitren are served in the
Least Restrictive Environment, that all LEAs pravia continuum of services, that IEP meetings avpesty conducted and that
services are provided in a timely and high-quatignner. OSSE is also fostering reform in this &seansuring better data and
reporting at the LEA level as part of the statgde@al Education Data System and federal annuaspeadial conditions reporting
to the U.S. Department of Education.

Finally, OSSE'’s state-level efforts also include tbhcent establishment of a Placement Oversight Which provides consultation
to IEP teams on Individual Education Plan developmelacement, data tracking, and intervention sugplemental services. This
innovative model has already resulted in the dieersf a significant number of non-public placensgnthich has positive
implications for DC schools’ ability to serve mdd€ students through quality (and more cost effegtspecial education
solutions. OSSE also provides technical assistdraiaing and support to LEAs for building knowledgapacity and professiona
development to ensure that schools are able to timeeieeds of all students, regardless of an LEE®S.

Alternative Education

An important element of reform is ensuring thakdgaged and disaffected students, who are off-fraaraduation, are able to
pursue meaningful and accelerated credit recoveoyder to graduate from high school. DC has var@lternative education
programs that are designed to re-engage these yautheaningful and relevant school options. DCHFternative Education

programs, which are run in conjunction with the [33Pffice of Youth Engagement, aim to ensure an dppiay for every student
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to learn in a clean, safe, interactive, and edanatly sound environment. Altogether, DCPS operaigist alternative education
programs and schools that serve targeted studentgi@ns. For example, the Youth Engagement Acgdemodeled from Big
Picture Learning, which provides design and cufaicaupport) is a new DCPS high school that opem@®08 to provide an
alternative education setting for off-track higihgsol students. DCPS Twilight programs, geared tdwlisengaged students who
are returning to DCPS after an extended periodbhaving attended school, allow students to atsetdol during the day and
then participate in an afterschool/evening progiraorder to accelerate credit accumulation whitgergng other academic and

youth development supports.

In addition to DCPS'’s alternative options, a numiiecharter LEAs also support alternative studeqyations. Maya Angelou
Public Charter School operates one such prograretie a learning community for students who hatdoaen well served by
traditional school environments, in which it comgsracademic, employment, and social skill developniaya Angelou and the
DCPS Office of Youth Engagement are currently dasma partnership that will use the Maya Angelolio®l as a professional
development center to support DCPS teachers wich iealternative education classrooms, intenddtetp facilitate smoother
transitions for students who transfer between Maygelou and DCPS high schools.

From preschool through high school and beyond, ©gbsitioned to meet the needs of all its studdrits.conditions for reform
across DC are primed and ready for the innovat@hRTTT can offer.

182



VIl. COMPETITION PRIORITIES

Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

To meet this priority, the State’s application mesmprehensively and coherently address alf of
the four education reform areas specified in thdRARas well as the State Success Factors
Criteria in order to demonstrate that the Stateienparticipating LEAS are taking a systemic
approach to education reform. The State must detmadasn its application sufficient LEA
participation and commitment to successfully impdatand achieve the goals in its plans; agd it
must describe how the State, in collaboration v#lparticipating LEAs, will use Race to the
Top and other funds to increase student achieverdeatease the achievement gaps across
student subgroups, and increase the rates at whidents graduate from high school prepargd
for college and careers.

The absolute priority cuts across the entire agglimn and should not be addressed separatdly.
It is assessed, after the proposal has been falhewed and evaluated, to ensure that the
application has met the priority.

Priority 2: Competitive Preference Priority -- Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering, a
Mathematics (STEM). (15 points, all or nothing)

To meet this priority, the State’s application mave a high-quality plan to address the need to
(i) offer a rigorous course of study in mathematibe sciences, technology, and engineering;|(ii)
cooperate with industry experts, museums, univessitesearch centers, or other STEM-capaple
community partners to prepare and assist teachéngegrating STEM content across grades and
disciplines, in promoting effective and relevargtmuction, and in offering applied learning
opportunities for students; and (iii) prepare mstrelents for advanced study and careers in the
sciences, technology, engineering, and mathematidading by addressing the needs of
underrepresented groups and of women and girlseiateas of science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics.

The competitive preference priority will be evakain the context of the State’s entire
application. Therefore, a State that is respondmghis priority should address it throughout the
application, as appropriate, and provide a summainits approach to addressing the priority if
the text box below. The reviewers will assess tiwgify as part of their review of a State’s
application and determine whether it has been met.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Qyee pa

With its robust reform efforts, multitude of inndixee LEAs, and geographic location, the
District of Columbia is well-positioned to be aneemplar for science, technology, engineering
and mathematics (STEM) education. Many well-devetbpartnerships and a commitment to
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STEM have resulted in pockets of excellence in STétMcation in DC. What is needed is a
comprehensive and cohesive vision for STEM thatigned horizontally and vertically
throughout the State, with STEM experiences emigttidt®ughout not only science and math
courses, but also other core subjects as well. pgir&kTTT, and with the help of Battelle and
other partners, DC will design a statewide STEMtsyyy that will leverage local and national
partnerships and expertise with rigorous standandschallenging and interesting programs le
by highly-trained educators.

|ON

DC recognizes the importance of STEM as part oElkr@unded educational experience. STEM

skills and knowledge are not only valuable comptsi¢éma solid academic program, but also

core fundamentals for life experience. STEM slalisl knowledge help students develop logi¢

problem-solving, and critical thinking skills thed&in be used in every discipline and that enabl
them to compete in the continually growing highktgmb sector. As such, DC strives to impro
STEM opportunities for all its students and haslaghed the following statewide goals for
STEM:

GOAL 1: To prepare all students in DC to graduate higtostwith a college- and career-read

mastery of math, science, engineering and techgolog

GOAL 2: To increase the number of DC students who maj&TiBM fields in college and entef

STEM careers

PERFORMANCE MEASURE: by 2011, DC will have a coordinated statewide df@nSTEM,
developed by the DC STEM Learning Network, to akeliargets for the number of DC gradua
choosing majors and careers in STEM-related fields

A Statewide Vision

A coherent statewide vision for STEM is criticalachieving DC’s STEM goals. Under such g
vision, DC will link programs, resources, studetgéschers, and practices in the shared pursu
STEM education. The District’s approach focuseshenfollowing strategies:

e (A) Learning Network: Creating a new learning network that leveragestiag
resources and programs, distributes new insighkaod/ledge across LEAs, and

es

it of
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facilitates collaboration for continuous improvernen

(B) Standards and AssessmentEstablishing a strong foundation in STEM sulgect
aligning efforts in Standards and Assessmentsgarerthat the District’s state standarg
in math, science, engineering, and technology sipgmrous instruction and capitalizin
on STEM interest among students to ensure theyugtadand go on to college (See als

Section B3)
e (C) Great STEM Teachers and Leaders Consistent with DC’s RTTT strategy,

developing robust human capital resources in SThilUgh establishment of new

pipelines and improved professional developmeth®fexisting workforce (See also

Sections D4 and D5)
e (D) STEM Pathways for Students For grades K-12, developing a map of when

how students master STEM knowledge and skills neéalée prepared for and success

in college

e (E) Turning Around Struggling Schools Using STEM education as the key program

component for several turnarounds implemented bl ®(See also Section E2)

e (F) STEM Partnerships. Coordinating and enhancing partnerships betwé&gks and

university and industry sectors to enhance STEMa&itln opportunities across all grade

levels

Current STEM Education Initiatives

Currently in the District, STEM education is a giogvpriority among major LEAs and consist$

of several exciting, innovative programs and pasins.

DC has a number of unique STEM programs alreadgmuvaly among its LEAs, and many mor
are envisioned. The five LEASs detailed in the ¢dilow account for 68% of DC students and
among them include 21 schools with specialized fanmg, making STEM education widely
accessible in DC. This is just an illustratiortlog opportunities that will be leveraged statewic

through advanced knowledge management practicese domplete descriptions of these

programs can be found in Appendix P2.1.

and

g

O
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Table P2.1 STEM Initiatives

LEA Level STEM Program
DCPS Catalyst STEM Catalyst Program: STEM integration reaches\eve
Program — 6 | grade, including preschool and Pre-K programs
STEM
Non-selective admissions in a neighborhood school —
Elementary &
designed to expose more female students and studint
K-8 Schools
color to STEM
Intensive, job-embedded professional developmeant fo
teachers provided by Carnegie Institute of Washingind
the National Institute of Health
DCPS High schools, | Both represent turnaround efforts, with full-scedaovations
including 2 of facilities and programs
STEM High
5 DCPS high schools certified by Project Lead theeyW
Schools g y ol Feey
E.L. Haynes | grades PK-8 | Well-developed science standards and aligned mtand
Public Charter end-of-year assessments
School
Data-driven planning model
6-9 week Learning Expeditions focus students ohlifea
problems and integrate service learning
Integrated science and technology; expanding torapass
an engineering focus as well
Friendship 6 schools SmartLabs and SmartLab Facilitator in 5 campuses
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Public Charter
School

grades PI-12

Active robotics program begins in kindergarten rsti
Robotics

Legos Competitions, Computer Clubs, Robotics Clubs
CISCO Certification
Engineering-focused college tour

University of Maryland Science Lab Internship Pragr

Howard Middle Longer School Day
University School

_ Accelerated Instructional Programs
Middle School| located on a
of university After School Enrichment includes MathCounts, SceRair
Mathematics | campus and Architecture Club
and Science
Washington | High School | Two pathway programs, including the Pathway of
Math Science Engineering (co-sponsored by Project Lead the Vdagl)
& Technology The WMST Technology Pathway
Public Charter

) Internet and Computing Core Certification (IC3) and
High School

Microsoft Office Certifications

Summer Engineering Program with Johns Hopkins

University

Science Fair

Achieving a Statewide Vision for STEM Education

(A) Learning Network. With pockets of STEM excellence throughout thetiug high-level

coordination and policy guidance is key to the sssmf a statewide STEM vision. In the
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coming months, DC plans to partner with the Badtiiktitute to develop a DC STEM Learning
Network and coordinating council made up of repnésieves from the State, LEAS, and higher
education and industry partners. The STEM Learhagvork will be similar to efforts in other
states that model strong statewide STEM initiativiesvill serve to highlight the critical
importance of STEM education and unite stakeholoetise STEM system — teachers, student
and schools — to provide a forum for program guiganievelopment and best-practice sharing
DC plans to work with Battelle to map current piags, professional development opportunit
and partnerships prior to developing a verticaligred pathway for students pursuing STEM
educational opportunities so that the State caenstand better where the gaps exist and how
fill them. In correlation, the STEM Learning Netwkowill provide a space for collaboration,
direction, and support for the development of hmihicies and partnerships. The coordinating
council will be tasked with creating the conditidas the Learning Network to be successful o
time, including recommendations and guidance oasting public and private dollars effective
to advance STEM education across the District, elsag policy and regulatory proposals.

(B) Standards and Assessmentéccording to Achieve, the District already has sgaollege-
and career-ready standards for math. As detail&gction B3, DC plans to build on this succ
by adopting the Common Core standards later tlds y&he State Advisory Math Panel
described in Section B1 has already identifiedicular changes needed within DC to meet th
College- and Career-Readiness Common Core Staniatals area of mathematics. The relea
of grade-level Common Core Standards has prombtedurricular alignment work described |
Section B3, which concentrates on higher-level méhie statewide math curriculum will shift
from a focus on algorithmic fluency to conceptuadlerstanding.

Over the next year, DC will also begin the proagfls®vising DC science standards so that the
reflect research-based pedagogy and mastery oifyacplated skills and position DC to quickly
adopt and adapt Common Core science standardseoMin, DC science standards must
integrate with reading standards to promote sci@nea content literacy. In March of this yeatr
the State Board of Education approved a resolytionp-starting this process (See Appendix
P2.2 for a copy of this resolution). DC is closkdifowing the two-phase effort underway to
develop next generation science standards. Thteps, led by the National Research Counc

and Achieve, will also involve key stakeholder grswand states in the development process.
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will consider these developments in as it makessawts regarding revisions to its current
science standards. Efforts will begin during tie2011 school year to streamline current

science standards, which will allow teachers tofasgliar standards that have been revised t(¢

focus on national best practices. The emphaslidbwibn identifying the standards associated
with essential knowledge and skills, providing @fold’ to common/national science standar

As OSSE works with LEASs to expand use of summadive interim assessments (as describe
Section B3) and to consider ways to expand theestugrowth measure to non-tested grades
subject areas (as described in Section D2), STEHMatwn will also benefit by focusing staff o
the importance of STEM student succeésso, in order to promote the use of relevant and
enhancing technology, DC will seek to adapt stasgl&iom the International Society for
Technology in Education for students, teachers,aaimdinistrators. Finally, the P-20 Consortiu
described in Section B3 intends to bring collegesyersities, DCPS, and the charter sector
together to work on alignment of curriculum andhgghool exit requirements. Care will be
taken to extend invitations to join the consortitmmhe DC STEM Learning Network and
university and industry partners who currently abdirate with DC schools. Moreover, P-20
Consortium discussions around establishing a celggng culture will involve strategies for
enhancing girls’ interest in STEM-related careers.

(C) Great STEM Teachers and LeadersRigorous standards and strong STEM programs
require a specialized and dedicated cadre of leaatet teachers who have highly-developed
content expertise, keen familiarity with nationakbpractices and field trends, and a genuine
passion for STEM. Consistent with Section D, DEEM approach to human capital combin
strategies that build a solid pipeline for new teag professionals with initiatives and
commitment to developing the existing math andre@eteaching force to meet the level of
guality and specialization described above. Simpoity DC cannot reach its STEM goals quick
enough simply by bringing in new teachers and leadeand the District is fortunate enough ta
have ample supports and collaboration potentidi wié higher education and industry sectors
that can take its STEM workforce to the next level.

As detailed in Section D4, OSSE will give priorggnsideration in a competitive grant process
LEA-sponsored teacher pipeline proposals thatrmitixplicit plans to attract, train, and retain
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STEM teachers with a high likelihood of effectiveseAdditionally, alternative preparation
programs beyond LEA-sponsored initiatives will Iobe@uraged to continue preparing teacherg in
the STEM areas. A strong presence of alternativigfication programs, including The New
Teacher Project and Teach For America, is a magoefit to STEM education in DC. These
programs help prepare individuals with college m&jao STEM subjects or “career switchers”
from STEM professional fields to become classroeathers. Section D1 outlines DC’s
commitment to use alternative preparation progriamSTEM area teachers and othdstails
in Section D5 also outline how a Professional Leeyi€ommunity for Effectiveness (PLaCESs)
will be established around the STEM theme to enstoss-school collaboration in striving for
STEM effectiveness. Schools with exemplary STEMgpams will anchor professional learning
communities and provide support and developmetedohers in the collaborative to increase
effectiveness of all teachers in the cohort. Omyagm all opportunities will be coordinated
through the statewide STEM Learning Network tolftate efficient knowledge management
across the State.

Developing the current workforce of science andmeatucators is a high priority to the state gnd
its LEAs. DC utilizes a federal Math and Scienegtiership grant to fund professional
development across LEA STEM education. Througl@is STEM plan, partnerships are key.
The Carnegie Institute, which provides training faddle school math and science teachers, and
the National Math and Science Initiative, which Bgzrofessional development program and an
initiative focused on increasing the number of stud taking AP courses in STEM subjects that
relates directly to increasing college readinessessribed in Section B3, are examples of
partners that will be brought into the DC STEM Lreag Network so that all LEAs can benefit
from these opportunities. A more complete lispaftners and specific areas of focus can be
found in Appendix P2.4.

DCPS has also applied for an Investing in Innova(l8) application to fund a professional
development component for its STEM Catalyst progrdine 13 application will support one of
the most critical aspects of the Catalyst progrgmofessional development for teachers and

leaders. Extensive, job-embedded professionallderent aligned to school-wide focus is the

17

most significant lever for improving educators’ giiee and thereby improving student outcomes.

14

The I3 project calls for a partnership with Amendaniversity to develop a graduate certificate

190



program for STEM teachers at Catalyst schools deoto bring them up to the level of
instructional knowledge necessary for a rigorouEMTeducation program. Scale-up strategigs
include widespread dissemination of best practioesugh on-site school visits, podcasts, content
contributed to the Individualized PD Platform, amebinars.

(D) STEM Pathways for Students.Building a K-12 vertically aligned pathway for dents
interested in STEM careers begins in the earlylée®ed links clearly to post-secondary study.
The development of curiosity and scientific thirkis a central goal of DC, best reached whep
students do the work of “real scientists” by tacglreal-world questions and problems througlh
hands-on, minds-on investigations. Research shioatstudents’ curiosity and interest in
science in middle school is the most critical faaodetermining whether they continue to purgue
and excel in the subject through high school arlége. This approach ensures that DC'’s
students not only enjoy science, but have a broatvledge base of many science topics and
skills.

DCPS, starting first through the Catalyst initiatiwill use an integrated science and math
approach in elementary and middle school that embeignce and math skills throughout other
subject areas. This approach enables educatorake connections between scientific disciplines
and to capture the interest and imagination ofesttlearly on and prepare them for the pursyjit
of STEM-related coursework and programs in higlosthnd beyond. Across the District,
LEAs are increasing the number of quality STEM apgpaities for younger students and aligning
those programs with college-ready PreK-12 standamdsexpectations. In elementary grades
DC students will be exposed to the basic fundanenfeSTEM education. For example, DCPS
and several charter LEAs are already using theyigegrMath curriculum as an inquiry-based
approach to mathematics. Students will study éfath, and physical science content each year,
with scientific processes and communication slkatisbedded throughout. Experiential learning
will build students’ interest in STEM subjects. mentioned earlier, through the DC STEM
Learning Network, the District will map out the exg@nces and opportunities that are critical {o
student development and coordinate the capacit¥ds to provide these experiences to their
students.

STEM Catalyst schools in DCPS are expected to ptemwo increased focus on STEM
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throughout the State. The unique programs, pi&otd,engaging lessons and units that these
schools build will be scaled to enhance STEM edogah schools across the District.

At the high school level, the culture of STEM watntinue to grow through mentoring programs
and exposure to STEM career opportunities throanggrnships and deep skill development. OC
students are already required to take four cowsesath and four courses of science, includin

L2

three lab-based courses, in order to graduatéhelnext six months, the state will also provide
rules and policy guidance on dual enrollment irhtsghool and college courses to facilitate
expanded STEM education for advanced students.

Several LEAs, including DCPS (in five high schopl8)MST, and Friendship, have also adopted
a framework for creating an engineering pathwaystadents called Project Lead the Way.
Project Lead the Way is a nationally recognizedypaim that establishes a sequence of courses
for students to take each year, culminating in@stcane course project designed to prepare
students for advanced studies and to transitiomkessly into engineering majors in college.
Students from Project Lead the Way-certified sch@ah earn up to 15 college credits.
Professional development is required for each &vacha certified course, and a partnership
advisory group provides guidance to each LEA progra

(E) Turning Around Struggling Schools. The Catalyst program mentioned above will serva as
proof point that STEM is a viable school improvemiol: of the six schools that fully
implement the STEM Catalyst theme in Fall 2010, sna Year 1 of improvement status, one |is
in Year 2 of improvement status, and three ar@mective action. STEM is viewed as multi-
prong strategy to address student needs while ®imedusly serving as a turnaround lever.

(F) STEM Partnerships. In order to reach the majority of DC students, [3Cfas engaged in a

-

innovative design collaboration with Battelle thaali provide grant support, in-residence staff,
and technical assistance for its developing STEdMy@ms. The Battelle team will support twg
DCPS STEM coordinators to focus on identifying deseloping leadership and teaching
resources supported by relevant public/private STikners (See Appendix P2.3 for the
Battelle Partnership Agreement). This model witelerate the learning curve for DCPS staff
and create a sustainable, best practice-driverdfation for STEM-related education in the
school system.
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In addition to the STEM professional developmentmgas mentioned in the Great STEM
Teachers and Leaders strategy above, the State $ldialls for the STEM Learning Netwo

to expand upon and strengthen the many partneralgesdy in existence throughout the State.

For a listing of current STEM partnerships, plesse Appendix P2.4.

By leveraging the exceptional STEM programs in @lacDC and coordinating partnerships and

initiatives through a STEM Learning Network, DQoissitioned to develop a strong statewide
focus on science, technology, engineering and mhatthis aligned both horizontally and
vertically, resulting in more students prepared excited to enter STEM fields.

Priority 3: Invitational Priority — Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes (not scored

The Secretary is particularly interested in appiaes that include practices, strategies, or
programs to improve educational outcomes for higlehstudents who are young children
(prekindergarten through third grade) by enhantdmegquality of preschool programs. Of

k

particular interest are proposals that supporttipesthat (i) improve school readiness (including

social, emotional, and cognitive); and (ii) imprabe transition between preschool and
kindergarten.

The State is invited to provide a discussion &f fiority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence 8tate believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Adpe For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location whire attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Tgespa

The statewide approach to early childhood educasialetailed in Section F3. As the largest
provider of pre-school and pre-kindergarten sesvioghe city, DCPS has also prioritized early
childhood education (ECE) as a key component diriiader school reform work. The early

education strategy is three-fold:

(1) Expand access to preschool (PS) services¢e-year old children, and access to pre-

kindergarten (PK) programs to four-year olds

(2) Improve quality of PS/PK programs, with a pautar emphasis on ensuring the provis
of comprehensive services to children in high-negtols

(3) Leverage partnerships with community-based regdions to increase access and

improve early education quality throughout the,aigluding for children ages birth to three
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In School Year 2009-10, more than 4,900 three-fandyear old children attended programs i
85 DCPS elementary schools. In fact, every elemgstzhool in DCPS offers ECE services. A
recent capacity study of PS/PK services foundc¢lueste to 2,000 children in DC were

underserved by existing ECE programs. In respanss, the last 2 years DCPS has opened n

n

ECE classrooms as a means to reach more undersgm@dm@n. DCPS has increased its outreach

and recruitment activities to ensure that famiéies well informed about PS/PK enroliment
opportunities and the benefits of a high-qualitsiyeaducation experience. For the current sch
year, the expansion of classrooms and robust mlitraetivities were highly successful. DCPS
grew its enroliment in PS/PK classrooms by 15%.tRercoming school year, DCPS will
continue its expansion efforts by adding an addai89 classrooms. 24 of these new classro
will be new preschool classrooms, including 7 ihcgas that are offering preschool for the first
time. Combined with public charter schools, DCladd over 1,000 more PS/PK seats in the
2010-2011 school year.

In addition to increasing the numbers of three- fand-year old children who benefit from a
PS/PK experience prior to kindergarten, DCPS hgsib&vork to redesign its ECE program
model in order to enhance programmatic qualitysWill be accomplished by blending existin
ECE funding sources to form a coherent supportdonprehensive programming for all DCPS|
young children and their families. DCPS currentigds PS/PK services via two funding sourc
40% of PS/PK services are funded by federal Head finds, with the other 60% supported b
local dollars. These monies now fund two distiratyechildhood classroom types within DCP
schools (Head Start and non-Head Start PS/PK) wireggammatic services differ widely.
Under the blending model, DCPS will invest $2 feery federal Head Start dollar in exchange
for the flexibility to distribute equitably its fedal Head Start funds across all Title | elementa
schools (73 out of 85), regardless of whether thescooms are currently categorized as Head
Start or not. The first phase of blending will be@ School Year 2010-11.

There are several advantages to the blending mb@#S will have the flexibility to allocate
Head Start resources and expand comprehensivegonogng in a manner that is similar to the
way in which Title | funds are utilized to suppsdhool-wide approaches. This new flexibility
will allow all DCPS three- and four-year olds irtl€il schools to benefit from comprehensive
services, such as family support services and dpuwantal and medical screenings. A recent
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analysis conducted by the DCPS Office of Early @iolod Education found that nearly two-
thirds of children enrolled in PS/PK classroomsiaceme-eligible for Head Start. This
represents an additional 1,500 children beyond.{#82 who are currently receiving services
funded by DCPS Head Start grants.

In addition, this change will help DCPS build agdenearly childhood program by eliminating the
distinction between Head Start and Pre-K speciisssooms. Under the blending model, all
PS/PK classrooms will serve mixed income childi28PS will therefore have uniform
expectations for program services that meet Head &quirements and quality standards that
will be common across all PS/PK classrooms. Finalyidren, families, and schools will benefit
from the blending model in very concrete ways. fdadlocation of federal and local dollars wil
allow DCPS to: hire a cohort of 15 early childhaostructional coaches; enhance professionall
development for ECE instructional staff; improvevéses to young children with disabilities by
supporting schools in implementing full inclusio8/PK classrooms; and hire a cohort of 15
family engagement specialists. DCPS firmly beliethed blending will position the District to
leverage its strengths in the area of early childhsuch as a highly qualified ECE teacher
workforce and robust PS/PK access, in a manneetisires that the most vulnerable student

\"2J

benefit from a high-quality early education expece.

DCPS continues in its efforts to leverage partripsstith the broader ECE community to meet
the needs of families with young children in thestiict in several ways. To begin, DCPS is
engaged in conversations with several partnera gffart to bring the highly-regarded Educare
program to the District. Educare is a well-regardational model for childcare with a track
record of success in producing early learning aug®for children from birth through age five.
DCPS is looking at the potential for making avagatie land adjacent to a DCPS elementary
school in a high-need community for the construcobthe Educare facility. As well, DCPS
plans to support the operation of Educare andltperaent of services with the elementary
school in order to ensure that families served tydare benefit from a seamless program.
Finally, DCPS is exploring partnerships with comntyibased Early Head Start providers
regarding the opening of Early Head Start centeesach of its high schools. Pregnancy and early
parenting contribute to the alarming high schoolpdwut rates among DC'’s student population

These centers will support students in completigl Bchool and meeting parental
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responsibilities, while ensuring access to childeard early education options that support
development and school readiness. Plans are ungéovegpen Early Head Start centers in three
high schools for School Year 2010-11.

Across the District, the State is emphasizing ttgaasion of quality early childhood options in
public schools. Among charter schools, severayednldhood charters already exist, providing
not only additional seats, but quality PS/PK proggan a specialized setting. One such provider,
Appletree, has signed an RTTT MOU despite not belggble for Title | funding. Appletree is
strongly committed to the principles in each of RETT assurance areas and will bring an
important perspective to the communities of pgraiting LEAs. The autonomy of charter LEA$
allow for the development of best practices inyeahildhood education, such as the development
and use of specialized assessments and variethgtafbdels to meet individualized student
needs. In some cases, early childhood charter lscho®mco-located within elementary and
secondary charter and DCPS schools, allowing falworation among LEAs ande factofeeder
patterns as students matriculate from one schabktother. Such partnerships and collaboratjve
models are encouraged and supported through agleefsiding sources and thoughtful planning
for use of excess school facility space. Ultimat&l¢ is strongly committed to ensuring that
education reform efforts are comprehensive of tig¢ridt's youngest students.

Priority 4: Invitational Priority — Expansion and Adaptation of Statewide LongitudinaData
Systems(not scored)

The Secretary is particularly interested in appioes in which the State plans to expand
statewide longitudinal data systems to includentegrate data from special education programs,
English language learner programs, early childhmodrams, at-risk and dropout prevention
programs, and school climate and culture prograssyell as information on student mobility,
human resources €., information on teachers, principals, and othaffstschool finance, student
health, postsecondary education, and other releraas, with the purpose of connecting and
coordinating all parts of the system to allow intpat questions related to policy, practice, or
overall effectiveness to be asked, answered, aiatporated into effective continuous
improvement practices.

The Secretary is also particularly interested ipliaptions in which States propose working
together to adapt one State’s statewide longitudiata system so that it may be used, in whole
or in part, by one or more other States, rather tiaving each State build or continue building
such systems independently.
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The State is invited to provide a discussion &f fiority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence 8tate believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Adpe For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location whire attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Tgespa

As plans for DC’s Statewide Longitudinal Educatidata (SLED) program progress, OSSE pl
to expand the scope of both Special Education angidh Language Learner program integrat
with the Statewide Longitudinal Education Data sgst While the initial implementation of
SLED includes primary indicators for both programusure integration with the source system
that manage these data will allow the SLED to cbllanalyze and report on this expanded
information. Additionally, OSSE'’s collection of exliment information is part of SLED’s initial
implementation. The enrollment information colletteill eventually expand to include data
from pre-registration, school choice, and chartdiosl applications, in order to propel the
District’s collection of data regarding studentaiment choices to more sophisticated levels.

Although OSSE did not receive 2009 ARRA grant fyritle goals of that proposal remain,
especially the need to develop an integrated eailgicare management system. This system
modernize childcare provider licensure and chilskcmanagement systems, track early childg
center attendance, and communicate with the Stieiscial system. Once developed, data
within this system will be integrated into SLEDppiding OSSE with the ability to: (1) establis
USiIs for children prior to Pre-K/Kindergarten ent(®) analyze the longitudinal effectiveness
early childcare programs and centers, and (3) iijeadditional support for children based on
other information collected in SLED.

Additionally, SLED uses the NCES Data Dictionarytlas foundation for all collected data
elements, including behavioral and discipline dataddition to the integration of information
from source systems and SISs, SLED also plansctoda data from human resources, school
finance, student health, and other relevant souncésded in the NCES data dictionary.

Finally, because it utilizes the NCES data dictign&LED is structured in such a way that will
enable OSSE to share data with other states arfddbeal government in a universal method i

the future.
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Priority 5: Invitational Priority -- P-20 Coordinat ion, Vertical and Horizontal Alignment (not
scored)

The Secretary is particularly interested in appiares in which the State plans to address how
early childhood programs, K-12 schools, postsecgniiatitutions, workforce development
organizations, and other State agencies and cornymariners €.g, child welfare, juvenile
justice, and criminal justice agencies) will cooate to improve all parts of the education syst
and create a more seamless preschool-through-deasicizool (P-20) route for students. Vertic
alignment across P-20 is particularly critical atle point where a transition occuesq, between

early childhood and K-12, or between K-12 and pasiadary/careers) to ensure that students

exiting one level are prepared for success, witheotediation, in the next. Horizontal alignme
that is, coordination of services across schodaieSagencies, and community partners, is als
important in ensuring that high-need students éised in this notice) have access to the bro:
array of opportunities and services they need hatare beyond the capacity of a school itsel
provide.

The State is invited to provide a discussion &f fiority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence 8tate believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Adpe For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location whire attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Tgespa

em
al

Several structures and initiatives in place in DEEort P-20 coordination and vertical/horizont
alignment. These include the Office of the Deputgy®r for Education, the P-20 Consortium,
vibrant early childhood program, alternative edisrabptions, and high school-to-college
transition programs. Each is detailed below.

Deputy Mayor for Education

As part of his 2007 education reform agenda, Ma&ydrian Fenty created the Office of the
Deputy Mayor for Education (DME) to plan, coordimaand supervise all public education anc
education-related activities under its jurisdictiomluding the development and support of
programs to improve the delivery of educationaveess and opportunities from early childhoo
through post-secondary education. The DME is ablaarshal and align District resources for
coordinated support of student success over tifE Rlso plays an important role in cross-
agency collaboration, as it operates the Interag@udlaboration and Services Integration

al

[N

Commission (ICSIC), which coordinates servicesaf-education agencies (e.g., health, mental

health, and human services) to address the neatdsldden outside the classroom. Through
ICSIC, the DME uses dedicated innovation dollaogrfithe local budget to implement, evaluat
and scale evidence-based programs that focus awng student outcomes.
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P-20 Consortium
As described in Section B3, DC plans to launch20Ronsortium with representatives from

LEAs and universities who will be charged with exaimy issues of high school curricula and

college entrance, with the ultimate goal of craftnstrategy for the creation of a P-12 colleget

going culture across DC. High schools within pgpating LEAs will work to align curricula
with college requirements, and all RTTT participgtLEAs will have the opportunity to
contribute to the P-20 Consortium. DC is pleaseltee the support of several leading
universities as part of its RTTT application (sggAndix A2.5), which will be instrumental in
ensuring that this effort produces a meaningfulltdser DC students.

Early Childhood to School Transition

As detailed in both Section F3 and InvitationablAty 3, the statewide focus on early childhoo|
programming is a key element in P-20 coordinatinmparticular, as detailed in Priority 3
(above), the focus on expansion of school-basdy elaitdhood programs will help all students
develop a foundation for long-term education sus@a®l help ensure smooth transitions to
kindergarten programs, often in the same schootevieidents attend preschool or
prekindergarten.

Alternative Education

In addition to off-track students (for whom altetima education programs are detailed in Sect
F3), the District of Columbia has a sizeable popataof youth in transition from adjudication
and other settings. The District is committed tfieiohg differentiated school models to addres
the unique needs of such students. Maya AngelolidRDbarter School/See Forever Foundatig
operates the Maya Angelou Academy at New Beginnffagsnally Oak Hill) Youth Center, the
District’s secure facility for youth who have beadfjudicated delinquent and committed to the
Department of Youth Rehabilitation Services (DYR&)eading national expert on education
within juvenile facilities recently commented thlé school was one of the best (if tio best)
schools in a youth correctional facility in the otny.

High School to College Transition
The District of Columbia is deeply committed notyoto increasing graduation rates, but also
ensuring that DC graduates go on to — and succeedollege. DCPS conducts transcript aud

on
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and uses individual graduation plans to ensuredtinatents are on-track to graduation. These
district efforts are supported by the Double theridars Coalition (DTN) described in Section
A3, which seeks to facilitate the transition oftnigchool students to college and increase the

A%

number of college-ready high school graduates in Pg3t-secondary transitions to college ar¢
made possible through increases to need-basecimand, the provision of scholarships, and
the facilitation of college access connections wwigthools (provided through DTN partners).
DTN’s Consortium Ambassadors program enables cuo@lege students to speak with high
school students about the college experience adpd ndorm high school-to-college transitions.
DTN has fostered a strong relationship with thevdrsity of the District of Columbia and Trinity

o

University in efforts to facilitate smooth collegansitions for DC’s high school students. UDC
student retention strategy has helped increasee@stuetention from 37% in 2004-2005 to 59%
in 2007-2008.

Priority 6: Invitational Priority -- Schoo-Level Conditions for Reform, Innovation, and Learning
(not scored)
The Secretary is particularly interested in appiaes in which the State’s participating LEAs (as
defined in this notice) seek to create the cona#tifor reform and innovation as well as the
conditions for learning by providing schools witbxibility and autonomy in such areas as—

(i) Selecting staff;

(i) Implementing new structures and formatstfeg school day or year that result in
increased learning time (as defined in this notice)

(i) Controlling the school's budget;

(iv) Awarding credit to students based on stugenformance instead of instructional
time;

(v) Providing comprehensive services to high-ngedents (as defined in this notice)
(e.g, by mentors and other caring adults; through lpeainerships with community-based
organizations, nonprofit organizations, and othewjlers);

(vi) Creating school climates and cultures tlemove obstacles to, and actively support,
student engagement and achievement; and

(vii) Implementing strategies to effectively eggadamilies and communities in
supporting the academic success of their students.

The State is invited to provide a discussion &f fiority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence 8tate believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Adpe For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location whire attachments can be found.
Recommended maximum response length, if any: Tgespa
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School-level conditions for reform are the standgpdrating procedure in the District of

Columbia. As has already been explained througti@uapplication (particularly Sections E2 gnd

F2), DCPS launched Office of School Innovation (0812007 to increase the level of
innovation in the district’s school portfolio anal énsure that students have higher quality sch
options. OSl is currently focused on the impleragoh of nine different innovative school
models that engage 58 schools — or 45% of schothisoughout the district. RTTT funds will
enable OSI to expand its reach and support monatound and autonomous schools. Charter
LEAs, by nature of their small scale, are driversahool-level conditions for reform. In
particular, the District of Columbia has strength$hree particular areas (also mentioned abo
(i) Implementing new structures and formats tha@eed the school day and school year,
resulting in increased learning timBoth charter LEAs and DCPS believe in the power of
increased learning time to improve student achiergniMany charter LEAs have extended thg
school day into the evening, providing studentfiwirichment programming and additional
academic learning time. In addition, several DCrighaschools are well known for their Saturd
Schools as well as their summer programs. DCPSédwasal out-of-school programs that it
intends to expand through stimulus funds (see BuSgmmary, Appendix A2.3). One such
program is Saturday Scholars, in which studentgadles 3-12 focus on reading and math skil
and/or Advanced Placement (AP) studies. DCPS dfsosaobust afterschool programs,

including: academic “Power Hour” and arts and ratiom activities for elementary students; and

credit recovery classes, college preparatory ctasse enrichment activities for high school
students. DCPS also offers a comprehensive suntheokprogram for elementary, middle an
high school students, which provides a varietyaafciemic and extracurricular activities. This
summer school program is available at no cost #idretm whose parents or guardians are
residents of the District of Columbia.

(i) Providing comprehensive services to high-resttidentsThere are many school level
innovations in DC that ensure the delivery of coamemnsive services for high-needs students.
example, Full Service Schools (FSS, described ati@eF3) bring together best practice,
instructional design, behavior management, and ahéealth supports for middle schools undg
restructuring status. Eleven middle schools in BGRe currently Full Service Schools. FSS
feature the support of Instructional Coaches, d@&tuFamily Care Coordinator, Respect Cent
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Mentor, School Mental Health Clinician, 521 Mentand Intensive Wrap Care Coordinator.
Resources are intentionally integrated to systexayiaddress comprehensive student needs

provide caring environments for students.

(iii) Creating school climates that support studengjagement and achievemdCPS is currently

and

executing an innovative student engagement inaestrategy in 15 schools, called the Capital Gains

Program. The program, a partnership with Dr. Riblaryer, founder of Harvard’s Education

Innovation Laboratory (EdLabs), is based on thekmremise that financial incentives can motiv

students toward positive learning outcomes. In €agital Gains school, students earn dollars & f

different areas related to student achievemeritidimgy attendance, behavior, and academic
performance. Every two weeks, student progrescaded and students receive their rewards eit

ate

\Y

her

via personal check or direct deposit into individkavings accounts at SunTrust Bank. The program

was piloted as part of a randomized trail, withf ®AIDCPS’s middle schools serving as the
treatment group and the other half as the contedr one of the pilot produced promising
results. the program showed a significant effecstodent test scores, with effects particularly
strong for two hard-to-reach groups: boys and stisdeho had significant behavior issues the

year before.

Financial incentives are not the only means of gmgastudents, however. DC also aims to offer

rigorous academic curricula that are inherentlyaneling. For example, DCPS is currently
launching schools with an International Baccalata€dB) model. The goal of IB schools is to
provide a pathway to an internationally recognidgddoma based on a challenging program of
international education and rigorous assessmeumtle8ts who participate in IB programs
experience a comprehensive, inquiry-based approeaigaching and learning that supports
students in developing an understanding of them owltural and national identity while
engaging with the rest of the world. This programverseen by the Office of School Innovatig
as one of the multiple school innovation modelsgtesd to provide more high-quality school
options for DC students. In addition, the Earlyl€g¢ High School programs mentioned in
Invitational Priority 5 provide an additional indese for students: by attending school and
focusing on their college-level coursework, studeare able to receive college credit and ever

Associate’s degree.

202

N

nan



	1 DC RTTT Sections III and IV Assurances Signatures
	2 DC RTTT Section VI Application
	3 DC RTTT Appendix Section A
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix Section A
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendix Section A
	Appendix Section A
	Appendix Section A Part1
	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages
	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages

	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages



	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v4
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v2
	Appendix Section A Part1
	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages
	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages

	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages



	A2 3 Budget Summary Phase II v4
	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.4 Project-Level Budget Tables  Narratives Phase II v4
	Appendix Section A Part 3
	Appendices Title Pages
	Letters of Support Phase II
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled


	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled




	Race to the Top_Business Suppt 052810 FINAL.pdf
	DCSRN RTTT Letter of Support.pdf
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	VPP RTTT.pdf
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	GW Phase II letter.pdf
	DC-CAP Letter of Endorsement_Race to the Top_Final (April 28, 2010).pdf
	20100524_Donor Letter_Final_Executed.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	TUDA 2009 GR4 Math
	TUDA 2009 Gr8 Math
	TUDA 2009 Gr4 Reading
	TUDA 2009 Gr8 Reading
	Appendices Title Pages
	A3.2 Historical Data ESEA & NAEP
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA and NAEP Results
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup 
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup 
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical ESEA Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical ESEA Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	Slide Number 18
	A3(iii)(c) – Graduation Rates



	Appendix Section A
	Appendix Section A Part1
	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages
	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages

	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages



	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v4
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v2
	Appendix Section A Part1
	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages
	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages

	Appendix Section A Part1.pdf
	Appendix - Section A Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section A
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.1 Reform Goals and Performance Measures
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.2 Organizational Chart
	District of Columbia Race to the Top

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.3 MOU DCPS
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.4 MOU Charters
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.5 Detailed Table for (A)(1) v2
	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Appendices Title Pages
	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.1 Implementation Plan Phase II v3
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.2a Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	A2.2b Implementation Action Items Phase II v1
	Appendices Title Pages



	A2 3 Budget Summary Phase II v4
	Appendices Title Pages
	A2.4 Project-Level Budget Tables  Narratives Phase II v4
	Appendix Section A Part 3
	Appendices Title Pages
	Letters of Support Phase II
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled


	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled




	Race to the Top_Business Suppt 052810 FINAL.pdf
	DCSRN RTTT Letter of Support.pdf
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	VPP RTTT.pdf
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	GW Phase II letter.pdf
	DC-CAP Letter of Endorsement_Race to the Top_Final (April 28, 2010).pdf
	20100524_Donor Letter_Final_Executed.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	TUDA 2009 GR4 Math
	TUDA 2009 Gr8 Math
	TUDA 2009 Gr4 Reading
	TUDA 2009 Gr8 Reading
	Appendices Title Pages
	A3.2 Historical Data ESEA & NAEP
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA and NAEP Results
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup 
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup 
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical ESEA Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical ESEA Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	Slide Number 18
	A3(iii)(c) – Graduation Rates






	4 DC RTTT Appendix Section B-F, Priorities
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section B
	Appendix Section B-F, STEM
	Appendix Section B-F, STEM
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section B
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	Readiness Standards
	Math Readiness.pdf
	ELA Readiness.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	B1.4 K12ELAStandards
	B1.4 K12ELAStandards.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	B1.5 K12MathStandards
	B1.5 K12MathStandards.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	B2.1 PARCC MOU
	Appendices Title Pages
	B2.2 PARCC Participating States - 5-25-10
	Appendices Title Pages
	B3.1 Common Core Website Screenshot
	Appendices Title Pages
	C1.1 SLDS Screenshots
	Appendices Title Pages
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	P2.1 LEA STEM Highlights
	Appendices Title Pages
	P2.2 SBoE Resolution - Science
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	P2.3 Battelle Donor Letter
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	DC STEM partners
	Sheet1


	C1.1 SLDS Screenshots
	Phase II Appendix Draft v2
	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	A1.6 ESEA & NAEP Projections
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subject and School Level
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup
	Slide Number 3
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap
	A1(iii)(d) College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	A1.7 ESEA & NAEP Projections wo RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – Statewide Goals – w/o RTTT Funding
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – ESEA Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(a) – NAEP Goals by Subgroup – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) – ESEA Goals – Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(b) - NAEP Score Goals - Achievement Gap – w/o RTTT
	A1(iii)(d) – College Enrollment and Credit Attainment Goals – w/o RTTT

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	A2.1 Implementation Plan
	Overall Implementation Plan

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	TUDA 2009 GR4 Math
	TUDA 2009 Gr8 Math
	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	A3.2 Historical Data ESEA & NAEP
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA and NAEP Results
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup 
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup 
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical ESEA Results by Subgroup and School Level
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(ii)(a) – Historical NAEP Scores by Subgroup
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical ESEA Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical ESEA Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	A3(iii)(b) – Historical NAEP Achievement Gaps
	Slide Number 18
	A3(iii)(c) – Graduation Rates

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	B1.4 K12ELAStandards
	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4

	Phase II Appendix Draft.pdf
	Cover
	Appendix
	A1.1
	A1.1_Reform_Goals_and_Performance_Measures[1]
	A1.2
	A1.2 Organizaitonal Chart
	A1.3
	A1.3_MOU_DCPS
	A1.4
	A1.4_MOU_Charters
	A1.5
	A1.6
	A1.7
	A2.1
	A2.1_Implementation_Plan(1)
	Overall Implementation Plan

	A2.2
	A2.2_LEA_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.2_OSSE_Action_Plan[1]
	A2.3
	A2.4
	A2.5
	A3.1
	A3.1 - 1
	A3.1 - 2
	A3.2
	B1.1
	B1.1 MOA Common Core Standards
	B1.2
	B1.2 Common Core Standards List of States
	B1.3
	B1.3_College_and_Career_Readiness_Standards[1]
	B1.4
	B1.5
	B1.5_K12MathStandards
	B1.6
	B1.6 Letter of Support for Common Care
	B2.1
	B2.1_PARCC_MOU
	B2.2
	B2.2_PARCC_Participating_States_-_5-13-10[1]
	B3.1
	B3.1_Common_Core_Website_Screenshot
	C1.1
	C1.1_SLDS_Screenshots
	D1.1
	D1.2 DCMR Professional Ed Requirements
	D1.2
	D1.3 Alternative Preparation Programs
	D1.3
	D2.1
	D2.2
	D2.2 Questions for Growth Measure Task Force
	D5.1
	E1.1
	E1.1 PCSB Letter of Support
	E2.1
	E2.1 School Ranking Formula
	E2.2
	E2.2 History of School Turnaround
	F1.1
	F1.1 DC Cluster Level Funding
	F1.2
	F1.2 UPSFF Allocation Chart
	P2.1
	P2.1_LEA_STEM_Highlights[1]
	P2.2
	P2.2_SBoE_Resolution_-_Science
	P2.3
	P2.3_Battelle_Donor_Letter[1]
	P2.4



	Appendix Section B-F, STEM.pdf
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section B
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	Readiness Standards
	Math Readiness.pdf
	ELA Readiness.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	B1.4 K12ELAStandards
	B1.4 K12ELAStandards.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	B1.5 K12MathStandards
	B1.5 K12MathStandards.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	B2.1 PARCC MOU
	Appendices Title Pages
	B2.2 PARCC Participating States - 5-25-10
	Appendices Title Pages
	B3.1 Common Core Website Screenshot
	Appendices Title Pages
	C1.1 SLDS Screenshots
	Appendices Title Pages
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	P2.1 LEA STEM Highlights
	Appendices Title Pages
	P2.2 SBoE Resolution - Science
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	P2.3 Battelle Donor Letter
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	DC STEM partners
	Sheet1


	Appendix Section B-F, STEM
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	Appendix TOC - Section B
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	Readiness Standards
	Math Readiness.pdf
	ELA Readiness.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	B1.4 K12ELAStandards
	B1.4 K12ELAStandards.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	B1.5 K12MathStandards
	B1.5 K12MathStandards.pdf

	Appendices Title Pages
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	B2.1 PARCC MOU
	Appendices Title Pages
	B2.2 PARCC Participating States - 5-25-10
	Appendices Title Pages
	B3.1 Common Core Website Screenshot
	Appendices Title Pages
	C1.1 SLDS Screenshots
	Appendices Title Pages
	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	DC_RTTT_Appendices_and_Budget_Final
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled

	Appendix B through F.pdf
	B1.3 Draft Standards.pdf
	Untitled



	Appendices Title Pages
	P2.1 LEA STEM Highlights
	Appendices Title Pages
	P2.2 SBoE Resolution - Science
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	P2.3 Battelle Donor Letter
	Appendix - Section B Title Page
	DC STEM partners
	Sheet1







