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2013 KIDS COUNT DATA BOOK

After many years of calamitous economic trends, this
year’s KIDS COUNT Data Book reveals some modest but

hopeful signs of recovery and improvement for America’s

children and families. While the nation certainly has not

fully recovered from the recession, we are doing the hard

work of digging out and moving ahead.

With the national economy now out of
crisis, we have an opportunity to refocus
our attention on improving outcomes for
the next generation. Today’s children liter-
ally represent our future — as tomorrow’s
leaders, citizens, workers and the next
generation of parents — and it is impera-
tive that we attend to their well-being in
the present. Research shows that smart
investments in the early years of child-
hood can increase the odds of success for
all children, especially our nation’s most
disadvantaged. In this year’s Data Book,
we highlight indicators on the well-being
of our youngest children to help further
the conversation about opportunities for
and the benefits of early intervention.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation has
published the Data Book for each of the
past 24 years, tracking the well-being of
America’s children nationally and by state.
As you read the 2013 Dara Book, we want
to remind you of an important change

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING

made last year. To take advantage of

the tremendous growth in research and
data on child development, we improved
how we measure child well-being and
rank states. The KIDS COUNT index
now includes 16 child-level indicators
across four domains: (1) Economic Well-
Being, (2) Education, (3) Health and

(4) Family and Community. This multi-
faceted index provides a more complex
picture of child well-being in each state,
especially in cases where a state excels in
one or two areas but lags behind in others.

Gains for Children Overall,
With Critical Exceptions

Examining national changes in child
well-being over the past five or six years,
we observe modest gains in the Education
and Health domains, some of which build
on longer-term, incremental improve-
ments. But when we turn to the Economic

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org
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Well-Being and Family and Community
domains, three troubling trends emerge.
First, we see lingering effects of the reces-
sion and continued high unemployment.
Second, disparities among children by
income and family structure continue to
grow. (In contrast, while some disparities
by race and ethnicity have increased,
others have narrowed.) Third, our nation’s
youngest children are disproportionately
affected by these negative trends.

Here are some of the specifics behind
the overall findings from this year’s
Data Book. We often hear that our public
education system is failing, but the reality
is more complex. Overall, national math
and reading scores have steadily improved
over time for students of all races and
income levels,' and the testing gap
between African-American and white
students has declined.? The charge that
American students are falling behind
comes from international comparisons,
which typically rank the United States
in the top third or half, depending on
the age of students and subject matter
being tested. But when researchers disag-
gregate the data, it becomes clear that
our nation’s overall achievement levels
are limited by the performance of our
lowest-income students.

Controlling for poverty, American
students rank much higher.? In 2009,
students at U.S. schools with fewer
than 10 percent of students in poverty
ranked number one in reading. Thus,
our education problem is twofold. First,
at 23 percent in 2011, the U.S. child
poverty rate was much higher than that

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

in countries with the highest overall
academic achievement levels. Second,

the gap in standardized test scores
between affluent and low-income students
in the United States has grown about

40 percent since the 1960s, even as the
racial gap has narrowed.’

Comprehensive early childhood pro-
grams and high-quality preschool can
help improve school readiness among
low-income children, but nationally, fewer
than half (46 percent) of 3- and 4-year-
olds attended preschool. Only a small
percentage of poor children participated
in programs of sufficient quality and
intensity to overcome the developmental
deficits associated with chronic economic
hardship and low levels of parental
education. Clearly, we are far from ensur-
ing that all children have the opportunity
to enter kindergarten ready to succeed.

Many child health and safety indica-
tors have steadily improved over the past
couple of decades, with additional gains
in recent years. Despite declines in
employer-sponsored health insurance
coverage, the overall rate of insured chil-
dren has increased because of expanding
public health coverage for kids. Mortality
rates for children of all ages continue to
fall as a result of medical advances and
increased safety measures, such as more
widespread use of seat belts, car seats
and bike helmets. One growing health
problem is childhood obesity. Rates
of childhood obesity have skyrocketed
in recent decades, especially among low-
income and minority children. Given that
obesity in childhood is associated with

2013 kids count data book
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short- and long-term health problems, this
area is ripe for early intervention.®

Perhaps the most troubling finding
in this year’s report is in the area of
Economic Well-Being. The child poverty
rate increased to 23 percent in 2011, two
years after the recession had ended. Even
more disturbing is the fact that the poverty
rate for very young children — those
under 3 years old — was 26 percent. These
statistics are based on a very conservative
measure of hardship, meaning the per-
centage of children living in economically
fragile homes is considerably higher. The
official poverty line in 2011 was $22,811
for a family of two adults and two chil-
dren, while researchers estimate that
families typically need twice that amount
to meet their basic needs.”

A lingering concern post-recession is
the impact of unemployment on children.
Although the overall unemployment rate
continues to decline, five years after the
crisis, unemployment remains high, at 7.5
percent, with almost 12 million Americans
out of work.® Furthermore, long-term
unemployment is increasingly a problem:
A total of 4.5 million workers were unem-
ployed for more than six months, and
more than 3 million were without work
for a year or more.” Adults with the lowest
levels of education are most likely to
suffer long-term unemployment, which
then creates hardship for their children.

As employment figures slowly returned
to near pre-recession levels, more children
lived in concentrated poverty. About 12
percent of children lived in neighborhoods
where 30 percent or more of households

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING

The child poverty rate increased to 23 percent in 20Il,
two years after the recession had ended. Even more
disturbing is the fact that the poverty rate for very young
children — those under 3 years old — was 26 percent.

have incomes below the poverty line,
putting those children at higher risk of
experiencing crime, violence and physical
and mental health problems.

Meanwhile, the percentage of children
living in single-parent families continues
to climb. In 2011, more than one-third
(35 percent) of all children lived in a
single-parent household, as did 37 percent
of infants and toddlers. Such children are
at higher risk of negative outcomes later
in life because they typically have fewer
economic and emotional resources than
children growing up in two-parent fami-
lies. The one bright spot among the Family
and Community indicators is a record
low level of births to teens.

In sum, there are some positive develop-
ments in child well-being to celebrate.

But the number of low-income children
continues to increase, and the gap between
their well-being and that of their middle-
class and affluent peers continues to
widen. In part, that’s because children in
low-income households often experience
multiple risks — for example, living in
poverty, having a single parent and lacking
access to quality early care and education
programs and well-resourced public schools.

The Advantages of Starting Early

In a recent study of 29 economically
advanced countries, the United States
ranked 26th in overall child well-being.
Only Lithuania, Latvia and Romania
ranked below us.!! Now that the worst of
the economic crisis is behind us, we must
take this opportunity to think strategically
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Although the early years are critically important, we
must continue to identify other key developmental
moments when intervention pays off in the long term.

about the future. We know that vibrant
and prosperous communities require
strong families, who, together with all of
society, have a commitment to the care,
health and education of our youngest
children. The early years of a child’s life
are critically important, and when the
community partners with parents to
promote healthy early childhood develop-
ment, we all benefit. Our nation’s children
become healthy and productive adults; our
economy becomes stronger because busi-
nesses can find the skilled workers they
need; and our democracy can thrive as

a new generation of informed Americans
continues to enrich civil society.

Why the early years matter. Early relation-
ships and experiences help shape the
architecture and wiring of the brain,
creating either a sturdy or fragile foun-
dation for a young child’s cognitive,
emotional and behavioral development.
Nurturing relationships with parents and
other caregivers, as well as stimulating
and educationally rich environments, help
young children thrive. But the experience
of poverty and related risk factors — such
as poor parenting, inadequate nutrition,
frequent moves and changes in non-
parental caregivers, insufficient cognitive
stimulation and unsafe environments —
can actually suppress brain development
and have lasting effects.

From even the youngest age, there are
measurable differences in how children
from lower-income families and their
middle-class peers develop and learn.
These differences persist after children

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

enter school, where a lack of high-quality
early childhood experiences is linked to
failure to read at grade level by the end

of third grade — a strong predictor of
becoming a high school dropout.'? The
effects of poverty and inadequate early care
extend beyond the school years. Children
who are persistently poor are more likely
to live in poverty between ages 25 and 30,
become teen and/or unmarried parents
and have spotty employment records.?

The benefits of early intervention. A child’s
earliest relationships and experiences
matter. Early intervention can prevent,

or at least reduce, some of the negative
effects associated with living in poverty.
Parents are their child’s first and primary
teachers and caregivers, but some low-
income, new and expecting parents need
support to succeed in these roles. Although
we still have a lot to learn in this area,
research suggests that high-quality early
childhood programs can help reduce the
stresses of poverty by providing better,
more sensitive care and by teaching
parents how to interact more positively
with their young children. Evidence

also suggests that highly targeted income
supports can help reduce the effects of
poverty and improve children’s outcomes,
particularly academic performance.

All children benefit from high-quality
early care and education, but research
indicates that the quality of care is most
important for children at highest risk
of poor developmental outcomes.
According to Nobel Prize-winning econo-
mist James Heckman, early childhood

2013 kids count data book
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interventions are some of the best invest-
ments we can make as a nation, with a
return on investment at 7 to 10 percent
annually by reducing crime, improving
academic achievement and building a
skilled workforce."

The importance of two-generation strategies.
Too often, low-income parents struggle to
gain and retain employment. Many experi-
ence violence and trauma, battle substance
abuse, and have physical and mental health
problems. Given the enormous influence
that parents have on their children,
especially when those children are infants
and toddlers, we need to find better ways
to support parents of young children.
Early childhood strategies alone will not
successfully reduce disparities among
children; we must also assist their parents.

The Need for Smart Investments

Given the consensus on the need to
reduce the country’s long-term debr,
simply adding more public dollars to
existing strategies is neither wise nor
feasible. Although we will need to invest
more in early childhood, we should focus
our resources on strategies with evidence
of high returns in child well-being and
healthy development. For example, we
should weave together existing programs
that support new parents — such as
home visiting programs and programs
that help parents fulfill their roles as
their children’s first and most important
teachers — with high-quality early child-
hood and prekindergarten programs, to

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING
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ensure that every child enters school
ready to learn. These strategies should, in
turn, be integrated into the curricula and
learning supports of the early elementary
years, thus increasing the odds that all
of our children are reading proficiently
by the end of third grade.

Compared to the drivers of the national
debt, the additional resources required
to improve opportunities for our nation’s
youngest children are relatively modest.

If we invest those resources wisely, along
with refocusing existing resources on
approaches with strong evidence of suc-
cess, the return on investment will far
outweigh the costs. The same is true of
investments in older children: Smarter
spending on programs and services that
we know increase children’s long-term
chances for success is essential. Although
the early years are critically important,
we must continue to identify other key
developmental moments when interven-
tion pays off in the long term.

The following pages illustrate some of
the progress we have made as a nation in
improving child well-being, while identify-
ing areas where our efforts are falling short.
As we celebrate long-term gains in Health
and Education, we must find effective ways
to halt — and reverse — the widening
disparities among children’s access to
economic resources and ensure that they
grow up in strong, stable families and
communities. That’s the challenge ahead.

Patrick T. McCarthy

President and CEQ
The Annie E. Casey Foundation

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org
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KIDS COUNT DATA CENTER

Access Data on Child Well-Being Through
the Improved KIDS COUNT Data Center

The Annie E. Casey Foundation’s updated KIDS COUNT
Data Center makes it easier to access hundreds

of child well-being indicators related to education,
employment and income, health, poverty and youth
risk factors. Data are available for the nation and for
states, as well as for cities, counties and congressional
districts. New site features include improved search
options; more attractive and easier to create tables,
maps and graphs; and better ways to share information
through social media on how children are faring.

datacenter.kidscount.org

Mobile Site

Allindicators currently found on the

KIDS COUNT Data Center can be accessed
quickly and easily anytime, anywhere on your
mobile device at: mobile.kidscount.org

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org 2013 kids count data book


www.aecf.org
http://mobile.kidscount.org
http://datacenter.kidscount.org

C-14 EMBARGOED UNTIL 12:01 A.M. EDT, JUNE 24, 2013

KIDS COUNT Data Center datacenter.kidscount.org

DATA BY LOCATION DATA BY TOPIC

A project of the Annie E. Casey Feundation, KIDS COUMT i4 the prember scunce for dats on child snd famity well-being in the
United Seated. Acoiss hundnids of indScatans, downbosd data and crsane fepans and graphics on the KIDS COUNT Duta Center
that suppodt smart decishons about children and fasnilles

SEARCH

f Enter any location, lopic andior keywords hare
Enter any location,

topic and/or keyword CHOOSE A STATE
in the comprehensive
new search function.

Learn how children
are faring where

you live by using the y . Want data on a
national level?

new interactive map. -
VIEW L5, DATA
CHOOSE A DATA TOPIC

i ™ & i & X

Sea.I’Ch by tOpIC Demagraphics -,E%?TE.T:.-.'F Education ngm..-.l.:':ﬁ{-’h_, Health Ems‘?.; fgéﬁg.'lur
to find the data
ou need.
y THE LATEST FROM KIDS COUNT . QUICK LINKS
() Create Custom Profiles

KIDS COUNT State Rankings

Use the quick links
to access widely

; ; () media Inquiries and Resources
used information.

CASEY TWEETS
KIES COUNT serhisurns

AT @munsteiget; Got B comevestion gaing ot
EnsiiCou.ong L & commeat, slart &
diicuigion, b the N 10 thare your...

KIDS COUMT serctvidomnnt

AT @eachildnes; G i onisl on the 1 Lak's
@itri eevtorial wrisers, Thanks for mentioming
K COUMT iutieg timyuricom.ndghems

Anmie E, Casey Fdn saomes
AT @acaiforiide: Hot off the preist The 313 Hew
o REDOrT B DUl bin by 1AL

doin tha {orarialien =

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org


www.aecf.org
http://datacenter.kidscount.org

G215




C-16

STATUS OF CHILDREN

Since 1990, KIDS COUNT has ranked states annually on

overall child well-being using an index of key indicators. Last

year’s Data Book included an updated index to take advantage

of advances in knowledge about child development and the

availability of new state-level data to create a more robust

tool to better track trends in child well-being.

The KIDS COUNT index now consists
of four domains that capture what chil-
dren need most to thrive: (1) Economic
Well-Being, (2) Education, (3) Health and
(4) Family and Community. Each domain
comprises four indicators, for a total of 16.
(For a more thorough description of the
KIDS COUNT index review and revision
process, visit datacenter.kidscount.org/
databook/2013.)

This year’s Data Book presents recent
trends, generally comparing data from
2005 with data from 2011, which are often
the most recent available. The national
trend data allow us to compare how the
country’s children were faring mid-decade,
prior to the economic crisis, with how they
are doing in its aftermath. State rankings
focus only on the most recent data.

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING

National Trends in Child Well-Being

Comparing data from before and after
the recession reveals positive and nega-
tive developments in child well-being
nationally (see Figure 1). Broadly speak-
ing, children experienced gains in the
Education and Health domains, but
setbacks in the Economic Well-Being
and Family and Community domains.
Three of the four Economic Well-Being
indicators got substantially worse, which
is not surprising, given the depth and
severity of the economic crisis. Alchough
still not on par with their pre-recession
rates, there is a glimmer of hope in this
year’s economic data, with several indica-
tors improving slightly since 2010. Note
that in 2011, the year of our most recent

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

Profile Pages Online

National and state profiles
providing current and trend data
for all I6 indicators are available
at datacenter.kidscount.org/
databhook/2013/profiles.
National and state data are

also available in Appendix 2,

on page 42.
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National Trends in 16 Key Indicators of Child Well-Being by Domain

ECONOMIC
WELL-BEING

EDUCATION

HEALTH

i

FAMILY AND

COMMUNITY

Children in poverty

201

23%

16,387,000 CHILDREN

2005 19%

Children not attending
preschool

2009-11

4%
4,325,000 CHILDREN

IMPROVED

2005-07 56%

Low-hirthweight babies

2010

8.1%

325,563 BABIES

IMPROVED

2005 8.2%

Children in single-parent

families

201

3%

24,718,000 CHILDREN

2005 32%

Children whose parents
lack secure employment

2011

32%

23,771,000 CHILDREN

2008 21%

Fourth graders not
proficient in reading

2011

68%

IMPROVED

2005 10%

Children without
health insurance

2011
o
1%
5,528,000 CHILDREN

IMPROVED

2008 10%

Children in families where
the household head lacks
a high school diploma

2011

15%
11,131,000 CHILDREN

IMPROVED

2005 16%

Children living in
households with a high
housing cost burden

201

40%

29,486,000 CHILDREN

2005 31%

Eighth graders not
proficient in math

2011

66%

IMPROVED

2005 12%

Child and teen deaths
per 100,000

2010

26

20,482 DEATHS

IMPROVED

2005 32

Children living in
high-poverty areas

2007-11

12%

8,591,000 CHILDREN

2000 9%

Teens not in school
and not working

8%

1,497,000 TEENS

2008 8%

High school students
not graduating on time

2009/10

22%
870,542 STUDENTS

IMPROVED

2005/06  27%

Teens who abuse
alcohol or drugs

2010-11
o
1%
1,752,000 TEENS

IMPROVED

2005-06 8%

Teen hirths per 1,000

2010

34

367,678 BIRTHS

IMPROVED

2005 40

N.A. Data not available.
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National Key Indicators by Race and Hispanic Origin
Asianand Non-
National ~ African  American  Pacific Hispanic  Twoor

ECONOMIC WELL-BEING Average American  Indian Islander  Hispanic =~ White More Races

Children in poverty: 20II 23% 39% 31% 14% 34% 14% 24%

Children whose parents lack 399% 49%  51% 299 39%  25% 37%

secure employment: 20II ° ° ° ° ° ° °

Children living in households with 5 S o 5 o 5 5

a high housing cost burden: 201l Al e el e dle Gl

Teens not in school and o 9 o o o o o

not working: 2011 8% 13% 15% 4% n% 1% 9%
data, the national unemployment rate was
nearly 9 percent, but has since come down EDUCATION
to 7.5 percent, so next year’s data should
reflect more improvement in this domain. Children not attending 54% 51% 58% 48% 63% 50% 53%

In contrast, all four Education preschool: 2009-l
indicators — which cover preschool to Fourth graders not proficient 68%  84%* 81%* 51%* 82% 58%  63%*
high school graduation — showed some in reading: 2011
improvement in recent years. Child health Eighth graders not proficient . e omers arers . . o
continued to improve, with gains in in math: 20l i IRt BT it Bk agn
children’s health insurance coverage and )

High school students not 9 o/ % o/ % o/* o o
reductions in child and teen mortality and graduating on time: 2009/10* 22%  34%* 31%* 6% 29% 11%  NA.
teen substance abuse. The percentage of
low-birthweight babies improved slightly. HEALTH

Trends in the Family and Community
domain were mixed. There was a sub- Low-birthweight babies: 2010 81% 13.2% 16% 85% 10% 11% NA.
stantial drop in the teen birth rate and a
small decline in the percentage of children Children without health 1% 8% 11% 8% 13% 5% 6%
living with parents without a high school st Al
diploma. However, the percentage of Child and teen deaths

’ 26 36 30 14 21 25 N.A.

children living in high-poverty neighbor- per 100,000: 2010
boo.ds increased,fas dlld that of children e W'_m abuse alcohol 1% B%* 3% 3% 1% 1% 9%
in single-parent families. or drugs: 20II

Overall, developments in child well-
being during the past five or six years FAMILY AND COMMUNITY
demonstrate important progress in some Children in single-barent
areas, while highlighting the substantial S 35% 61% 53% 11% 42% 25% 42%
work that remains to improve the pros- -
pects for the next generation. Children in fan.lI|IeS where .1he household 15% 14% 20% 12% 31% 6% 1%

o .. head lacks a high school diploma: 20II

Perhaps the most striking finding is
that despite tremendous gains during Children living in high-poverty 12% 28% 21% 1% 21% 4% 10%
recent decades for children of all races and areas: 2007-Il
income levels, inequities among children Teen births per 1,000: 2010 % 51 3 1 5% 23 NA
remain deep and stubbornly persistent
(SCC Figure 2) The recession exacerbated *Data are for non-Hispanics only in each respective group. All other rates for these racial groups include both Hispanics and non-Hispanics.
some socioeconomic inequities that were * Provisional data.
all‘eady on the rise, with potential negative “These are single-year race data for 20I1. Data in index are 2010-1l multiyear data.
consequences for the future. +Data results do not include Native Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders.

N.A. Data not available.
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Overall Rank
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OVERALL CHILD WELL-BEING

National data mask a great deal of state-hy-

state and regional variations in child well-being.

A state-level examination of the data reveals a
hard truth: A child’s chances of thriving depend
not just on individual, familial and community
characteristics, but also on the state in which
she or he is born and raised. States vary con-
siderably in their amount of wealth and other
resources. State policy choices also strongly
influence children’s chances for success.

We derive a composite index of overall child
well-being for each state by combining

data across the four domains: (I) Economic
Well-Being, (2) Education, (3) Health and
(4) Family and Community. These composite
scores are then translated into a single
state ranking for child well-being. The three
highest-ranked states are New Hampshire,
Vermont and Massachusetts; the three
lowest ranked are Nevada, Mississippi and
New Mexico.

As is apparent in Figure 3, distinct regional
patterns emerge from the state rankings. All
of the northeastern states rank in the top I5
in terms of overall child well-being, except for
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and New York,
which fall in the middle. Most of the states in
the industrial Midwest rank in the middle on
overall child well-being, while some of the

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

states farther west — Minnesota, North Dakota,
lowa and Nebraska — are in the top 0.

States in the Southeast, Southwest and
Appalachia — where the poorest states are
located — populate the hottom of the overall
rankings. In fact, with the exception of
California, the I7 lowest-ranked states are
located in these regions. For the first time, New
Mexico ranked worst among states for overall
child well-being in this year’s KIDS COUNT
Data Book. Along with Nevada and Arizona,
states in the Southwest now occupy three of
the five lowest rankings for child well-being.

However, as is obvious in Figure 3, the overall
rankings obscure some important variations
within states. The graphic highlights states
that rank best overall and in each domain
(represented by concentric circles) in dark
colors and those ranking worst in light colors.
Although most states’ rankings did not vary
dramatically across domains, there were a few
exceptions. For example, Rhode Island ranked
among the top five states in the Health domain,
but was among the bottom 20 states in terms of
the Economic Well-Being of its children. Con-
versely, Wyoming ranked second for Economic
Well-Being, but was among the worst 12 states
for Health. For all states, the index identifies
bright spots and room for improvement.
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FiGURE 3|
Overall Child Well-Being by State

We derive a composite index of overall child well-being for each
state by combining data across the four domains: (I) Economic Well-
Being, (2) Education, (3) Health and (4) Family and Community.

To see how each state ranked overall and by domain, see Appendix I.

1-13

OVERALL RANK 14-25
ECONOMIC WELL-BEING ~
EDUCATION ..~ 26-37
HEALTH .. ‘
FAMILY AND COMMUNITY "“ 38-50 Z

MIDWEST

| . New Hampshire
5
10

. Utah

NORTHEAST

Close rankings can
hide the fact that the
differences between
state scores can vary
widely. For example,
the distance between
Idaho, ranked 20, and
Colorado, ranked 21,
is much smaller than
the distance between

NV . Nevada, ranked 48, and
Mississippi, ranked 49.

:. Florida
T

View an interactive version on the Data Center at:

datacenter/kidscount.org/databook/2013/ s .. New Mexico
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Economic Well-Being
Domain Rank
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North Dakota
Wyoming
South Dakota
Nebraska
lowa
Minnesota
New Hampshire
Kansas
Vermont
Virginia

Utah
Wisconsin
Massachusetts
Maryland
Montana
Connecticut
Pennsylvania
New Jersey
Colorado
Maine
Delaware
Missouri
Idaho

Alaska
Oklahoma
Indiana

Ohio
Washington
lllinois

Texas

Rhode Island
Kentucky
West Virginia
Hawaii

New York
Michigan
Tennessee
North Carolina
Arkansas
ELET)ES
Oregon
Louisiana
Georgia
South Carolina
Florida
California
Arizona
Nevada

New Mexico
Mississippi

To help children grow into successful, productive
adults, their parents need well-paying jobs,
affordable housing and the ability to invest in their
children’s future. When parents are unemployed
or their incomes are low, they may struggle to
meet their children’s most basic needs for food,
safe housing, medical care and quality child care.
They may be unable to provide books, toys and
activities that are developmentally enriching.
Inadequate family income and economic uncer-
tainty also increase parental stress, which,

in turn, can cause depression and anxiety

and increase the risk of substance abuse and
domestic violence — all of which can compromise
parenting.” While the negative effects of poverty
on children are troubling in their own right,

they also increase the chances of poor outcomes
for youth and young adults, such as teen preg-
nancy, failure to graduate from high school,

poor health and lack of secure employment.'®

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

ECONOMIC WELL-BEING

Children in Poverty

+J

MILLION
CHILDREN

From 2005 to 20Il, the
child poverty rate rose
from 19 to 23 percent,
representing an increase
of 3 million children.

¢
14

YOUNG CHILDREN

Poverty rates for children
age 5 and under are

even higher than overall
rates, at 26 percent.

SOURCE U.S. Census Bureau, 201l American
Community Survey.
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SCORES AND RANKINGS

A State-to-State Comparison of Economic Well-Being

| . North Dakota

Close rankings can
hide the fact that the
differences between
state scores can vary
5 widely. For example,
the distance between

The map below illustrates how states ranked on the Economic Kansas, ranked 8, and

Well-Being domain. The bar on the right displays the scores WL LT
is much larger than

behind the rankings and the relative distance between state &) . the distance between
scores, demonstrating that not all ranks are created equal.

Idaho, ranked 23, and
Alaska, ranked 24.

0
. States ranked [-I3
[ — N
® s
States ranked 14-25
States ranked 26-37
States ranked 38-50 B |
50 . Mississippi
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The number of poor
children continued to
climb even as the national
unemployment rate

was gradually declining.

Nationally, 23 percent of children
(16.4 million) lived in poverty in 20II, up
from 22 percent in 2010 (15.7 million).

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN WHO LIVED
IN POVERTY: 20l

23
16.4

MILLION CHILDREN

SOURCE U.S. Census Bureau, 201l American Community Survey.
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Children in poverty

Growing up in poverty is one of the great-
est threats to healthy child development.
Poverty and financial stress can impede
children’s cognitive development and their
ability to learn. It can contribute to behav-
ioral, social and emotional problems and
poor health. The risks posed by economic
hardship are greatest among children who
experience poverty when they are young
and among children who experience per-
sistent and deep poverty."” Already high
compared with other developed nations,
the child poverty rate in the United States
increased dramatically as a result of the
economic crisis. The official poverty line
in 2011 was $22,811 for a family of two
adults and two children.

= Nationally, 23 percent of children (16.4
million) lived in poor families in 20II, up from
22 percent in 2010 (15.7 million). This means
that the number of poor children continued to
climb even as the national unemployment rate
was gradually declining. From 2005 to 20, the
child poverty rate rose from 19 to 23 percent,
representing an increase of 3 million children.

= The rate of child poverty for 20Il ranged from
alow of 12 percent in New Hampshire, to a high
of 32 percent in Mississippi.

= The child poverty rate among African
Americans (39 percent) was almost three times
the rate for non-Hispanic whites (14 percent)

in 20I1.
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A Better Measure of Poverty and the Role of the Social Safety Net

The KIDS COUNT Data Book uses the
official federal poverty measure for state
child poverty rates. However, this statistic
measures only the cash income available
to families, without accounting for many
supports that a family might receive,

such as federal tax credits, child care and
housing assistance and food aid through
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (formerly food stamps).

The official measure also fails to adequately
reflect the ways in which costs — such as
housing and child care — vary by region
and have changed dramatically over the
past half century.

Researchers have quantified basic living
expenses in specific localities and found
that, on average, families need an income
of roughly twice the federal poverty level
to cover basic expenses for housing, food,
transportation, health care and child
care.® In 2011, 45 percent (32.7 million) of
U.S. children lived in families with incomes

below 200 percent of the federal poverty
level ($45,622 for a family of four).

To better understand how families are
faring, the U.S. Census Bureau created

a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM),
which measures the impact of social
programs and accounts for rising costs,
among other changes. While the Census
Bureau does not yet have sufficient data
(or funding) to calculate the SPM at the
state level, this new national measure

is an important advance in understanding
child poverty and the effects of safety
net programs and tax policies on the
economic well-being of families.

For example, revised poverty measures
demonstrate that our existing social safety
net lifts millions of Americans out of pov-
erty every year. According to the Center

on Budget and Policy Priorities, when key
safety net programs were included in a
poverty measure, some 40 million people
in 201l rose above the poverty line.”

In 201, 45 percent

(32.7 million) of U.S.
children lived in families
with incomes below

200 percent of the federal
poverty level ($45,622
for a family of four).

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING
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)

In 2011, one in three children in the United States
(23.8 million) lived in families where no parent
had full-time, year-round employment. Roughly
half of African-American and American Indian
children and 39 percent of Latino children lacked
secure parental employment.

/Aj
dl ] IN3 CHILDREN

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN WHOSE PARENTS LACK SECURE
EMPLOYMENT BY RACE AND HISPANIC ORIGIN: 20!

National Average - 32%

African American _ 49 %
American Indian _ 5‘] %
Asian and Pacific Islander - 22%

Non-Hispanic White - 2 5 %

Two or More Races - 37 %

SOURCE U.S. Census Bureau, 201l American Community Survey.
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Children whose parents
lack secure employment

Children living in families lacking secure
parental employment, defined as those fami-
lies where no parent works full time, year
round, are particularly vulnerable. Without
at least one parent employed full time, chil-
dren are more likely to fall into poverty. Yet
too many parents who want full-time work
are forced to piece together part-time or
temporary jobs that do not provide sufficient
or stable income; some lack the education
and skills needed to secure a good job. The
recession exacerbated both unemployment
and underemployment. Even a full-time job
at low wages does not necessarily lift a family
out of poverty. Without access to benefits
and tax credits, one adult in a two-parent
family with two children would need to
earn about $11.41 per hour — $4.16 more
than the federal minimum wage — working
40 hours per week for 50 weeks per year

just to reach the poverty line.

= |n 2011, nearly one-third of all children in the
United States (23.8 million) lived in families where
no parent had full-time, year-round employment.
Since 2008, the number of such children climbed
by 3.6 million.

= North Dakota had the lowest percentage
of children in families without secure parental
employment in 2011 (22 percent), followed

by New Hampshire, at 23 percent. Mississippi
had the highest rate, at 38 percent.

= Roughly half of all American Indian children
(51 percent) and African-American children (49
percent) had no parent with full-time, year-round
employment in 20Il, compared with 25 percent of
white children and 39 percent of Latino children.
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Children living in
households with a high
housing cost burden

Family income is only one factor of finan-
cial security; the cost of basic expenses also
matters. Housing is typically one of the
largest expenses that families face. This
measure identifies the proportion of chil-
dren living in households that spend more
than 30 percent of their pretax income

on housing, whether they are renters or
homeowners. Low-income families, in
particular, are unlikely to be able to meet
all of their basic needs if housing consumes
nearly one-third or more of their income.

= Across the nation, 40 percent of children
(29.5 million) lived in households with a high
housing cost burden in 2011, compared with 37
percent in 2005 (27.4 million). The 20II figure
represents a slight improvement from the prior
year, when 4l percent of children lived in families
facing disproportionately high housing costs.

= |n 201, California had the highest percentage
of children — a startling 52 percent — living in
households that spent more than 30 percent of
income for housing. North Dakota had the lowest,
at 2l percent.

= More than half of African-American children
(53 percent) and Hispanic children (52 percent)
lived in households with a high housing cost
burden in 2011, compared with 3| percent of non-
Hispanic white children.

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING
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Teens not in school
and not working

Teens who leave school and do not become
part of the workforce are at high risk of
experiencing negative outcomes as they
transition to adulthood. The percentage

of teens not in school and not working
(sometimes referred to as “disconnected
youth” or “idle teens”) includes young
people ages 16 to 19 who are not engaged
in school or the workforce. While those
who have dropped out of school are clearly
vulnerable, many young people who have
finished school but are not working are
also at a disadvantage in terms of achieving
economic success in adulthood.

= Nationally, 8 percent of youth were
disconnected from both work and school in
20I1. About 1.5 million teens between the ages
of 16 and |19 were neither enrolled in school nor
working, up from I.4 million in 2008, but down
from 1.6 million in 2010.

» At 4 percent, Wyoming had the lowest

rate of teens not in school and not working

in 2011. Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nebraska
and South Dakota were close behind, at

5 percent. In contrast, Nevada had the highest
rate, at I3 percent.

= American Indian, African-American and Latino
teens had considerably higher rates of being
neither in school nor working than their white
and Asian and Pacific Islander counterparts.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

In 2011, California had the highest
percentage of children — a startling
92 percent — living in households
spending more than 30 percent of
income for housing, whereas North
Dakota had the lowest, 2| percent.

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN LIVING IN HOUSEHOLDS
WITH AHIGH HOUSING COST BURDEN: 201l

North Dakota

California

SOURCE U.S. Census Bureau, 201l American Community Survey.
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Education
Domain Rank
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Massachusetts
New Jersey
Vermont

New Hampshire
Maryland
Connecticut
Minnesota
Pennsylvania
Colorado
Virginia
Kansas
Wisconsin
Montana
lllinois

lowa

North Dakota
Nebraska
Ohio

New York
Maine
Missouri
South Dakota
Delaware
Rhode Island
Washington
Wyoming
North Carolina
Kentucky
Idaho

Utah

Texas
Michigan
Hawaii
Indiana
Florida
Arkansas
Oregon
Georgia
California
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Alaska
AELET)ES
Louisiana
Arizona

West Virginia
Mississippi
New Mexico
Nevada

ful educational achievement for children begins
with quality prenatal care and continues into
the early elementary school years. With a strong
and healthy beginning, children can more easily
stay on track to remain in school and graduate,
pursue postsecondary education and training
and successfully transition to adulthood. Yet the
United States continues to have significant gaps
in educational achievement by race and income.
Although the achievement gap between black
and white students has narrowed considerably
over the past four decades, the gap by income
has steadily increased.?’ Addressing this gap
will be key to ensuring our future workforce

can compete on a global scale, given that most
of the new jobs that will be created over the

next decade will require some postsecondary
education, training or certification.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

9 EDUCATION

Establishing the conditions that promote success-

Children Not
Attending Preschool

From 2009 to 20Il, more
than half of 3- and 4-year-
olds were not enrolled in
preschool, representing
4.3 million children.

Newdersey

]

In 2011, New Jersey, at

38 percent, had the lowest
percentage of 3- and
4-year-olds not enrolled

in preschool. The highest
was Nevada, at 70 percent.

SOURCE U.S. Census Bureau, 201l American
Community Survey.
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A State-to-State Comparison of Education

The map below illustrates how states ranked on the Education

domain. The bar on the right displays the scores behind

the rankings and the relative distance between state scores,

demonstrating that not all ranks are created equal. 5
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1 | Massachusetts

Close rankings can
hide the fact that the
differences between
state scores can vary
widely. For example,
the distance between
New Jersey, ranked 2,
and Vermont, ranked 3,
is much larger than
the distance between
Michigan, ranked 32,
and Hawaii, ranked 33.
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Children who reach fourth grade
without being able to read proficiently
are more likely to drop out of high
school, reducing their earning
potential and chances for success.

PERCENTAGE OF FOURTH GRADERS NOT PROFICIENT
INREADING BY RACE AND HISPANIC ORIGIN: 2011

National Average _ B 8 “

African American _ 8 4%
American Indian _ 8 ‘I %

Asian and Pacific %
Islander - 51 ’

Non-Hispanic White _58%
Two or More Races _63%

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, 20l National Assessment of Educational Progress.

Children not attending
preschool

High-quality prekindergarten programs
for 3- and 4-year-olds can improve school
readiness, with the greatest gains accru-
ing to the highestrisk children. Head
Start and the expansion of state-funded
programs since the 1990s have greatly
increased access to preschool.” But many
children, especially 3-year-olds, continue
to be left out, exacerbating socioeconomic
differences in educational achievement.
Because of small sample sizes in some
states, we combined data collected over

a three-year period for this measure.

= From 2009 to 20Il, more than 4.3 million
3- and 4-year-olds were not enrolled in
preschool, representing more than half

(54 percent) of all children in that age group.
This is a slight improvement over 2005-07,
when nearly 4.7 million children (56 percent)
did not participate in a pre-K program.

= |n 2009-I1, New Jersey and Connecticut,
at 38 and 39 percent, respectively, had the
lowest percentages of 3- and 4-year-olds not
enrolled in preschool. The states with the
highest percentages of children not enrolled
in 2009-11 were Nevada (70 percent) and
Arizona (67 percent).

m» Half of African-American and white 3- and
4-year-olds were not in pre-K programs; the
percentage was nearly the same for Asian and
Pacific Islander children (48 percent). The rates
were noticeably higher for Latinos (63 percent)
and American Indians (58 percent).

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

Fourth graders not
proficient in reading

Proficiency in reading by the end of third
grade is a crucial marker in a child’s edu-
cational development. In the early years,
learning to read is a critical component

of education. But beginning in fourth
grade, children use reading to learn other
subjects, and therefore, mastery of read-
ing becomes a critical component in their
ability to keep up academically. Children
who reach fourth grade without being able
to read proficiently are more likely to drop
out of high school, reducing their earning
potential and chances for success.*?

= A stunning 68 percent of fourth graders

in public school were reading below proficient
levels in 20ll, a slight improvement from 2005,
when the figure was 70 percent.

m» State differences in fourth-grade reading
levels among public school students were
wide. In 2011, Massachusetts had the lowest
percentage of public school fourth graders not
proficient in reading, 50 percent, compared
with a high of 79 percent in New Mexico.

= More than 80 percent of African-American,
American Indian and Latino fourth graders
were not proficient in reading, compared with
58 percent of non-Hispanic whites. Although
these figures are deeply troubling, fourth-
grade reading levels have improved by 3 to 4
percentage points since 2005 for three of these
four groups; reading proficiency stayed the
same for American Indian fourth graders.

= Among low-income fourth graders, 82 percent

were not proficient in reading in 20Il, compared
with 52 percent of their higher-income peers.?
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Eighth graders not
proficient in math

Competence in mathematics is essential for
success in the workplace, which increasingly
requires higher-level technical skills. The
influence of high school students” math profi-
ciency on later earnings has grown steadily
over time. Students who take advanced math
and science courses that require a strong mas-
tery of math fundamentals are more likely

to attend and complete college.”* But even
for young people who do not attend college,

basic math skills improve employability.

= Among public school students, math
proficiency levels in eighth grade and reading
proficiency levels in fourth grade were quite
similar in 2011, but there was greater improvement
in eighth-grade math achievement. Nationwide,
two-thirds (66 percent) of public school eighth
graders scored below proficient math levels in
20I1, compared with 72 percent in 2005.

= At 49 percent, Massachusetts had the lowest
percentage of public school eighth graders

not proficient in math in 20Il. Mississippi had
the highest rate, at 81 percent.

= |n 2011, 57 percent of non-Hispanic white
eighth graders were below the proficient level,
compared with 80 percent of Latinos, 83 percent
of American Indians and 87 percent of African
Americans. But eighth-grade math achievement
improved for all racial and ethnic groups from
2005 to 20Il, including a 7 percentage point
improvement for Latinos.

= |[ncome disparities were similarly wide.

In 2011, 8l percent of low-income eighth graders
were not proficient in math, compared with

53 percent of higher-income eighth graders.?
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High school students
not graduating on time

Students who graduate from high school
on time are more likely to continue to
postsecondary education and training;
they are more employable and have higher
incomes than students who fail to gradu-
ate.?® In 2011, median annual earnings for
someone without a high school diploma
($18,800) were 70 percent of those of a
high school graduate ($26,700) and 39
percent of the median earnings of someone
with a bachelor’s degree ($48,300).

High school graduates have better health
outcomes, make healthier choices and are
less likely to engage in risky behavior.?®

m» Nationally, for the 2009/10 school year,
roughly 871,000 high school students

(22 percent) did not graduate on time. However,
this is an improvement from 2005/06, when

27 percent did not graduate in four years.

= Among the states, the percentage of high
school students not graduating from high school
in four years ranged from a low of 9 percent in
Vermont and Wisconsin, to a high of 42 percent
in Nevada for 2009/I0.

= |n 2009/10, I7 percent of non-Hispanic
white students did not graduate from high
school on time. The rate for African Americans
was twice as high.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

Among the states, the percentage

of students not graduating from

high school in four years ranged from
alow of 9 percent in Vermont and
Wisconsin, to a high of 42 percent

in Nevada for 2009/10.

PERCENTAGE OF HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS
WHO DON'T GRADUATE ON TIME: 2009/10

Wisconsin

Nevada
Vermont

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, 2009/10 Common Core of Data.
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Health
Domain Rank
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Maine
Connecticut
Wisconsin
Vermont
Rhode Island
Washington
lowa
Maryland
New York
Nebraska
Massachusetts
lllinois

New Jersey
Utah
Minnesota
New Hampshire
Oregon
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Delaware
Virginia
Indiana
Pennsylvania
Michigan
Ohio

North Dakota
Kansas

West Virginia
Idaho
California
Arkansas
Kentucky
Missouri
Tennessee
North Carolina
Alabama
Texas

Florida

South Dakota
Wyoming
Georgia
Louisiana
Colorado
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Arizona
Alaska
Nevada
Mississippi
New Mexico
Montana

‘ HEALTH

Children’s health is the foundation of their overall
development, and ensuring that they are born
healthy is the first step toward increasing the life
chances of disadvantaged children. Poverty, poor
nutrition, lack of preventive health care, sub-
stance abuse, maternal depression and family
violence put children’s health at risk. Poor health
in childhood impacts other critical aspects of a
child’s life, such as school readiness and atten-
dance, and can have lasting consequences on his
or her future health and well-being.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

Low-hirthweight babies

<3.91bs

Nationally, low-birthweight
babies represented

8.l percent of all live
births in 2010, virtually
unchanged from 2005.

African-American babies
are most likely to be
born with a low birth-
weight, at a rate of

13.2 percent in 2010.

SOURCE Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, National Center for Health
Statistics, 2010 Vital Statistics.
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SCORES AND RANKINGS

A State-to-State Comparison of Health

The map below illustrates how states ranked on the Health . Utah

domain. The bar on the right displays the scores behind
the rankings and the relative distance between state scores, PA ‘
demonstrating that not all ranks are created equal.

w

Close rankings can

hide the fact that the
differences between
state scores can vary
widely. For example,

the distance between
Pennsylvania, ranked 22,
and Michigan, ranked 23,
is much smaller than the
distance between New
Mexico, ranked 49, and
Montana, ranked 50.

S
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wiigh
States ranked [-I3

' States ranked 14-25

States ranked 26-37

States ranked 38-50

MT .7. Montana
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In I8 states, the percentage of
children lacking health coverage
was 5 percent or less in 20II.
Massachusetts and Vermont had
the lowest rate, 2 percent, compared
to a high of 16 percent in Nevada.

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN WITHOUT
HEALTH INSURANCE: 201l

Vermont
Nevada

Massachusetts

SOURCE U.S. Census Bureau, 201l American Community Survey.

Low-birthweight babies

The birth of a baby reminds us of the
potential that exists in every new genera-
tion. Yet, the odds against thriving are
higher for some newborns than for others.
Babies born with a low birthweight (less
than about 5.5 pounds) have a high
probability of experiencing developmental
problems and short- and long-term dis-
abilities and are at greater risk of dying
within the first year of life. Although
recent increases in multiple births have
strongly influenced the rise in rates of
low-birthweight babies, rates have also
been higher among single births. Smoking,
poor nutrition, poverty, stress, infections
and violence can increase the risk of a
baby being born with a low birthweight.”

= Nationally, low-birthweight babies represented
8.1 percent of all live births in 2010, virtually
unchanged from 2005. After gradually increasing
over time, the percentage of low-birthweight
babies has remained relatively stable for the past
several years, slightly below the three-decade
high of 8.3 percent reached in 2006.%°

» Alaska had the lowest percentage of low-
birthweight babies in 2010 — 5.7 percent of
live births — while Mississippi had the highest,
12.1 percent.

= Among racial and ethnic groups, African-
American babies were most likely to be born
with a low birthweight, at a rate of 13.2 percent
of live births in 2010. Although this represents

a slight decline from a high of 13.6 percent in
2007, it is still close to twice the low-birthweight
rate for Latinos and non-Hispanic whites.
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Children without
health insurance

Children without health insurance cover-
age are less likely than insured children

to have a regular health care provider and
to receive care when they need it. They
are also more likely to receive treatment
after their condition has worsened,
putting them at greater risk of hospitaliza-
tion. Having health insurance can

protect families from financial devastation
when a child experiences a serious or
chronic illness. Although the provision

of employer-sponsored health insurance

is declining, and most low-wage and
part-time workers lack employer coverage,
public health insurance has resulted

in increased coverage among children
during the past decade.

® Across the nation, 7 percent of children

(5.5 million) lacked health insurance in 20II.
That’s a 30 percent improvement from 2008,
when 10 percent of children were uninsured.

= |n I8 states, the percentage of children
lacking health coverage was 5 percent or less

in 2011. Massachusetts and Vermont had the
lowest rate, 2 percent, compared with a high

of 16 percent in Nevada. The rate was I3 percent
in Arizona and Texas.

= American Indian (I7 percent) and Latino
children (I3 percent) were far more likely to be
uninsured than non-Hispanic white (5 percent),
African-American (6 percent) and Asian and
Pacific Islander (8 percent) children.
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Child and teen deaths

The child and teen death rate (deaths per
100,000 children ages 1 to 19) reflects a
broad array of factors: physical and mental
health; access to health care; community
factors (such as violence and environmental
toxins); use of safety practices and, espe-
cially for younger children, the level of adult
supervision. Accidents, primarily those
involving motor vehicles, were the leading
cause of death for children and youth,
accounting for 32 percent of all deaths
among children ages 1 to 14.%' As children
move into their mid- and late-teenage years,
they encounter new risks that can be deadly.
In 2010, accidents, homicides and suicides
accounted for 73 percent of deaths to teens
ages 15 to 19.

= Nearly 20,500 children and youth ages | to [9
died in the United States in 2010, which translates
into a mortality rate of 26 per 100,000 children
and teens. The rate declined from 2005, when it
was 32 per 100,000, resulting in roughly 4,600
fewer child and teen deaths in 2010.

= Connecticut, Massachusetts and Rhode
Island had the lowest rates, |7 deaths per
100,000 children and youth in 2010. Montana
fell at the other end of the spectrum, with a
child and teen death rate of 45 per 100,000.

= The 2010 mortality rates for African-American
and American Indian children and teens (36 and
30 per 100,000, respectively) were considerably
higher than death rates for children and youth

of other racial and ethnic groups.
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Teens who abuse
alcohol or drugs

Teen alcohol and drug abuse are associ-
ated with a variety of potentially harmful
behaviors, such as engaging in risky

sexual activity, driving under the influence
of drugs or alcohol, abusing multiple
substances and committing crimes.
Alcohol and drug abuse among adolescents
can cause both short- and long-term
physical and mental health problems

and exacerbate existing conditions. Teen
substance abuse is also associated with
poor academic performance and increased
risk of dropping out of school. The nega-
tive consequences of teen alcohol and
drug abuse can carry over into adulthood.
Opverall, alcohol and drug use by adoles-
cents has declined over the past decade,
although patterns vary by substance.

= |n 2010-I1, 7 percent of teens ages 12 to |7
had abused or were dependent on alcohol

or drugs during the past year, declining from
8 percent in 2005-06.

» Rates of substance abuse among teens
varied from a low of 6 percent in |6 states for
2010-Il, to a high of 10 percent in Montana.

= Among racial and ethnic groups, Asian and
Pacific Islander and African-American teens
were least likely (3 and 6 percent, respectively)
to abuse or be dependent on alcohol or drugs.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

1990

Death rates for children of all age
groups have declined considerably
in recent decades.

INFANT MORTALITY PER 1,000 BIRTHS: 2010

6.] m ]’000 LIVE BIRTHS

Infant mortality rate

CHILD AND TEEN DEATHS PER 100,000: 1990-2010

88

31
\\\47

2010

Death rate for teens ages [5to 19
Death rate for children ages | to 14

SOURCE Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National
Center for Health Statistics, 1990-2010 Vital Statistics.
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Family and Community

Domain Rank
1 New Hampshire
2 Utah
3 Vermont
4 North Dakota
5 Minnesota
o FAMILY AND COMMUNITY
1 Massachusetts
8 lowa
New Jersey
Idaho
Connecticut
Wyoming
Virginia When children are nurtured and well cared for, Children in Single-
Montana especially during their early years, they have Parent Families
Nebraska . . .
Hawai better social-emotional, language and learning
Washington outcomes. These, in turn, lead to more positive
Wisconsin behavior and academic achievement in later years.
Alaska But single parents, especially those struggling *
Maryland o p ’ .p y
Colorado with financial hardship, are more prone to stress,
Oregon anxiety and depression, which can interfere with
pansas effective parenting. These findings underscore +3 MILLION
South Dakota . . .
Pennsylvania the importance of two-generation strategies that _
—— . e . . 35 percent of all children
Missouri strengthen families by mitigating their underlying lived in single-parent
:‘J""I’h'ga" economic distress and addressing the well-being families in 20II, representing
elaware .
linois of both parents and children. Families exist in and gn '!;If_ﬁreaslf_l?jf more thagﬂo
Indiana are affected by neighborhoods and communities. million children since 2005.
Ohio When communities have strong social and cultural
Rhode Island T .
New York institutions; good role models for children; and PP
West Virginia the resources to provide safety, good schools
Florida and quality support services, families and their ’ '
North Carolina . . .
children are more likely to thrive. NEARLY
Tennessee
Kentucky 2 5
Oklahoma OF
Georgia YOUNG CHILDREN

Nevada
California
South Carolina
Alabama
Arkansas
Arizona
Louisiana
Texas

New Mexico
Mississippi

Young children were more
likely to live in a single-
parent family. 37 percent
of children under age 6
lived with a single parent.

SOURCE U.S. Census Bureau, 201l American
Community Survey.
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SCORES AND RANKINGS

A State-to-State Comparison of Family and Community

The map below illustrates how states ranked on the Family

and Community domain. The bar on the right displays the scores
behind the rankings and the relative distance between state
scores, demonstrating that not all ranks are created equal.

States ranked I-I3

States ranked 14-25

States ranked 26-37

States ranked 38-50

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org
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Close rankings can
hide the fact that the
differences between
state scores can vary
widely. For example,
the distance between
Missouri, ranked 26,
and Michigan, ranked
21, is much smaller than
the distance between
Texas, ranked 48, and
New Mexico, ranked 49.
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In 20Il, 15 percent of children lived
in households headed by an adult
without a high school diploma. This
represents IL.I million children,
compared with [2 million in 2005.

CHILDREN IN FAMILIES WHERE THE HOUSEHOLD
HEAD LACKS A HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA: 20I!

[
&

SOURCE U.S. Census Bureau, 201l American Community Survey.

Children in single-parent
families

Children growing up in single-parent
families typically do not have the same
economic or human resources available as
those growing up in two-parent families.

In 2011, 37 percent of single-parent families
had incomes below the poverty line, com-
pared with 9 percent of married couples
with children. Only 30 percent of female-
headed families reported receiving any child
support payments in 2010.* Compared
with children in married-couple families,
children raised in female-headed households
are more likely to drop out of school, to have
or cause a teen pregnancy and to experience
a divorce in adulthood.* The U.S. Census
Bureau defines single-parent families as
those headed by an unmarried adult. A child
living with cohabiting parents is counted as
living in a single-parent family.

= The percentage of children living in single-
parent families rose from 32 percent in 2005 to
35 percent in 20Il, representing an increase of
more than 3 million children. After holding steady
for several years, the percentage of children in
single-parent homes has been rising since 2009.

» At the state level, the percentage of children
living in single-parent families in 201l ranged
from a low of 21 percent in Utah, to a high of

47 percent in Mississippi.

» Two-thirds (67 percent) of African-American
children lived in single-parent families in 20lII,
compared with 53 percent of American Indian
children and 42 percent of Latino children. By
comparison, 25 percent of non-Hispanic white
and |7 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander
children lived in single-parent households.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

Children in families where
the household head lacks
a high school diploma

Higher levels of parental education are
strongly associated with better outcomes
for children. Children whose parents have
not graduated from high school are at
greater risk of being born with a low birth-
weight and having health problems, and
they are more likely to smoke and binge
drink when they are older. Their school
readiness and educational achievement are
also at risk.” More highly educated parents
are better able to provide their children
with economic stability and security, which,
in turn, enhances child development. Over
the past several decades, parental education
levels have steadily increased.

= |n 2011, 15 percent of children lived in
households headed by an adult without a high
school diploma. This represents Il.I million
children, compared with 12 million in 2005.

= In North Dakota, only 5 percent of children
lived in families not headed by a high school
graduate in 201, the lowest percentage in
the country. At 25 percent, California had the
highest rate of children living without a high-
school-educated head of household.

= More than one-third (37 percent) of Latino
children lived in households headed by someone
without a high school diploma. That’s more

than two and a half times the rate for African-
American children (14 percent) and more

than six times the rate for non-Hispanic white
children (6 percent).

2013 kids count data book
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Children living in
high-poverty areas

Concentrated poverty puts whole neighbor-
hoods, and the people living in them, at
risk. High-poverty neighborhoods are much
more likely than others to have high rates
of crime and violence, physical and mental
health issues, unemployment and other
problems. Concentrated neighborhood
poverty negatively affects poor children,

as well as those who are better off.?* High-
poverty areas are defined here as census
tracts where the poverty rates of the total
population are 30 percent or more.

= During the period from 2007 through 20Il,
12 percent of children lived in high-poverty
areas nationwide, a total of 8.6 million. This
represents an increase of 2.3 million children
since 2000, when the rate was 9 percent.

» Variation among the states was wide:
Only a fraction of a percent of children in
Wyoming lived in areas of concentrated
poverty from 2007 through 20Il, whereas
24 percent of Mississippi’s children lived
in high-poverty areas.

= African-American, American Indian and
Latino children were much more likely to

live in high-poverty areas than were children
from other racial and ethnic groups. The
rates were 28 percent, 27 percent and

2l percent, respectively.

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING
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Teen hirths

Teenage childbearing can have long-term
negative effects for both the mother and
newborn. Teens are at higher risk of bear-
ing low-birthweight and preterm babies.
And, their babies are far more likely to be
born into families with limited educational
and economic resources, which function
as barriers to future success.”” In 2006,
the United States saw the first increase in
the teen birth rate in more than a decade,
a rise that continued through 2007.

But since the two-year increase, the teen
birth rate has declined to a historic low.

= |n 2010, there were nearly 368,000 babies
born to females ages 15 to 19. That translates into
a hirth rate of 34 births per 1,000 teens, which
represents a substantial decrease from 2000,
when the rate was 48 births per 1,000 teens.

= Among the states, the teen hirth rate for
2010 ranged from a low of 16 births per 1,000
teens ages 15 to 19 in New Hampshire, to a
high of 55 per 1,000 in Mississippi.

= At 56 births per 1,000 teenage girls, the

teen birth rate for Latinos was the highest
across major racial and ethnic groups. Although
it remained high, the 2010 rate for births to
Latino teens was the lowest rate on record.*

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

2000

In 2010, there were nearly 368,000
babies born to females ages 15 to 19.
That translates into a birth rate

of 34 hirths per 1,000 teens, which
represents a substantial decrease

from 2000, when the rate was
48 births per 1,000 teens.

TEEN BIRTHS PER 1,000 FEMALES: 2000-2010

48

40

2005

2010

SOURCE Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National
Center for Health Statistics, 2000-2010 Vital Statistics.
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CONCLUSION

This year’s KIDS COUNT Data Book provides some hopeful

signs. The latest data show continued incremental improvement

in educational achievement and child health and safety,

as well as a record low level of teen births. At the same time,

children and families are still coping with the effects of the

recession and continued high unemployment. Child poverty

continued to climb in 20Il, two years after the recession

ended; hopefully, the data for 2012 will show a decline.

Nonetheless, to improve outcomes for the
next generation, serious challenges remain.
The gulf continues to widen between
children growing up in strong, economi-
cally secure families who are embedded
in thriving communities and children
who are not. And, while African-American
and Latino children continue to fall
disproportionately into the latter group,
greater numbers of children of all racial
and ethnic groups are facing conditions
that can impede long-term success.
Improving outcomes for all children is
essential for our nation to remain strong,

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING

stable and globally competitive. Research
clearly indicates that one of the most
cost-effective strategies is to reach the
highest-risk kids in their earliest years.
Smart investments in programs and ser-
vices with a proven record — such as those
that help low-income parents develop
stronger, more nurturing relationships
with their infants and toddlers and high-
quality early care and education programs
that provide stimulating environments and
activities for developing young minds —
can expand the opportunity for children to
reach their full potential, benefiting us all.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org
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http://www.all4ed.org/files/HandW.pdf
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/PublicationsSeries/KCIndicatorBriefs.aspx
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/PublicationsSeries/KCIndicatorBriefs.aspx
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/PublicationsSeries/KCIndicatorBriefs.aspx
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr61/nvsr61_01.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr61/nvsr61_01.pdf
http://webappa.cdc.gov/sasweb/ncipc/leadcaus10_us.html
http://webappa.cdc.gov/sasweb/ncipc/leadcaus10_us.html
http://webappa.cdc.gov/sasweb/ncipc/leadcaus10_us.html
http://datacenter.kidscount.org
http://www.childtrendsdatabank.org/?q=node/183
http://www.childtrendsdatabank.org/?q=node/183
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/Publications.aspx?pubguid={DF6A3A0E-9AA3-405E-9FB9-E1D9C80C5E5C}
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/Publications.aspx?pubguid={DF6A3A0E-9AA3-405E-9FB9-E1D9C80C5E5C}
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/Publications.aspx?pubguid={DF6A3A0E-9AA3-405E-9FB9-E1D9C80C5E5C}
http://www.aecf.org/KnowledgeCenter/Publications.aspx?pubguid={DF6A3A0E-9AA3-405E-9FB9-E1D9C80C5E5C}
http://www.childtrendsdatabank.org/?q=node/52
http://www.childtrendsdatabank.org/?q=node/52
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr61/nvsr61_01.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr61/nvsr61_01.pdf
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Child Well-Being Rankings

Economic Family and
Well-Being Education Community
Overall Rank Rank Rank Health Rank Rank

State

Alabama 44 40 44 35 44
Alaska 33 24 43 46 19
Arizona 47 47 46 45 46
Arkansas 40 39 36 30 45
California 4 46 39 29 42
Colorado 21 19 9 42 21
Connecticut 9 16 6 2 "
Delaware 22 21 23 19 28
District of Columbia N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Florida 38 45 35 37 35
Georgia 43 43 38 40 40
Hawaii 25 34 33 18 16
Idaho 20 23 29 28 10
lllinois 23 29 14 12 29
Indiana 30 26 34 21 30
lowa 1 5 15 1 8
Kansas 16 8 n 26 23
Kentucky 34 32 28 31 38
Louisiana 46 42 45 4 47
Maine 13 20 20 1 6
Maryland 10 14 5 8 20
Massachusetts 3 13 1 " 1
Michigan 31 36 32 23 21
Minnesota 4 6 1 15 5
Mississippi 49 50 48 48 50
Missouri 21 22 21 32 26
Montana 28 15 13 50 14
Nebraska 8 4 17 10 15
Nevada 48 48 50 47 4
New Hampshire 1 1 4 16 1
New Jersey 5 18 2 13 9
New Mexico 50 49 49 49 49
New York 29 35 19 9 33
North Carolina 35 38 27 34 36
North Dakota 6 1 16 25 4
Ohio 24 21 18 24 31
Oklahoma 36 25 40 43 39
Oregon 32 4 37 11 22
Pennsylvania 17 17 8 22 25
Puerto Rico N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Rhode Island 26 31 24 5 32
South Carolina 45 44 4 44 43
South Dakota 18 3 22 38 24
Tennessee 39 37 42 33 37
Texas 42 30 31 36 48
Utah 14 " 30 14 2
Vermont 2 9 3 4 3
Virginia " 10 10 20 13
Washington 19 28 25 6 17
West Virginia 37 33 41 21 34
Wisconsin 12 12 12 3 18
Wyoming 15 2 26 39 12

N.R. Not Ranked.
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ECONOMIC WELL-BEING INDICATORS

State

United States
Alahama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Children livingin

Children whose households with
parents lack secure ahigh housing Teens not in school
Children in poverty: 2011 employment: 2011 cost burden: 2011 and not working: 20II
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
16,387,000 23 23,771,000 32 29,486,000 40 1,497,000 8
307,000 28 399,000 35 394,000 35 28,000 10
27,000 15 62,000 33 61,000 32 4,000 10
435,000 27 560,000 35 664,000 4 41,000 "
197,000 28 253,000 36 225,000 32 16,000 10
2,085,000 23 3,314,000 36 4,820,000 52 193,000 9
217,000 18 362,000 29 461,000 38 21,000 8
119,000 15 221,000 28 351,000 44 14,000 1
35,000 17 61,000 30 78,000 38 4,000 8
32,000 30 47,000 44 47,000 44 4,000 12
980,000 25 1,364,000 34 1,922,000 48 93,000 9
647,000 26 866,000 35 1,004,000 40 63,000 "
51,000 17 96,000 32 141,000 46 7,000 "
85,000 20 132,000 31 143,000 34 8,000 9
658,000 22 975,000 31 1,285,000 42 61,000 8
361,000 23 527,000 33 487,000 31 33,000 9
123,000 17 176,000 24 185,000 26 11,000 6
134,000 19 181,000 25 215,000 30 10,000 6
275,000 21 378,000 37 324,000 32 18,000 8
317,000 29 396,000 35 374,000 33 31,000 12
50,000 19 88,000 33 104,000 38 4,000 6
179,000 14 367,000 21 546,000 4 25,000 8
212,000 15 421,000 30 570,000 4 21,000 5
560,000 25 813,000 35 843,000 37 52,000 9
194,000 15 330,000 26 412,000 32 14,000 5
236,000 32 285,000 38 280,000 37 22,000 12
306,000 22 446,000 32 444,000 31 27,000 8
43,000 20 67,000 30 70,000 32 3,000 1
82,000 18 111,000 24 122,000 26 5,000 5
144,000 22 224,000 34 294,000 44 18,000 13
33,000 12 65,000 23 110,000 39 4,000 6
296,000 15 556,000 27 990,000 48 31,000 1
157,000 31 192,000 37 188,000 36 13,000 n
951,000 23 1,361,000 32 1,985,000 46 89,000 8
580,000 26 782,000 34 841,000 37 52,000 10
22,000 15 33,000 22 31,000 21 3,000 1
641,000 24 889,000 33 939,000 35 44,000 1
216,000 23 282,000 30 282,000 30 19,000 9
199,000 24 315,000 37 387,000 45 18,000 9
532,000 20 854,000 31 968,000 35 50,000 1
499,000 57 479,000 55 291,000 33 36,000 16
47,000 22 77,000 35 94,000 43 4,000 1
297,000 28 381,000 35 395,000 36 30,000 "
36,000 18 48,000 24 50,000 25 2,000 h
386,000 26 513,000 34 529,000 35 32,000 9
1,829,000 27 2,112,000 30 2,525,000 36 139,000 9
138,000 16 219,000 25 323,000 37 15,000 8
18,000 15 36,000 29 46,000 36 2,000 6
280,000 15 472,000 25 683,000 37 32,000 1
283,000 18 517,000 33 649,000 4 33,000 9
98,000 26 137,000 35 102,000 26 11,000 "
231,000 18 378,000 29 464,000 35 21,000 6
21,000 16 33,000 24 37,000 27 1,000 4
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EDUCATION INDICATORS

Fourth graders High school students
Children not attending not proficient Eighth graders not not graduating on time:
preschool: 2009-I1 inreading: 2011 proficientin math: 2011 2009/10
State Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
United States 4,325,000 54 N.A. 68 N.A. 66 870,542 22
Alahama 72,000 58 N.A. 69 N.A. 80 16,914 28
Alaska 13,000 66 N.A. 14 N.A. 65 2,678 25
Arizona 124,000 67 N.A. 14 N.A. 69 20,678 25
Arkansas 42,000 52 N.A. 70 N.A. n 9,440 25
California 532,000 53 N.A. 15 N.A. 15 112,994 22
Colorado 72,000 51 N.A. 61 N.A. 57 12,474 20
Connecticut 33,000 39 N.A. 58 N.A. 62 11,433 25
Delaware 12,000 51 N.A. 64 N.A. 68 2,635 24
District of Columbia 4,000 34 N.A. 81 N.A. 83 2,407 40
Florida 221,000 51 N.A. 65 N.A. 12 64,478 29
Georgia 139,000 52 N.A. 68 N.A. 12 39,444 30
Hawaii 16,000 48 N.A. 13 N.A. 10 3,593 25
Idaho 32,000 65 N.A. 67 N.A. 63 3,384 16
lllinois 155,000 46 N.A. 67 N.A. 67 30,647 18
Indiana 108,000 60 N.A. 67 N.A. 66 19,046 23
lowa 43,000 53 N.A. 67 N.A. 66 4,730 12
Kansas 44,000 54 N.A. 64 N.A. 59 5,786 15
Kentucky 66,000 58 N.A. 65 N.A. 69 10,714 20
Louisiana 60,000 48 N.A. 11 N.A. 18 16,604 31
Maine 16,000 57 N.A. 68 N.A. 61 2,914 17
Maryland 72,000 49 N.A. 57 N.A. 60 12,831 18
Massachusetts 60,000 41 N.A. 50 N.A. 49 13,551 17
Michigan 128,000 54 N.A. 69 N.A. 69 35,126 24
Minnesota 78,000 54 N.A. 65 N.A. 52 1,952 12
Mississippi 40,000 50 N.A. 18 N.A. 81 14,476 36
Missouri 88,000 55 N.A. 66 N.A. 68 12,463 16
Montana 14,000 57 N.A. 64 N.A. 54 2,229 18
Nebraska 27,000 53 N.A. 64 N.A. 67 3,748 16
Nevada 53,000 70 N.A. 15 N.A. n 15,289 42
New Hampshire 14,000 48 N.A. 57 N.A. 56 2,396 14
New Jersey 83,000 38 N.A. 56 N.A. 53 14,180 13
New Mexico 35,000 62 N.A. 19 N.A. 16 9,019 33
New York 197,000 45 N.A. 65 N.A. 70 58,158 24
North Carolina 145,000 57 N.A. 66 N.A. 63 26,670 23
North Dakota 11,000 66 N.A. 64 N.A. 57 942 12
Ohio 162,000 55 N.A. 66 N.A. 61 28,231 19
Oklahoma 61,000 59 N.A. 13 N.A. 13 10,529 21
Oregon 57,000 60 N.A. 70 N.A. 67 10,754 24
Pennsylvania 151,000 51 N.A. 59 N.A. 61 24,831 16
Puerto Rico 41,000 47 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 16,896 40
Rhode Island 13,000 53 N.A. 65 N.A. 66 3,058 24
South Carolina 63,000 55 N.A. 12 N.A. 68 18,891 32
South Dakota 14,000 60 N.A. 69 N.A. 58 1,813 18
Tennessee 98,000 60 N.A. 14 N.A. 16 15,202 20
Texas 459,000 59 N.A. 12 N.A. 60 74,924 21
Utah 63,000 60 N.A. 67 N.A. 65 8,554 21
Vermont 1,000 53 N.A. 59 N.A. 54 675 9
Virginia 105,000 52 N.A. 61 N.A. 60 18,911 19
Washington 103,000 59 N.A. 66 N.A. 60 19,508 23
West Virginia 21,000 64 N.A. 13 N.A. 19 4,904 22
Wisconsin 82,000 60 N.A. 66 N.A. 59 6,331 9
Wyoming 10,000 60 N.A. 66 N.A. 63 1,397 20

N.A. Not Available.
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HEALTH INDICATORS

Low-birthweight Children without Child and teen deaths Teens who abuse alcohol
babies: 2010 health insurance: 201l per 100,000: 2010 or drugs: 2010-11
State Number Percent Number Percent Number Rate Number Percent
United States 325,563 8.1 5,528,000 1 20,482 26 1,752,000 1
Alahama 6,165 10.3 59,000 5 445 37 23,000 6
Alaska 651 5.7 22,000 12 84 43 5,000 8
Arizona 6,190 11 208,000 13 471 28 46,000 9
Arkansas 3,391 8.8 40,000 6 259 34 14,000 6
California 34,641 6.8 745,000 8 2,129 21 275,000 9
Colorado 5,811 8.8 116,000 9 322 25 32,000 8
Connecticut 3,011 8.0 23,000 3 149 17 21,000 1
Delaware 1,016 8.9 9,000 5 52 23 4,000 1
District of Columbia 934 10.2 4,000 4 48 ] 2,000 1
Florida 18,681 8.7 475,000 12 1,166 27 90,000 1
Georgia 12,912 9.7 231,000 10 192 30 52,000 6
Hawaii 1,584 8.3 11,000 4 67 21 7,000 8
Idaho 1,573 6.8 39,000 9 127 28 10,000 1
lllinois 13,666 8.3 113,000 4 887 21 68,000 6
Indiana 6,732 8.0 129,000 8 485 28 31,000 6
lowa 2,700 1.0 32,000 4 184 24 17,000 1
Kansas 2,881 11 46,000 6 253 33 17,000 1
Kentucky 5,044 9.0 62,000 6 354 32 21,000 6
Louisiana 6,700 10.7 65,000 6 444 37 21,000 6
Maine 814 6.3 14,000 5 80 21 6,000 6
Maryland 6,474 8.8 61,000 5 342 24 26,000 6
Massachusetts 5,634 11 24,000 2 258 17 44,000 9
Michigan 9,610 8.4 94,000 4 687 21 58,000 1
Minnesota 4,415 6.4 80,000 6 342 25 32,000 8
Mississippi 4,852 12.1 61,000 8 306 38 14,000 6
Missouri 6,286 8.2 95,000 1 414 31 33,000 1
Montana 901 15 26,000 12 108 45 7,000 10
Nebraska 1,839 11 21,000 6 130 27 9,000 6
Nevada 2,965 8.3 107,000 16 189 21 17,000 8
New Hampshire 881 6.9 10,000 4 63 20 9,000 9
New Jersey 8,814 8.2 105,000 5 394 18 53,000 8
New Mexico 2,421 8.7 47,000 9 200 36 15,000 9
New York 20,049 8.2 181,000 4 959 21 101,000 1
North Carolina 11,109 9.1 175,000 8 666 27 49,000 1
North Dakota 607 6.7 10,000 6 55 34 3,000 1
Ohio 11,899 8.6 157,000 6 41 25 62,000 1
Oklahoma 4,458 8.4 99,000 n 352 36 19,000 6
Oregon 2,865 6.3 63,000 1 199 21 23,000 8
Pennsylvania 11,941 8.3 149,000 5 114 25 67,000 1
Puerto Rico 5,304 12.6 34,000 4 247 25 N.A. N.A.
Rhode Island 862 1.1 9,000 4 43 17 6,000 1
South Carolina 5,781 9.9 91,000 8 368 32 24,000 1
South Dakota 806 6.8 12,000 6 84 39 5,000 8
Tennessee 1179 9.0 85,000 6 490 31 34,000 1
Texas 32,486 8.4 917,000 13 1,881 26 142,000 6
Utah 3,655 1.0 97,000 n 218 24 15,000 6
Vermont 382 6.1 3,000 2 26 18 4,000 9
Virginia 8,448 8.2 108,000 6 438 22 42,000 1
Washington 5,464 6.3 97,000 6 355 2 37,000 1
West Virginia 1,880 9.2 17,000 4 139 33 8,000 6
Wisconsin 4,818 1.0 58,000 4 351 24 29,000 6
Wyoming 679 9.0 12,000 9 46 32 3,000 1

N.A. Not Available.
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FAMILY AND COMMUNITY INDICATORS

Children in families

where the household Children livingin
Childrenin single-parent head lacks a high high-poverty areas: Teen births per 1,000:
families: 2011 school diploma: 20I1 2007-11 2010
State Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Rate
United States 24,718,000 35 11,131,000 15 8,591,000 12 367,678 34
Alahama 417,000 39 169,000 15 154,000 14 1,343 44
Alaska 63,000 35 15,000 8 2,000 1 956 38
Arizona 614,000 40 299,000 18 315,000 19 9,389 42
Arkansas 254,000 38 103,000 14 108,000 15 5,229 52
California 3,041,000 34 2,271,000 25 1,176,000 13 43,149 32
Colorado 347,000 29 163,000 13 97,000 8 5,474 33
Connecticut 247,000 32 76,000 9 68,000 8 2,274 19
Delaware 78,000 41 25,000 12 12,000 6 974 31
District of Columbia 63,000 64 16,000 15 30,000 29 951 45
Florida 1,493,000 39 543,000 14 427,000 n 19,127 32
Georgia 901,000 38 365,000 15 313,000 13 14,378 4
Hawaii 89,000 31 28,000 9 15,000 5 1,341 33
Idaho 106,000 26 47,000 n 18,000 4 1,863 33
lllinois 1,008,000 34 438,000 14 310,000 10 14,798 33
Indiana 534,000 35 202,000 13 151,000 9 8,665 37
lowa 208,000 30 60,000 8 217,000 4 3,017 29
Kansas 213,000 31 80,000 n 51,000 1 3,865 39
Kentucky 340,000 36 131,000 13 144,000 14 6,684 46
Louisiana 471,000 45 180,000 16 193,000 17 1,689 48
Maine 88,000 34 16,000 6 9,000 3 917 21
Maryland 468,000 37 137,000 10 52,000 4 5,396 21
Massachusetts 424,000 31 127,000 9 98,000 1 3,909 17
Michigan 758,000 35 225,000 10 350,000 15 10,835 30
Minnesota 350,000 28 104,000 8 74,000 6 4,035 23
Mississippi 332,000 47 122,000 16 183,000 24 6,077 55
Missouri 465,000 35 161,000 n 124,000 9 1,669 37
Montana 64,000 30 14,000 6 17,000 1 1,128 35
Nebraska 129,000 29 48,000 10 28,000 6 1,958 31
Nevada 221,000 36 153,000 23 59,000 9 3421 39
New Hampshire 78,000 29 20,000 1 4,000 1 122 16
New Jersey 604,000 31 201,000 10 142,000 1 5,793 20
New Mexico 208,000 43 115,000 22 108,000 21 3,872 53
New York 1,457,000 36 651,000 15 704,000 16 15,126 23
North Carolina 857,000 39 331,000 14 248,000 " 12,309 38
North Dakota 38,000 26 17,000 5 12,000 8 659 29
Ohio 944,000 37 276,000 10 352,000 13 13,752 34
Oklahoma 316,000 36 126,000 13 109,000 12 6,496 50
Oregon 261,000 32 132,000 15 57,000 1 3,496 28
Pennsylvania 912,000 34 298,000 n 300,000 1 11,959 21
Puerto Rico 479,000 57 170,000 19 776,000 84 1,170 51
Rhode Island 79,000 38 31,000 14 31,000 14 891 22
South Carolina 428,000 42 142,000 13 144,000 13 6,849 43
South Dakota 62,000 32 17,000 9 23,000 " 975 35
Tennessee 516,000 37 188,000 13 204,000 14 9,254 43
Texas 2,363,000 36 1,613,000 23 1,209,000 18 47,751 52
Utah 181,000 21 84,000 9 26,000 3 3,049 28
Vermont 39,000 32 17,000 6 2,000 2 401 18
Virginia 559,000 31 187,000 10 87,000 5 1,314 27
Washington 453,000 30 195,000 12 87,000 6 6,002 27
West Virginia 130,000 36 49,000 13 29,000 1 2,608 45
Wisconsin 403,000 32 130,000 10 108,000 8 5,100 26
Wyoming 39,000 30 13,000 9 1,000 <0.5 123 39
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About the Index

The KIDS COUNT index reflects child health

and education outcomes as well as risk and
protective factors, such as economic well-being,
family structure and community context. The
index incorporates a developmental perspective
on childhood and includes experiences across
life stages, from birth through early adulthood.
The indicators are consistently and regularly
measured, which allows for legitimate compari-
sons across states and over time.

Organizing the index into domains provides a
more nuanced assessment of child well-being
in each state that can inform policy solutions
by helping policymakers and advocates better
identify areas of strength and weakness. For
example, a state may rank well above average
in overall child well-being, while showing the
need for improvement in education. Domain-
specific data can strengthen decision-making
efforts by providing multiple data points
relevant to specific policy areas.

The I6 indicators of child well-being are
derived from federal government statistical
agencies and reflect the best available state
and national data for tracking yearly changes.
For a complete description of the definitions
and data sources for each indicator, see
page 47. Many of the indicators are derived
from samples, and like all sample data, they
contain some random error. Other measures
(such as the child and teen death rate) are
based on relatively small numbers of events

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

in some states and may exhibit some random
fluctuation from year to year.

We urge readers to focus on relatively large dif-
ferences across states, as small differences may
simply reflect insignificant fluctuations, rather
than real changes in the well-being of children.
Assessing trends by looking at changes over a
longer period of time is more reliable. State data
for past years are available at the KIDS COUNT
Data Center (datacenter.kidscount.org).

The KIDS COUNT Data Book utilizes rates and
percentages because that is the best way to
compare states to one another and to assess
changes over time within a state. However, our
focus on rates and percentages may mask the
maghnitude of some of the problems examined

in this report. Therefore, data on the actual
number of children or events are provided in
Appendix 2 and at the KIDS COUNT Data Center.

We include data for the District of Columbia and
some data for Puerto Rico in the appendices of
the Data Book, but not in our state rankings.
Because they are significantly different from
any state, the comparisons are not instructive. It
is more useful to look at changes for these geog-
raphies over time or to compare the District with
other large cities. Data for many child well-being
indicators for the 50 largest cities (including
the District of Columbia) are available at the
Data Center, which also contains some data for
children and families in the U.S. Virgin Islands.

2013 kids count data book
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Domain Rank for each state was obtained in the
following manner. First, we converted the state
numerical values for the most recent year for each
of the four key indicators within each domain into
standard scores. We summed those standard
scores in each domain to get a total standard
score for each state. Finally, we ranked the
states on the basis of their total standard score
by domain in sequential order from highest/best
(1) to lowest/worst (50). Standard scores were
derived by subtracting the mean score from the
observed score and dividing the amount by the
standard deviation for that distribution of scores.
All measures were given the same weight in
calculating the domain standard score.

Overall Rank for each state was obtained in

the following manner. First, we converted the
state numerical values for the most recent year
for each of the 16 key indicators into standard
scores. We summed those standard scores
within their domains to create a domain standard
score for each of the 50 states. We then summed
the four domain standard scores to get a total
standard score for each state. Finally, we ranked
the states on the basis of their total standard
score in sequential order from highest/best

(1) to lowest/worst (50). Standard scores were
derived by subtracting the mean score from

the observed score and dividing the amount by
the standard deviation for that distribution of
scores. All measures were given the same weight
in calculating the total standard score.

Percent Change Over Time Analysis was com-
puted by comparing the most recent year’s data
for 16 key indicators with the data for the base
year. To calculate percent change, we subtracted
the rate for the most recent year from the rate

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING

for the base year and then divided that quantity
by the rate for the base year. The results are
multiplied by 100 for readability. The percent
change was calculated on rounded data, and
the “percent change” figure has been rounded
to the nearest whole number.

Economic Well-Being Indicators

Children in poverty is the percentage of children
under age I8 who live in families with incomes
below 100 percent of the U.S. poverty threshold,
asissued each year by the U.S. Census Bureau.
The federal poverty definition consists of a series
of thresholds based on family size and composi-
tion and is updated every year to account for
inflation. In calendar year 20Il, a family of two
adults and two children fell in the “poverty”
category if their annual income fell below $22,8l1.
Poverty status is not determined for people living
in group quarters, such as military barracks,
prisons and other institutional quarters, or for
unrelated individuals under age 15 (such as foster
children). The data are based on income received
in the 12 months prior to the survey. source: U.S.
Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Children whose parents lack secure employment
is the share of all children under age 18 living in
families where no parent has regular, full-time,
year-round employment. For children living

in single-parent families, this means that the
resident parent did not work at least 35 hours per
week, at least 50 weeks in the 12 months prior to
the survey. For children living in married-couple
families, this means that neither parent worked at
least 35 hours per week, at least 50 weeks in the
12 months prior to the survey. Children living with
neither parent are also listed as not having secure
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Definitions and Data Sources

parental employment because those children are
likely to be economically vulnerable. The 201l esti-
mate for this measure should not be compared to
estimates prior to 2008 because of substantial
changes made to the 2008 American Community
Survey questions on labor force participation

and number of weeks worked. source: U.S. Census
Bureau, American Community Survey.

Children living in households with a high

housing cost burden is the percentage of children
under age 18 who live in households where more
than 30 percent of monthly household pretax
income is spent on housing-related expenses,
including rent, mortgage payments, taxes and
insurance. source: U.S. Census Bureau, American
Community Survey.

Teens not in school and not working is the per-
centage of teenagers between ages 16 and 19 who
are not enrolled in school (full or part time) and
not employed (full or part time). This measure is
sometimes referred to as “idle teens” or “discon-
nected youth.” The 20Il estimate for this measure
should not be compared to estimates prior to
2008 because of substantial changes made to
the 2008 American Community Survey questions
on labor force participation and number of weeks
worked. source: U.S. Census Bureau, American
Community Survey.

Education Indicators

Children not attending preschool is the per-
centage of children ages 3 and 4 who were not
enrolled in nursery school or preschool during
the previous two months. Children enrolled in
kindergarten are excluded from this analysis.
Due to small sample size, the three-year

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

American Community Survey was used to
increase accuracy of the estimates. source: U.S.
Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Fourth graders not proficient in reading is the
percentage of fourth-grade public school stu-
dents who did not reach the proficient level in
reading as measured by the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP). Public schools
include charter schools and exclude Bureau of
Indian Education schools and Department of
Defense Education Activity schools. source: U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, National Assessment of
Educational Progress.

Eighth graders not proficient in math is the percent-
age of eighth-grade public school students who

did not reach the proficient level in math as mea-
sured by the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP). Public schools include charter
schools and exclude Bureau of Indian Education
schools and Department of Defense Education
Activity schools. source: U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, National Center for Education Statistics,
National Assessment of Educational Progress.

High school students not graduating on time is
the estimated percentage of an entering fresh-
man class not graduating in four years. The
measure is derived from the Averaged Freshman
Graduation Rate (AFGR), which uses aggregate
student enroliment data to estimate the size

of an incoming freshman class and aggregate
counts of the number of regular diplomas
awarded four years later. Estimates are based
on provisional data. source: U.S. Department

of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, Common Core of Data (CCD).
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Health Indicators

Low-hirthweight babies is the percentage of

live births weighing less than 2,500 grams

(5.5 pounds). The data reflect the mother’s

place of residence, not the place where the hirth
occurred. source: Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics,
Vital Statistics.

Children without health insurance is the per-
centage of children under age I8 not covered
by any health insurance. The data are based
on health insurance coverage at the time of the
survey; interviews are conducted throughout
the calendar year. source: U.S. Census Bureau,
American Community Survey.

Child and teen deaths is the number of deaths, from
all causes, to children between ages | and 19 per
100,000 children in this age range. The data are
reported by the place of residence, not the place
where the death occurred. sources: Death Statistics:
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
National Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statis-
tics. Population Statistics: U.S. Census Bureau.

Teens who abuse alcohol or drugs is the percent-
age of teens ages 12 to |7 reporting dependence
on or abuse of either illicit drugs or alcohol in the
past year. lllicit drugs include marijuana, cocaine,
heroin, hallucinogens, inhalants or prescription
drugs used nonmedically. Dependence or abuse
is based on definitions found in the Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders.
These data are based on a two-year average of
survey responses. source: Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration, National
Survey on Drug Use and Health.

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING
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Family and Community Indicators

Children in single-parent families is the per-
centage of children under age I8 who live with
their own unmarried parent, either in a family

or subfamily. In this definition, single-parent
families may include cohabiting couples. Children
living with married stepparents are not consid-
ered to be in a single-parent family. source: U.S.
Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Children in families where the household head
lacks a high school diploma is the percentage

of children under age 18 living in households
where the household head does not have a high
school diploma or equivalent. source: U.S. Census
Bureau, American Community Survey.

Children living in high-poverty areas is the
percentage of children under age 18 who live in
census tracts where the poverty rate of the total
population is 30 percent or more. In calendar year
2011, a family of two adults and two children fell
in the “poverty” category if their annual income
fell below $22,8I1. The data are based on income
received in the 12 months prior to the survey. The
census tract level data used in this analysis are
only available in the five-year American Commu-
nity Survey. The most recent year of data covers
the time period 2007-I1. source: U.S. Census
Bureau, American Community Survey.

Teen births is the number of births to teenagers
between ages 15 and 19 per 1,000 females in this age
group. Data reflect the mother’s place of residence,
rather than the place of the birth. sources: Birth Sta-
tistics: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
National Center for Health Statistics, Vital Statis-
tics. Population Statistics: U.S. Census Bureau.
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Primary Contacts for State KIDS COUNT Projects

The Annie E. Casey Foundation provides funding and technical
assistance for a national network of KIDS COUNT projects in every
state, the District of Columbia, the U.S. Virgin Islands and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. These projects, listed on the following
pages, measure and report on the status of children at the state

and local levels. They use the data to inform public debates and
encourage public action to improve the lives of children.

The state KIDS COUNT projects publish a range of data-driven
materials — state data books, special reports, issue briefs and fact
sheets — that help policymakers and citizens identify the needs of
children and families and develop appropriate responses to address
these needs. Much of the local-level data collected by the state
KIDS COUNT grantees are available at: datacenter.kidscount.org

State Grantees

For more information about the network of
state KIDS COUNT grantees, including mailing
addresses, please visit: www.kidscount.org
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Alabama

VOICES for Alabama’s Children
www.alavoices.org
334.213.2410

Alaska

KIDS COUNT Alaska
kidscount.alaska.edu
907.786.543I

Arizona

Children’s Action Alliance
www.azchildren.org
602.266.0707

Arkansas

Arkansas Advocates
for Children & Families
www.aradvocates.org
501.371.9678

California

Children Now
www.childrennow.org
510.763.2444

Colorado

Colorado Children’s Campaign
www.coloradokids.org
303.839.1580

Connecticut
Connecticut Association
for Human Services
www.cahs.org
860.951.2212

STATE TRENDS IN CHILD WELL-BEING

Delaware
University of Delaware
www.dekidscount.org
302.831.3462

District of Columbia
DC Action for Children
www.dckids.org
202.234.9404

Florida

Florida KIDS COUNT
University of South Florida
www.floridakidscount.org
813.974.74lI

Georgia

Georgia Family Connection
Partnership, Inc.
www.gafcp.org
404.527.7394

Hawaii

University of Hawaii
Center on the Family
www.uhfamily.hawaii.edu
808.956.3760

Idaho

Mountain States Group
www.idahokidscount.org
208.388.1014

lllinois

Voices for lllinois Children
www.voices4kids.org
312.456.0600
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Indiana

Indiana Youth Institute
WWW.iyi.org
317.396.2700

lowa

Child & Family Policy Center
www.cfpciowa.org
515.280.9027

Kansas

Kansas Action for Children
www.kac.org
785.232.0550

Kentucky

Kentucky Youth Advocates, Inc.

www.kyyouth.org
502.895.8167

Louisiana

Agenda for Children
www.agendaforchildren.org
504.586.8509

Maine

Maine Children’s Alliance
www.mekids.org
207.623.1868

Maryland

Advocates for Children & Youth
www.acy.org

410.547.9200

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

Massachusetts
Massachusetts Budget
& Policy Center
www.massbudget.org
617.426.1228

Michigan
Michigan League for
Public Policy
www.mlpp.org
517.487.5436

Minnesota
Children’s Defense
Fund —Minnesota
www.cdf-mn.org
651.227.612I

Mississippi

Social Science Research Center
www.ssrc.msstate.edu/
mskidscount

662.325.7127

Missouri

Partnership for Children
http://pfc.org
816.531.9200

Montana

Montana KIDS COUNT

The University of Montana
www.montanakidscount.org
406.243.5113
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Primary Contacts for State KIDS COUNT Projects

Nebraska

Voices for Children in Nebraska
www.voicesforchildren.com
402.597.3100

Nevada

Center for Business

and Economic Research
http://kidscount.unlv.edu/
702.895.3191

New Hampshire
Children’s Alliance
of New Hampshire
www.childrennh.org
603.225.2264

New Jersey
Advocates for Children
of New Jersey
www.achj.org
973.643.3876

New Mexico

New Mexico Voices for Children
www.nmvoices.org
505.244.9505

New York

New York State Council
on Children & Families
www.ccf.ny.gov
518.473.3652
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North Carolina
Action for Children
North Carolina
www.ncchild.org
919.834.6623

North Dakota

North Dakota State University
www.ndkidscount.org
701.231.593I

Ohio

Children’s Defense Fund — Ohio
www.cdfohio.org

614.221.2244

Oklahoma
Oklahoma Institute
for Child Advocacy
WWWw.oica.org
405.236.5437

Oregon

Children First for Oregon
www.cffo.org
503.236.9754

Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania Partnerships
for Children
www.papartnerships.org
717.236.5680

Puerto Rico

National Council of La Raza
www.nclr.org
787.963.0156

The Annie E. Casey Foundation | www.aecf.org

Rhode Island

Rhode Island KIDS COUNT
www.rikidscount.org
401.351.9400

South Carolina
The Children’s Trust
of South Carolina
www.scchildren.org
803.744.4035

South Dakota

SD KIDS COUNT Project
www.usd.edu/sdkidscount
605.677.6432

Tennessee
Tennessee Commission
on Children & Youth
www.tn.gov/tccy
615.741.2633

Texas

Center for Public Policy Priorities
http://forabettertexas.org/
childwellbeing.html
512.320.0222

U.S. Virgin Islands
Community Foundation
of the Virgin Islands
www.cfvi.net
340.774.603|

Utah

Voices for Utah Children
www.utahchildren.org
801.364.1182

Vermont

Voices for Vermont’s Children
www.voicesforvtkids.org
802.229.6377

Virginia

Voices for Virginia’s Children
www.vakids.org
804.649.0184

Washington

Children’s Alliance
http://childrensalliance.org
206.324.0340

West Virginia

West Virginia KIDS COUNT Fund
www.wvkidscountfund.org
304.345.2101

Wisconsin
Wisconsin Council

on Children & Families
www.wccf.org
608.284.0580

Wyoming
Wyoming Children’s
Action Alliance
www.wykids.com
800.400.3999
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Mathematics
Report Card

Overall Results

= [n 2011, the average score of fourth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 253. This was higher than the average score of
240 for public school students in the nation.

m The average score for students in Massachusetts in 2011 (253)
was not significantly different from their average score in 2009
(252) and was higher than their average score in 1992 (227).

m [n 2011, the score gap between students in Massachusetts at the
75th percentile and students at the 25th percentile was 35 points.
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1992 (40 points).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 58 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (57
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (23 percent).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 93 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (92
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (68 percent).

2011 State Snapshot Report

Massachusetts

Grade 4
Public Schools

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Massachusetts Average Score
19922 32* 45* 21* Ji2* 227
19962 47* 22 J2* 229*
20004 45* 300 3¢ 235*
2000 23" 46* 28 M3* 233"
2003 43* 35 [lle* 242*
2005 EX 42 41" 247+
2007 36 47 11* 252
2009 8 | 36 45 252
2011 34 45 253

Nation (public)

2011 42 33 Ws 240
Percent below Basic Percent at Proficient
or at Basic or Advanced

.Below Basic DBasic DProﬁcient .Advanced

* Significantly different (p < .05) from state's results in 2011. Significance
tests were performed using unrounded numbers.

a Accommodations not permitted. For information about NAEP
accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Compare the Average Score in 2011 to Other States/Jurisdictions

B District of Columbia
B DoDEA'

" Department of Defense Education Activity (overseas and domestic schools).

In 2011, the average score in (253) was
= lower than that in O states/jurisdictions
m higher than those in 50 states/jurisdictions

not significantly different from that in 1 state/jurisdiction

Average Scores for State/Jurisdiction and Nation (public)
Score

500 |,
4
260 252 252 253
250 A7* Massachusetts
240 Nation
" +239*239* 240(public
230 22.7_ 537+239°239* 240(public)
220 21.;}* 200+ 224
210
P A W=l Accommodations were not permitted
k. O—— Accommodations were permitted
O I T T T I I 1 1
'92 '96 ‘00 '03 '05 '07 '09 "1

Year

* Significantly different (p < .05) from 2011. Significance tests were
performed using unrounded numbers.

NOTE: For information about NAEP accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

Results for Student Groups in 2011

Percentages at
Percent of Avg. or above Percent at

Reporting groups students score Basic Proficient Advanced

Race/Ethnicity
White 68 258 96 67 15
Black 9 235 81 27 3
Hispanic 15 236 80 32 4
Asian 6 267 98 76 29
American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 b i I
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander # 1 kS i I
Two or more races 2 257 92 60 22
Gender
Male 50 255 92 60 16
Female 50 252 93 57 11
National School Lunch Program
Eligible 34 239 83 36 4
Not eligible 66 261 97 70 19

# Rounds to zero. I Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
"Information not available" category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, is not displayed. Black includes African
American and Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin.
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Institute of Education Sciences

Score Gaps for Student Groups

= In 2011, Black students had an average score that was 24
points lower than White students. This performance gap
was narrower than that in 1992 (36 points).

= In 2011, Hispanic students had an average score that was
22 points lower than White students. This performance gap
was narrower than that in 1992 (34 points).

= In 2011, male students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was not significantly different from female
students.

= In 2011, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low family income, had an
average score that was 22 points lower than students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1996 (21 points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1992-2011 Mathematics Assessments.
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Reading

Report Card

Overall Results

= In 2011, the average score of fourth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 237. This was higher than the average score of
220 for public school students in the nation.

= The average score for students in Massachusetts in 2011 (237)
was higher than their average score in 2009 (234) and was higher
than their average score in 1992 (226).

= |n 2011, the score gap between students in Massachusetts at the
75th percentile and students at the 25th percentile was 41 points.
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1992 (39 points).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 50 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (47
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (36 percent).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 83 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (80
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (74 percent).

2011 State Snapshot Report

Massachusetts

Grade 4
Public Schools

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Massachusetts Average Score
19922 26* 38* 29* 226*
19943 34 28* 223*
19982 36 29% 225*
1998 35 28 Fd 223*
2002 33 34 234*
2003 33 30" 228*
2005 22* 34 32 12* 231*
2007 32 33 236
2009 33 34 234*
2011 32 35 237

Nation (public)

2011 (DI 34 [ 25 W 220

Percent below Basic  Percent at Proficient

or at Basic or Advanced

[BBelow Basic

[JBasic [[lProficient [ Advanced

* Significantly different (p < .05) from state's results in 2011. Significance
tests were performed using unrounded numbers.

a Accommodations not permitted. For information about NAEP
accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Compare the Average Score in 2011 to Other States/Jurisdictions

B District of Columbia
B DoDEA'

" Department of Defense Education Activity (overseas and domestic schools).

In 2011, the average score in (237) was
= lower than that in O states/jurisdictions
= higher than those in 51 states/jurisdictions
not significantly different from those in 0 state/jurisdiction

Average Scores for State/Jurisdiction and Nation (public)
Score

500
7
250
N 236 237
240 234 28*23‘1* 234 Massachusetts
230 22.'6;223* 225‘* 235
220 = p/EH:-—D’D_H Nation
| . . 220 220 220(public)
- 217 =217
210 p15*, 1o, 215543~ 216
200
P A | B Accommodations were not permitted
1 O Accommodations were permitted
0 I 1 T T I 1 1 T
'92 '94 '98 '02 '03 '05 '07 '09 "1

Year

* Significantly different (p < .05) from 2011. Significance tests were
performed using unrounded numbers.

NOTE: For information about NAEP accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

Results for Student Groups in 2011

Percentages at
Percent of Avg. or above Percent at

Reporting groups students score Basic Proficient Advanced

Race/Ethnicity
White 68 243 89 59 18
Black 9 216 61 24 3
Hispanic 14 216 62 23 4
Asian 6 243 85 56 25
American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 i i i
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander # I i I 1
Two or more races 2 246 88 60 25
Gender
Male 49 234 80 47 13
Female 51 239 85 54 18
National School Lunch Program
Eligible 33 218 66 25
Not eligible 67 246 91 63 21

# Rounds to zero. I Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
"Information not available" category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, is not displayed. Black includes African
American and Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin.

[
L]
. I e s NATIONAL CENTER ros
EDUCATION STATISTICS

Institute of Education Sciences

Score Gaps for Student Groups

= |In 2011, Black students had an average score that was 27
points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1992 (26 points).

= |n 2011, Hispanic students had an average score that was
27 points lower than White students. This performance gap
was narrower than that in 1992 (34 points).

m |n 2011, female students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was higher than male students by 6 points.

m |n 2011, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low family income, had an
average score that was 27 points lower than students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1998 (28 points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1992—-2011 Reading Assessments.
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Report Card

Overall Results

= [n 2011, the average score of eighth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 299. This was higher than the average score of
283 for public school students in the nation.

m The average score for students in Massachusetts in 2011 (299)
was not significantly different from their average score in 2009
(299) and was higher than their average score in 1992 (273).

m [n 2011, the score gap between students in Massachusetts at the
75th percentile and students at the 25th percentile was 46 points.
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1992 (48 points).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 51 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (52
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (23 percent).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 86 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (85
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (63 percent).

2011 State Snapshot Report

Massachusetts

Grade 8
Public Schools

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Massachusetts Average Score
19922 37* 39* 217" W3* 273
19962 32* 41* 23" 5+ 278*
20004 24* 43* 27" s+ 283*
2000 40 25 5" 279*
2003 38° 30" M 287*
2005 37 32° 292*
2007 34 36 298
2009 34 34 299
2011 34 36 299

Nation (public)

2011 39 26 Bl 283
Percent below Basic Percent at Proficient
or at Basic or Advanced

.Below Basic |:|Basic DProﬁcient .Advanced

* Significantly different (p < .05) from state's results in 2011. Significance
tests were performed using unrounded numbers.

a Accommodations not permitted. For information about NAEP
accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Compare the Average Score in 2011 to Other States/Jurisdictions

B District of Columbia
B DoDEA'

" Department of Defense Education Activity (overseas and domestic schools).

In 2011, the average score in (299) was
= lower than that in O states/jurisdictions
m higher than those in 51 states/jurisdictions
not significantly different from those in 0 state/jurisdiction

Average Scores for State/Jurisdiction and Nation (public)
Score
500 |,

/4
3007
290 283"
280 278" ..----"e7 > Nation
R73* - +282* 283(public)
- L +280

270 J— 776278
g 274 g7

260 267"

250

298 299 299
Massachusetts

A W=l Accommodations were not permitted
O—— Accommodations were permitted

h\N

I T T T I I
'92 '96 '00 '03 '05 '07
Year

1 1

'09 "1

* Significantly different (p < .05) from 2011. Significance tests were
performed using unrounded numbers.

NOTE: For information about NAEP accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

Results for Student Groups in 2011

Percentages at
Percent of Avg. or above Percent at

Reporting groups students score Basic Proficient Advanced

Race/Ethnicity
White 73 304 91 58 17
Black 8 275 65 26 4
Hispanic 13 273 64 21 3]
Asian 4 321 94 73 39
American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 b i I
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander # 1 kS i I
Two or more races 2 I i b I
Gender
Male 51 299 85 52 17
Female 49 298 86 51 14
National School Lunch Program
Eligible 33 280 72 29 5
Not eligible 67 308 92 62 21

# Rounds to zero. I Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
"Information not available" category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, is not displayed. Black includes African
American and Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin.
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Score Gaps for Student Groups

= In 2011, Black students had an average score that was 29
points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1992 (34 points).

= In 2011, Hispanic students had an average score that was
31 points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1992 (38 points).

= In 2011, male students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was not significantly different from female
students.

= In 2011, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low family income, had an
average score that was 28 points lower than students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1996 (30 points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1992-2011 Mathematics Assessments.



http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp

Al Reading

Report Card

Overall Results

= [n 2011, the average score of eighth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 275. This was higher than the average score of
264 for public school students in the nation.

m The average score for students in Massachusetts in 2011 (275)
was not significantly different from their average score in 2009
(274) and was higher than their average score in 1998 (269).

= [n 2011, the score gap between students in Massachusetts at the
75th percentile and students at the 25th percentile was 44 points.
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1998 (43 points).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 46 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (43
percent) and was greater than that in 1998 (38 percent).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 84 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (83
percent) and was greater than that in 1998 (79 percent).

2011 State Snapshot Report

Massachusetts

Grade 8
Public Schools

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Massachusetts Average Score
19982 44* 33" s 269*
1998 42 34* | kM 269"
2002 42 36 | kN 271*
2003 38 38 W 273
2005 39 39 W 274
2007 [ 16| 41 39 W+ 273
2009 40 37 W 274
2011 38 40 16 I

Nation (public)

2011 43 20 W3 264
Percent below Basic  Percent at Proficient
or at Basic or Advanced
[Blgelow Basic [ ]Basic []Proficient  [llAdvanced

* Significantly different (p < .05) from state's results in 2011. Significance
tests were performed using unrounded numbers.

a Accommodations not permitted. For information about NAEP
accommodations, see

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Compare the Average Score in 2011 to Other States/Jurisdictions

B District of Columbia
[l DoDEA'

" Department of Defense Education Activity (overseas and domestic schools).

In 2011, the average score in (275) was
= lower than that in O states/jurisdictions
= higher than those in 47 states/jurisdictions
not significantly different from those in 4 states/jurisdictions

Results for Student Groups in 2011

Percentages at
Percent of Avg. or above Percent at

Reporting groups students score Basic Proficient | Advanced

Race/Ethnicity
White 73 282 91 53 8
Black 7 255 68 20 2
Hispanic 13 248 59 18 1
Asian 4 288 90 62 14
American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 i i 1
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander # 1 i i 1
Two or more races 2 1 i i 1
Gender
Male 50 271 81 41 5
Female 50 280 88 51 8
National School Lunch Program
Eligible 32 257 70 25 1
Not eligible 67 284 91 57 9

# Rounds to zero. I Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
"Information not available" category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, is not displayed. Black includes African
American and Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin.
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Average Scores for State/Jurisdiction and Nation (public)
Score

500
7
290
280 * 274 274 275
b69* 269271 273 273 Massachusetts
270
260 Nation
614261+ 263261*p50+261+262" 264(public)
250
240
pA W=--l Accommodations were not permitted
7 O Accommodations were permitted
0 T T T I ]

1 T
'98 ‘02 '03 '05 '07 '09 '11
Year

* Significantly different (p < .05) from 2011. Significance tests were
performed using unrounded numbers.

NOTE: For information about NAEP accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

Score Gaps for Student Groups

= |n 2011, Black students had an average score that was 27
points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1998 (27 points).

m |n 2011, Hispanic students had an average score that was
34 points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1998 (32 points).

= In 2011, female students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was higher than male students by 9 points.

= In 2011, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low family income, had an
average score that was 27 points lower than students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1998 (29 points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1998-2011 Reading Assessments.
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Mathematics
Report Card

Overall Results

= [n 2011, the average score of fourth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 253. This was higher than the average score of
240 for public school students in the nation.

m The average score for students in Massachusetts in 2011 (253)
was not significantly different from their average score in 2009
(252) and was higher than their average score in 1992 (227).

m [n 2011, the score gap between students in Massachusetts at the
75th percentile and students at the 25th percentile was 35 points.
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1992 (40 points).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 58 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (57
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (23 percent).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 93 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (92
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (68 percent).

2011 State Snapshot Report

Massachusetts

Grade 4
Public Schools

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Massachusetts Average Score
19922 32* 45* 21* Ji2* 227
19962 47* 22 J2* 229*
20004 45* 300 3¢ 235*
2000 23" 46* 28 M3* 233"
2003 43* 35 [lle* 242*
2005 EX 42 41" 247+
2007 36 47 11* 252
2009 8 | 36 45 252
2011 34 45 253

Nation (public)

2011 42 33 Ws 240
Percent below Basic Percent at Proficient
or at Basic or Advanced

.Below Basic DBasic DProﬁcient .Advanced

* Significantly different (p < .05) from state's results in 2011. Significance
tests were performed using unrounded numbers.

a Accommodations not permitted. For information about NAEP
accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Compare the Average Score in 2011 to Other States/Jurisdictions

B District of Columbia
B DoDEA'

" Department of Defense Education Activity (overseas and domestic schools).

In 2011, the average score in (253) was
= lower than that in O states/jurisdictions
m higher than those in 50 states/jurisdictions

not significantly different from that in 1 state/jurisdiction

Average Scores for State/Jurisdiction and Nation (public)
Score

500 |,
4
260 252 252 253
250 A7* Massachusetts
240 Nation
" +239*239* 240(public
230 22.7_ 537+239°239* 240(public)
220 21.;}* 200+ 224
210
P A W=l Accommodations were not permitted
k. O—— Accommodations were permitted
O I T T T I I 1 1
'92 '96 ‘00 '03 '05 '07 '09 "1

Year

* Significantly different (p < .05) from 2011. Significance tests were
performed using unrounded numbers.

NOTE: For information about NAEP accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

Results for Student Groups in 2011

Percentages at
Percent of Avg. or above Percent at

Reporting groups students score Basic Proficient Advanced

Race/Ethnicity
White 68 258 96 67 15
Black 9 235 81 27 3
Hispanic 15 236 80 32 4
Asian 6 267 98 76 29
American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 b i I
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander # 1 kS i I
Two or more races 2 257 92 60 22
Gender
Male 50 255 92 60 16
Female 50 252 93 57 11
National School Lunch Program
Eligible 34 239 83 36 4
Not eligible 66 261 97 70 19

# Rounds to zero. I Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
"Information not available" category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, is not displayed. Black includes African
American and Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin.
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Score Gaps for Student Groups

= In 2011, Black students had an average score that was 24
points lower than White students. This performance gap
was narrower than that in 1992 (36 points).

= In 2011, Hispanic students had an average score that was
22 points lower than White students. This performance gap
was narrower than that in 1992 (34 points).

= In 2011, male students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was not significantly different from female
students.

= In 2011, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low family income, had an
average score that was 22 points lower than students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1996 (21 points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1992-2011 Mathematics Assessments.
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Reading

Report Card

Overall Results

= In 2011, the average score of fourth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 237. This was higher than the average score of
220 for public school students in the nation.

= The average score for students in Massachusetts in 2011 (237)
was higher than their average score in 2009 (234) and was higher
than their average score in 1992 (226).

= |n 2011, the score gap between students in Massachusetts at the
75th percentile and students at the 25th percentile was 41 points.
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1992 (39 points).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 50 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (47
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (36 percent).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 83 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (80
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (74 percent).

2011 State Snapshot Report

Massachusetts

Grade 4
Public Schools

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Massachusetts Average Score
19922 26* 38* 29* 226*
19943 34 28* 223*
19982 36 29% 225*
1998 35 28 Fd 223*
2002 33 34 234*
2003 33 30" 228*
2005 22* 34 32 12* 231*
2007 32 33 236
2009 33 34 234*
2011 32 35 237

Nation (public)

2011 (DI 34 [ 25 W 220

Percent below Basic  Percent at Proficient

or at Basic or Advanced

[BBelow Basic

[JBasic [[lProficient [ Advanced

* Significantly different (p < .05) from state's results in 2011. Significance
tests were performed using unrounded numbers.

a Accommodations not permitted. For information about NAEP
accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Compare the Average Score in 2011 to Other States/Jurisdictions

B District of Columbia
B DoDEA'

" Department of Defense Education Activity (overseas and domestic schools).

In 2011, the average score in (237) was
= lower than that in O states/jurisdictions
= higher than those in 51 states/jurisdictions
not significantly different from those in 0 state/jurisdiction

Average Scores for State/Jurisdiction and Nation (public)
Score

500
7
250
N 236 237
240 234 28*23‘1* 234 Massachusetts
230 22.'6;223* 225‘* 235
220 = p/EH:-—D’D_H Nation
| . . 220 220 220(public)
- 217 =217
210 p15*, 1o, 215543~ 216
200
P A | B Accommodations were not permitted
1 O Accommodations were permitted
0 I 1 T T I 1 1 T
'92 '94 '98 '02 '03 '05 '07 '09 "1

Year

* Significantly different (p < .05) from 2011. Significance tests were
performed using unrounded numbers.

NOTE: For information about NAEP accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

Results for Student Groups in 2011

Percentages at
Percent of Avg. or above Percent at

Reporting groups students score Basic Proficient Advanced

Race/Ethnicity
White 68 243 89 59 18
Black 9 216 61 24 3
Hispanic 14 216 62 23 4
Asian 6 243 85 56 25
American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 i i i
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander # I i I 1
Two or more races 2 246 88 60 25
Gender
Male 49 234 80 47 13
Female 51 239 85 54 18
National School Lunch Program
Eligible 33 218 66 25
Not eligible 67 246 91 63 21

# Rounds to zero. I Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
"Information not available" category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, is not displayed. Black includes African
American and Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin.
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Score Gaps for Student Groups

= |In 2011, Black students had an average score that was 27
points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1992 (26 points).

= |n 2011, Hispanic students had an average score that was
27 points lower than White students. This performance gap
was narrower than that in 1992 (34 points).

m |n 2011, female students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was higher than male students by 6 points.

m |n 2011, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low family income, had an
average score that was 27 points lower than students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1998 (28 points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1992—-2011 Reading Assessments.
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Report Card

Overall Results

= [n 2011, the average score of eighth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 299. This was higher than the average score of
283 for public school students in the nation.

m The average score for students in Massachusetts in 2011 (299)
was not significantly different from their average score in 2009
(299) and was higher than their average score in 1992 (273).

m [n 2011, the score gap between students in Massachusetts at the
75th percentile and students at the 25th percentile was 46 points.
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1992 (48 points).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 51 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (52
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (23 percent).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 86 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (85
percent) and was greater than that in 1992 (63 percent).

2011 State Snapshot Report

Massachusetts

Grade 8
Public Schools

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Massachusetts Average Score
19922 37* 39* 217" W3* 273
19962 32* 41* 23" 5+ 278*
20004 24* 43* 27" s+ 283*
2000 40 25 5" 279*
2003 38° 30" M 287*
2005 37 32° 292*
2007 34 36 298
2009 34 34 299
2011 34 36 299

Nation (public)

2011 39 26 Bl 283
Percent below Basic Percent at Proficient
or at Basic or Advanced

.Below Basic |:|Basic DProﬁcient .Advanced

* Significantly different (p < .05) from state's results in 2011. Significance
tests were performed using unrounded numbers.

a Accommodations not permitted. For information about NAEP
accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Compare the Average Score in 2011 to Other States/Jurisdictions

B District of Columbia
B DoDEA'

" Department of Defense Education Activity (overseas and domestic schools).

In 2011, the average score in (299) was
= lower than that in O states/jurisdictions
m higher than those in 51 states/jurisdictions
not significantly different from those in 0 state/jurisdiction

Average Scores for State/Jurisdiction and Nation (public)
Score
500 |,

/4
3007
290 283"
280 278" ..----"e7 > Nation
R73* - +282* 283(public)
- L +280

270 J— 776278
g 274 g7

260 267"

250

298 299 299
Massachusetts

A W=l Accommodations were not permitted
O—— Accommodations were permitted

h\N

I T T T I I
'92 '96 '00 '03 '05 '07
Year

1 1

'09 "1

* Significantly different (p < .05) from 2011. Significance tests were
performed using unrounded numbers.

NOTE: For information about NAEP accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

Results for Student Groups in 2011

Percentages at
Percent of Avg. or above Percent at

Reporting groups students score Basic Proficient Advanced

Race/Ethnicity
White 73 304 91 58 17
Black 8 275 65 26 4
Hispanic 13 273 64 21 3]
Asian 4 321 94 73 39
American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 b i I
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander # 1 kS i I
Two or more races 2 I i b I
Gender
Male 51 299 85 52 17
Female 49 298 86 51 14
National School Lunch Program
Eligible 33 280 72 29 5
Not eligible 67 308 92 62 21

# Rounds to zero. I Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
"Information not available" category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, is not displayed. Black includes African
American and Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin.
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Score Gaps for Student Groups

= In 2011, Black students had an average score that was 29
points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1992 (34 points).

= In 2011, Hispanic students had an average score that was
31 points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1992 (38 points).

= In 2011, male students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was not significantly different from female
students.

= In 2011, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low family income, had an
average score that was 28 points lower than students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1996 (30 points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1992-2011 Mathematics Assessments.
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Al Reading

Report Card

Overall Results

= [n 2011, the average score of eighth-grade students in
Massachusetts was 275. This was higher than the average score of
264 for public school students in the nation.

m The average score for students in Massachusetts in 2011 (275)
was not significantly different from their average score in 2009
(274) and was higher than their average score in 1998 (269).

= [n 2011, the score gap between students in Massachusetts at the
75th percentile and students at the 25th percentile was 44 points.
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1998 (43 points).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 46 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (43
percent) and was greater than that in 1998 (38 percent).

m The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 84 percent in 2011. This
percentage was not significantly different from that in 2009 (83
percent) and was greater than that in 1998 (79 percent).

2011 State Snapshot Report

Massachusetts

Grade 8
Public Schools

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Massachusetts Average Score
19982 44* 33" s 269*
1998 42 34* | kM 269"
2002 42 36 | kN 271*
2003 38 38 W 273
2005 39 39 W 274
2007 [ 16| 41 39 W+ 273
2009 40 37 W 274
2011 38 40 16 I

Nation (public)

2011 43 20 W3 264
Percent below Basic  Percent at Proficient
or at Basic or Advanced
[Blgelow Basic [ ]Basic []Proficient  [llAdvanced

* Significantly different (p < .05) from state's results in 2011. Significance
tests were performed using unrounded numbers.

a Accommodations not permitted. For information about NAEP
accommodations, see

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Compare the Average Score in 2011 to Other States/Jurisdictions

B District of Columbia
[l DoDEA'

" Department of Defense Education Activity (overseas and domestic schools).

In 2011, the average score in (275) was
= lower than that in O states/jurisdictions
= higher than those in 47 states/jurisdictions
not significantly different from those in 4 states/jurisdictions

Results for Student Groups in 2011

Percentages at
Percent of Avg. or above Percent at

Reporting groups students score Basic Proficient | Advanced

Race/Ethnicity
White 73 282 91 53 8
Black 7 255 68 20 2
Hispanic 13 248 59 18 1
Asian 4 288 90 62 14
American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 i i 1
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander # 1 i i 1
Two or more races 2 1 i i 1
Gender
Male 50 271 81 41 5
Female 50 280 88 51 8
National School Lunch Program
Eligible 32 257 70 25 1
Not eligible 67 284 91 57 9

# Rounds to zero. I Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
"Information not available" category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, is not displayed. Black includes African
American and Hispanic includes Latino. Race categories exclude Hispanic origin.
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* Significantly different (p < .05) from 2011. Significance tests were
performed using unrounded numbers.

NOTE: For information about NAEP accommodations, see
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp.

Score Gaps for Student Groups

= |n 2011, Black students had an average score that was 27
points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1998 (27 points).

m |n 2011, Hispanic students had an average score that was
34 points lower than White students. This performance gap
was not significantly different from that in 1998 (32 points).

= In 2011, female students in Massachusetts had an average
score that was higher than male students by 9 points.

= In 2011, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low family income, had an
average score that was 27 points lower than students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was not significantly different from that in
1998 (29 points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), various years, 1998-2011 Reading Assessments.
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Executive Summary

Race to the Top overview

On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed into law the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA),
historic legislation designed to stimulate the economy, support
job creation, and invest in critical sectors, including education.
ARRA provided $4.35 billion for the Race to the Top fund, of
which approximately $4 billion was used to fund comprehensive
statewide reform grants under the Race to the Top program.’

In 2010, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) awarded
Race to the Top Phase 1 and Phase 2 grants to 11 States

and the District of Columbia. The Race to the Top program is

a competitive four-year grant program designed to encourage
and reward States that are creating the conditions for education
innovation and reform; achieving significant improvement in
student outcomes, including making substantial gains in student
achievement, closing achievement gaps, and improving high
school graduation rates; and ensuring students are prepared for
success in college and careers.

Since the Race to the Top Phase 1 and 2 competitions, the
Department has made additional grants under Race to the Top
Phase 3, Race to the Top — Early Learning Challenge, and Race
to the Top — District. In 2011, the Department awarded Phase

3 grants to seven additional States, which were finalists in the
2010 Race to the Top Phase 1 and Phase 2 competitions. Also

in 2011, the Department made seven awards under the Race to
the Top — Early Learning Challenge to improve quality and expand
access to early learning programs, and close the achievement
gap for children with high needs. In 2012, four more States
received Early Learning Challenge grants. Most recently, in 2012,
the Department made awards to 16 applicants through the Race
to the Top — District competition to support local educational
agencies (LEAs) implementing locally developed plans to
personalize and deepen student learning, directly improve student
achievement and educator effectiveness, close achievement gaps,
and prepare every student to succeed in college and career.

The Race to the Top program is built on the framework of
comprehensive reform in four education reform areas:

¢ Adopting rigorous standards and assessments that prepare
students for success in college and the workplace;

* Building data systems that measure student success and inform
teachers and principals how they can improve their practices;

¢ Recruiting, developing, retaining, and rewarding effective
teachers and principals; and

¢ Turning around the lowest-performing schools.

Since education is a complex system, sustained and lasting
instructional improvement in classrooms, schools, LEAs, and
States will not be achieved through piecemeal change. Race to
the Top requires that States and LEAs participating in the State’s
Race to the Top plan (participating LEAs)? take into account their
local context to design and implement the most effective and
innovative approaches that meet the needs of their educators,
students, and families.

Race to the Top program review

As part of the Department’s commitment to supporting States as they
implement ambitious reform agendas, the Department established the
Implementation and Support Unit (ISU) in the Office of the Deputy
Secretary to administer, among others, the Race to the Top program.
The goal of the ISU is to provide assistance to States as they implement
unprecedented and comprehensive reforms to improve student
outcomes. Consistent with this goal, the Department has developed

a Race to the Top program review process that not only addresses the
Departments responsibilities for fiscal and programmatic oversight,

but is also designed to identify areas in which Race to the Top grantees
need assistance and support to meet their goals. Specifically, the ISU
works with Race to the Top grantees to differentiate support based on
individual State needs, and helps States work with each other and with
experts to achieve and sustain educational reforms that improve student
outcomes. In partnership with the ISU, the Reform Support Network
(RSN) offers collective and individualized technical assistance and
resources to Race to the Top grantees. The RSN’s purpose is to support
Race to the Top grantees as they implement reforms in education policy
and practice, learn from each other, and build their capacity to sustain
these reforms.

Grantees are accountable for the implementation of their approved Race
to the Top plans, and the information and data gathered throughout
the program review help to inform the Department’s management and
support of the Race to the Top grantees, as well as provide appropriate
and timely updates to the public on their progress. In the event that
adjustments are required to an approved plan, the grantee must submit
a formal amendment request to the Department for consideration.
States may submit for Department approval amendment requests to

a plan and budget, provided such changes do not significantly affect

the scope or objectives of the approved plans. In the event that the
Department determines that a grantee is not meeting its goals, activities,
timelines, budget, or annual targets, or is not fulfilling other applicable
requirements, the Department will take appropriate enforcement
action(s), consistent with 34 CFR section 80.43 in the Education
Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR).?

"The remaining funds were awarded under the Race to the Top Assessment program.
More information about the Race to the Top Assessment program is available at
www.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop-assessment.

?Participating LEAs are those LEAs that choose to work with the State to implement all
or significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top plan, as specified in each LEA's
Memorandum of Understanding with the State. Each participating LEA that receives
funding under Title |, Part A will receive a share of the 50 percent of a State’s grant award
that the State must subgrant to LEAs, based on the LEA's relative share of Title |, Part A
allocations in the most recent year, in accordance with section 14006(c) of the ARRA.

3More information about the ISU's program review process, State APR data, and State
Scopes of Work can be found at http://wwwz2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/index.html.

Race to the Top
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Executive Summary

State-specific summary report

The Department uses the information gathered during the review
process (e.g., through monthly calls, onsite reviews, and Annual
Performance Reports (APRs)) to draft State-specific summary
reports.* The State-specific summary report serves as an assessment
of a State’s annual Race to the Top implementation. The Year

2 report for Phase 1 and 2 grantees highlights successes and
accomplishments, identifies challenges, and provides lessons learned
from implementation from approximately September 2011 through
September 2012.

State’s education reform agenda

Since the passage of Massachusetts’ Education Reform Act in 1993,
the State has focused on accelerating student achievement gains. In
2011, Massachusetts’ fourth and eighth graders led the nation in
reading and mathematics performance on the National Assessment
of Educational Progtess. Despite having high overall levels of student
achievement, Massachusetts recognizes that not every student in

the State receives a world-class education. Through Race to the Top,
Massachusetts is implementing a comprehensive reform plan to help
ensure that the State prepares every student for success in college
and career.

In August 2010, the Department awarded Massachusetts a $250
million Race to the Top grant to pursue its goals for improving
student performance and closing student achievement gaps. The
State’s four objectives for the grant are as follows:

* Great Teachers and Leaders: Attract, develop, and retain an effective,
academically capable, diverse and culturally proficient educator
workforce to ensure that every student is taught by a great teacher,
and every school and district is led by a great leader;

Curricular and Instructional Resources: Provide curricular and
instructional resources to give every educator the tools necessary to
promote and support student achievement;

Concentrated Support in Low-Performing Schools: Concentrate great
instruction and additional supports for educators, students, and
families in the lowest-performing schools and their districts to create
the conditions needed for improved student achievement; and

College and Career Readiness: Increase dramatically the number of
students who graduate from high school ready for college and career.

Several of the State’s programs target increased achievement in science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM).

State Year 1 summary

In Year 1, Massachusetts prepared to implement its Race to the Top
reforms through capacity building and planning in each reform area.
The State established the Delivery Team within the Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) to support effective project management.’
Massachusetts adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS)
and took the first steps toward providing curricular resources to
LEAs. Massachusetts approved new educator evaluation regulations
and prepared the first cohort of LEAs to implement the new systems
in Year 2. Thirty-five low-achieving schools initiated a school
intervention model (including one school closure) in Year 1, and
the State provided additional supports in five urban LEAs through
Wraparound Zone grants.

State Year 2 summary

Accomplishments

In Year 2, Massachusetts continued to implement strong systems to
track progress of projects, assess risk, and provide support of project
implementation as needed. The State fully implemented project
management structures through the Delivery approach, which
regularly assesses project progress and identifies potential problems
based on predetermined goals and objectives. The Delivery process
allows for a candid assessment of project risks and timely application
of action plans for projects that may be getting off track. The State
demonstrated a strong understanding of its progress and the areas
that required additional support. Additionally, the State proactively
collaborated with key stakeholders throughout the development

of major components of its Race to the Top reform efforts, which
resulted in greater buy-in from educators during implementation.

The State laid a critical foundation in the first two years of the Race

to the Top grant to support educators for school year (SY) 2012-2013
implementation of the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework for
English Language Arts and the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework
for Mathematics, which incorporate the CCSS. In Year 2, more than
150 educators participated in development of model curriculum units,
and roughly 2,500 educators attended conferences or presentations
on the new standards. The State launched its first STEM Early
College High School and supported 13 Innovation Schools.

Massachusetts prepared its LEAs to implement rigorous new
educator evaluation systems that clearly differentiate educators,
include measures of student growth, and connect to professional

“Additional State-specific data on progress against annual performance measures and goals reported in the Year 2 APRs can be found on the Race to the Top Data Display at

www.rtt-apr.us.

5The Delivery team is a team within ESE that implements the Delivery method of implementation, which emphasizes the use of real-time data, focused analysis and reports, and strong

leadership involvement to drive implementation.

Race to the Top
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Executive Summary

development. Twenty-one LEAs, including nine Level 4 districts®,
implemented educator evaluation systems based on the State’s
educator evaluation framework in Year 2. The State will use the
results from an outside evaluation of implementation by the 21 LEAs
to guide its support for other LEAs. Race to the Top participating
LEAs will fully implement new educator evaluations in Year 3, and
all other LEAs statewide are expected to implement new systems in
Year 4. In Year 2, Massachusetts released a model evaluation system
and extensive guidance for LEAs choosing to implement their own
systems. Regional “Getting Started” workshops that explained the
model evaluation system attracted over 1,000 educators.

Level 4 schools, which are called Priority Schools under the State’s
approved Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
flexibility request’, received extensive support from the Massachusetts
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE). In Year
2, 34 Massachusetts schools implemented school intervention models,
and 21 implemented Wraparound Zone grants. Massachusetts
structured both initiatives to identify barriers to student achievement
and work to improve student performance through school reform
and comprehensive support. Comprehensive school reviews

drove school improvement and informed the State’s efforts to

help low-achieving schools and LEAs build capacity to increase
student performance.

Central to these efforts was the State’s network of Priority Partners,

a group of educational organizations that work in partnership with
low-achieving LEAs to improve academic outcomes. The State
expanded the Priority Partners network from seven partners in Year 1
to 24 partners in Year 2. Priority Partners are identified by the State as
having demonstrated effectiveness in working with schools to address
at least one of the following areas: students social, emotional and
health needs, effectiveness in maximizing learning time, effective use
of data, and district systems of support. Additionally, in December
2011, the State launched the Network of Priority Partners, which

is intended to facilitate communication among Priority Partners
both within and across LEAs. The Network will enable the partners
to share information and best practices, and coordinate and align
services. It will also provide relevant information to the partners

on ESE initiatives and goals, to inform their efforts and allow the
partners to identify opportunities for alignment.

Challenges

While Massachusetts has put concerted time and resources into
efforts to implement the schools interoperability framework (SIF) in
order to improve the data collection process, there continued to be
significant delays in this project. The State fell short of meeting its

performance measure for this project for the first two years of the
grant. Progress in this area was impaired by factors such as challenges
in filling positions and maintaining project staffing levels, and
unexpected difficulties in working with LEA source data systems
that are from the same vendor but are different versions of the
product. The SIF project has many dependencies to other projects in
Massachusetts’ Race to the Top plan, so the current delays could have
significant consequences for the completion of deliverables in other
key areas of the Race to the Top grant. For instance, implementation
of the SIF is needed for individuals using the teaching and learning
system to access real-time data. Without that data, the teaching and
learning system will not meet the needs of educators. Massachusetts
has put a plan in place to address these challenges and the State has
made some recent progress. In SY 2011-2012, year-end data for nine
pilot LEAs were successfully collected through SIF. Massachusetts
reported in its Year 2 APR that 119 LEAs were implementing SIE

In SY 2011-2012, the State reported that 100 percent of LEAs
implemented the CCSS, which are incorporated into the
Massachusetts Curriculum Framework for English Language Arts
and the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework for Mathematics.
Nonetheless, the State faced an issue with timeliness of delivery of key
materials to LEAs, such as model curriculum units and curriculum-
embedded performance assessments (CEPAs). With the slow pace of
piloting and rollout for model curriculum units and CEPAs, LEAs
with lower capacity were left without exemplars to use as they began
to transition to implementing new standards. The State initiated
model curriculum map development late in SY 2011-2012, creating a
tight timeframe for completing the maps and disseminating them to
LEAs. Due to ties with the procurement of the teaching and learning
system, the State’s tools for interim assessments were not ready for
piloting in Year 2. Additionally, the State continued to face delays in
instituting MassCore, a rigorous diploma track designed to promote
college and career readiness, as the default curriculum for high school
students in the State. However, many LEAs engaged in local efforts
to increase MassCore completion. The State reported in the SY 2011-
2012 APR that over 69 percent of high school graduates completed
the MassCore requirements for graduation.

LEAs faced challenges finalizing local collective bargaining
agreements in time to prepare for implementation of educator
evaluation systems in SY 2012-2013. The State reported in October
2012 that 88 of the 236 participating LEAs had ESE-approved
evaluation system plans that align with the State’s regulations. Given
that agreements are being finalized after the start of the school year,
LEAs will likely face challenges in implementation, as educators will
have limited time to learn about the approved LEA system prior to
implementation in SY 2012-2013.

8According to the State, definitions of Level 3 and Level 4 districts are as follows: Level 3—Districts with one or more schools among the lowest-performing 20 percent based on
quantitative indicators. Level 4 —Districts identified by quantitative and qualitative indicators through a district review; districts with one or more schools among the lowest-performing

and least-improving 2 percent based on quantitative indicators.

7On September 23, 2011, the Department offered each interested State educational agency (SEA) the opportunity to request flexibility (‘ESEA flexibility”) on behalf of itself, its LEAs, and its
schools, regarding specific requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), in exchange for rigorous and comprehensive State-developed plans designed to improve educational
outcomes for all students, close achievement gaps, increase equity, and improve the quality of instruction. For more information on ESEA Flexibility, see www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility.

Race to the Top
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Executive Summary

Looking ahead to Year 3

Massachusetts plans to fully implement the 2011 Massachusetts
Curriculum Frameworks, which incorporate the CCSS, in Year 3.
In addition, all Race to the Top participating LEAs will implement
new educator evaluation systems. The State will continue to develop
data systems and curricular materials that support these initiatives
and will provide further guidance to LEAs as they roll out their new

curricula and evaluations. ESE’s training programs for teachers and
leaders will provide support to additional educators. The State’s
supports for low-achieving schools, such as Wraparound Zones grants
and the State’s district review process, will be expanded to Level 3
schools, as well as continue for Level 4 schools, in order to support
both sets of schools as they implement the reforms needed to improve
student performance.

State Success Factors

Building capacity to support LEAs

ESE’s OPR houses key functions and personnel that enable
Massachusetts to track progress and provide support to LEAs. ESE
filled all key OPR roles in Year 2, and merged the State’s existing
LEA review processes with processes specific to Race to the Top.

Massachusetts established a system of direct ESE liaisons, which
operate out of existing District and School Assistance Centers, to
provide targeted support and encourage best practices in Levels 3
and 4 districts. Level 4 districts receive a dedicated liaison. According
to the State, higher-performing LEAs are able to make requests of
the State for similar support on an as-needed basis.

Support and accountability for LEAs

The State focused its existing LEA support on Level 3 and 4 districts.
Massachusetts grouped its Race to the Top projects into six major
areas for external program evaluations, which will provide in-depth
feedback from a subset of LEAs regarding implementation. In Year
2, the State secured an evaluation vendor for every project area that
had LEA activity in that year. Program staff collected formative
feedback about program implementation, such as information about
the educator evaluation system from early adopter districts (see Grear
Teachers and Leaders).

In Year 2, the State contributed to two of the Reform Support
Network’s publications that seek to spread best practices on
supporting and collaborating with LEAs: Effective Approaches to
Collaboration: Models of Partnerships, Networks and Collaborative
Strategies; and Driving Toward Results: Performance Management for
Race to the Top Grantees.®

Massachusetts plans to differentiate support to LEAs in Years 3 and 4
based on performance measure data.

8The Reform Support Network's publications and documents can be found at http://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/implementation-support-unit/tech-assist/index.html.

Race to the Top
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State Success Factors

Student Proficiency on Massachusetts' ELA Assessment
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Student Proficiency on Massachusetts' Mathematics Assessment
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Preliminary SY 2011-2012 data reported as of: September 17, 2012
NOTE: Over the last two years, a number of States adopted new assessments and/or cut scores.
For State-reported context, please refer to the Race to the Top APR at www.rtt-apr.us.
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State Success Factors

LEA participation

Of Massachusetts’ 400 LEAs, 236 are participating in the State’s Race to the Top plan. According to the State, these LEAs serve 69.3 percent
of the State’s students and over 82 percent of its students in poverty.

r R
LEAs Participating K-12 Students in LEAs Students in Poverty in LEAs
in Massachusetts' Participating in Massachusetts' Participating in Massachusetts'
Race to the Top Plan Race to the Top Plan Race to the Top Plan
58,073 277,140

283,965 640,289 N /

p. K

. Participating LEAs (#) . K-12 Students (#) in participating LEAs

Students in Poverty (#)
in participating LEAs

B otner LeAs

. K-12 Students (#) in other LEAs Students in Poverty (#)

in other LEAs

For State-reported context, please refer to the Race to the Top APR at www.rtt-apr.us.
- W,

of key projects such as the educator evaluation framework helped
Stakeholder engagement promote buy-in that has been valuable for some LEAs during the
To plan effective stakeholder engagement efforts, the State convened ~ collective bargaining process.
personnel from each project office to discuss its communications
approach. Massachusetts worked across boundaries and engaged
with a variety of stakeholders to develop the District Analysis
and Review Tool (DART). DART presents ESE’s school data in a
form that helps parents, policymakers, and the public access data
regarding LEA and school performance. Massachusetts plans to use
LEA- and vendor-reported data, as well as State data, to compile a
comprehensive Year 2 report on Race to the Top implementation,

which will be shared with stakeholders.

Massachusetts undertook extensive stakeholder communication and
outreach in Year 2 as part of a large-scale communications initiative
that aimed to improve ESE’s relationship with LEAs and educators
in the field. For example, conferences and presentations on the

new standards reached about 2,500 educators (see Standards and
Assessments), and more than 1,000 LEA and school leaders attended
“Getting Started” workshops on ESE’s model educator evaluation
system (see Great Teachers and Leaders). Stakeholder feedback
played a key role in designing data systems, teacher licensure and
The State actively communicated with LEA staff and educators preparation regulations, and many other projects (see Daza Systems
during the first two years of grant implementation, articulating to Support Instruction and Great Teachers and Leaders).

the State’s vision, theory of action, and strategy. ESE developed a
Race to the Top newsletter that is disseminated to LEAs quarterly
via email and posted on ESE’s website. In SY 2011-2012, the State
hosted a conference for LEAs and stakeholder organizations that

An ESE survey indicated improvements in the ESE-LEA

relationship, suggesting that ESE’s focus on shifting from a

compliance-oriented role to a support-oriented role has been

. > effective. Massachusetts reported that the Delivery approach, which

focused on the alignment of the educator evaluation framework and .. p . Y app ’
promotes communication and collaboration at the State level, was a

the Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks. Communication and .
key component of this shift.

collaboration with key stakeholders throughout the development
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State Success Factors

Continuous improvement

ESE used the Delivery method to ensure high-quality, timely
implementation of Race to the Top projects. The Delivery Team
regularly assessed progress against detailed Delivery plans that
include implementation benchmarks and interim outcome measures.
Regular evaluations enabled project managers to quickly and
systematically address issues as they arose.

The Delivery Team monitored project implementation quality
through three main processes: biweekly team check-ins, data reviews,
and field visits. Biweekly team check-ins permitted team members
to assess projects using a rubric and probing questions. Data reviews
verified that projects were meeting the targets and trajectories
specified in the delivery plan, such as outcome measures or the
number of students or teachers the project affected. Field visits
provided a qualitative look at implementation through teacher and
administrator interviews. Together, these processes provided an early
indication of the project’s progress, quality of implementation, and
potential challenges. Projects that Massachusetts identified as the
most critical to its Race to the Top plan’s overall success experienced
especially rigorous assessments.

ESE further assessed progress and implementation quality through
project manager meetings that convene once a month, executive
sponsor meetings that occur every three weeks, and ad hoc meetings
as needed. Executive sponsors are senior staff who lead each Race to
the Top project area. Other project management methods included
the Commissioner’s monthly stocktakes, biannual reporting

on performance measures defined in LEA Scopes of Work, and
biweekly calls and other direct communication between the Race

to the Top implementation manager and the Executive Office of
Education. Additionally, vendors reported on performance measures
through established templates. As with Delivery processes, these
processes resulted in actions to address issues identified.

The State also used several project-specific methods to support
continuous improvement. Several of Massachusetts’ standards-
related projects used surveys, emails, and in-person communication
to assess LEA progress and experiences, as well as to identify

areas for support. Information technology projects followed the
Executive Office of Education’s project management and software
development processes, which included weekly status reports,
schedules of key milestones, and risk assessments.

Successes, challenges, and
lessons learned

Massachusetts fully scaled up its key project management structures
in Year 2. It established goals for its projects in each reform area

and secured external evaluation vendors for all projects with

Year 1 or Year 2 activity. The State provided further support and
accountability through project manager meetings, executive sponsor
meetings, monthly Commissioner stocktakes, and other processes.
These structures helped identify areas for improvement, and aided in
keeping projects on schedule, or developing action plans for projects
that may be getting off track.

Through extensive communication and outreach, ESE improved

its connection to educators in the field and began to shift from a
compliance-oriented to a support-oriented role. The State leveraged
a system of direct ESE liaisons for large urban LEAs. Support

for Level 3 and Level 4 districts is based on existing structures,
specifically regional centers that provide support. Level 4 districts
have a dedicated liaison that is focused on project alignment and
support. Stakeholder feedback suggested that these efforts improved
buy-in for initiatives like the educator evaluation system. Key
outreach sessions included the “Getting Started” workshops on

the State's model educator evaluation system, which over 1,000
educators attended. In Year 3, the ESE aims to increase the degree to
which it customizes LEA assistance.

Massachusetts continued to face delays in implementing its new
grants management system. Although the State reported in Year 1
that the system would be used for performance measure reporting
for LEAs in Year 2, it continued to use an Excel spreadsheet
template to collect performance measures from LEAs in June
2012. The State indicated that will implement the new system in
June 2013. The State will preload information so that LEAs will
not have to re-input information into the system. Once the grants
management system is in place, the State will be able to more
rapidly analyze performance data and use that data to provide LEAs
with differentiated support.

Race to the Top

Massachusetts Year 2: School Year 2011-2012
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Achievement Gap on Massachusetts' ELA Assessment
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Achievement Gap on Massachusetts' Mathematics Assessment
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Numbers in the graph represent the gap in a school year between two subgroups on the State’s ELA and mathematics assessments.
Achievement gaps were calculated by subtracting the percent of students scoring proficient in the lower-performing subgroup from the percent
of students scoring proficient in the higher-performing subgroup to get the percentage point difference between the proficiency of the two
subgroups. If the achievement gap narrowed between two subgroups, the line will slope downward. If the achievement gap increased between

two subgroups, the line will slope upward.

For State-reported context, please refer to the Race to the Top APR at www.rtt-apr.us.
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Standards and Assessments

Implementing rigorous college- and career-ready standards and assessments that prepare students for
success in college and career is an integral aspect of education reform in all Race to the Top States.

Supporting the transition to college-
and career-ready standards and high-
quality assessments

Adopting standards and developing
assessments

The Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary Education
(BESE) unanimously voted to adopt the CCSS in English language
arts (ELA) and mathematics in July 2010. Year 2 was the second
of two transition years between the State’s previous standards and
the new standards, the Massachusetts Curriculum Framework

for English Language Arts and the Massachusetts Curriculum
Framework for Mathematics. In Year 3, students will be assessed
against the standards from the Curriculum Frameworks.

Massachusetts also took steps to revise its standards for other
subjects. ESE’s science content lead served on the writing team
for the Next Generation Science Standards, which link science

content to the CCSS. The State also adopted the 2012 World Class

Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) standards, which have
been aligned to the CCSS. The State began to conduct professional
development for educators on the WIDA standards in spring 2012.

ESE led the creation of model curriculum units and maps that

will support LEAs in implementing the CCSS. More than 150
educators participated in curricular work group sessions to develop
these units. The State reported in the SY 2011-2012 APR that 55
percent of grades and subjects had curriculum maps and at least

one model curriculum unit. In Year 3, the State will pilot the model
curriculum units in classrooms. Additionally, to further assess quality,
Massachusetts will conduct a rubric-based panel review of the model

curriculum units.

Through the RSN, Massachusetts collaborated with other Race to
the Top States to guide its CCSS implementation efforts. In January
2012, the State met with 11 other Race to the Top States to discuss
strategies to align educator effectiveness initiatives with CCSS
implementation. It attended a similar RSN convening of Race to
the Top States in April 2012 that specifically focused on educator
engagement to facilitate the transition to the CCSS.

Race to the Top
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In Year 2, Massachusetts developed 50 curriculum-embedded
performance assessments (CEPAs). CEPAs are a task or series
of tasks that provide students the opportunity to show mastery of
multiple learning standards by creating a product or performance.
Unlike a typical assessment, a CEPA may take place over the
course of several days or weeks, and it allows students to
demonstrate their knowledge by applying it in context. CEPAs
are connected to model curriculum units to provide exemplars
for educators of both effective instruction and assessment. For
example, a model curriculum unit on “energy” for a high school
science and technology/engineering class includes a CEPA asks
that students construct a mousetrap car that uses a spring as

a power source and meets certain criteria for construction and
performance. A model curriculum unit for third graders that
relates to writing about history includes a CEPA in which students
are asked to develop a piece with words and illustrations that
could be posted on the website of the local historical society and
inform the public about the similarities and differences between
the life of a student in Massachusetts today and the life of a
student in the 1600s.

ESE also assisted LEAs as they aligned their own curricular
documents to the CCSS. Eleven ESE content specialists provided
direct assistance to LEAs in ELA and mathematics. The State
shared examples of State-approved curriculum maps in ELA,
mathematics, social studies, and science to help LEAs develop their
own curriculum maps. In addition, the State provided mapping
templates and guides, as well as train-the-trainer style trainings
for curriculum work group members who in turn trained other
educators in their home LEAs and schools. Data from a formal
survey that was administered at the end of Year 2 will help ESE
gauge LEA progress and identify areas for support.

Additionally, Massachusetts developed 50 CEPAs in Year 2. The
State is continuing its development of CEPA guidelines and
templates, and revisions of drafted CEPAs are currently underway.

To support the development of CCSS-aligned assessments,
Massachusetts worked with the Partnership for Assessment of
Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) consortium as a
governing member and continued to play an active role. The State’s
Commissioner served as PARCC’s chairperson, and Massachusetts
participated in many of PARCC’s working groups in Year 2. For
example, the State appointed its ELA/literacy and mathematics
content leads to PARCC Content Technical Working Groups,
which developed the PARCC Model Content Frameworks for ELA/
literacy and mathematics. In turn, ESE’s educator design teams used
these frameworks to create curricular documents.

Since PARCC assessments will not be available until SY 2014-
2015, the State began adapting the Massachusetts Comprehensive
Assessment System (MCAS) to align with the CCSS, to ensure
that educators and students are assessed on the new standards. To
help educators prepare to teach content that aligns with the revised
MCAS, ESE has released sample MCAS items on its website. The
teaching and learning system, once launched, will also provide
access to sample MCAS items.

Supporting college and career readiness

Massachusetts promoted college readiness through several initiatives.
ESE’s pre-advanced placement (AP) trainings helped middle and
early high school teachers prepare their students to meet high
academic standards as AP students in 11th and 12¢h grade. Between
fall 2011 and fall 2012, more than 1,000 teachers participated in
nine regional trainings. This marked a significant improvement

over Year 1, when the State provided this training for 462 educators.
Massachusetts provided a grant opportunity for Level 3 districts to
be reimbursed for educator participation in the pre-AP program, as
part of its plan to expand access to the pre-AP training.

Although the adoption of MassCore as a statewide high school
graduation requirement did not occur in Year 2, the State reports
that many LEAs have examined whether they should make
MassCore completion a requirement for high school graduation.
MassCore requires students to complete one additional unit of
mathematics (four in total), an additional lab-based science course
(three in total), an additional unit of history or social science
(three in total), and one course in the arts. To support LEAs in
implementing the new standards and MassCore, ESE developed a
guidance document that will help LEAs understand the conditions
under which schools should offer students the opportunity to take
Algebra I in eighth grade rather than in ninth grade. Through this
document, ESE aims to ensure that eighth and ninth-grade Algebra
I remain comparable.

The State promoted innovative school models aimed at helping
students achieve higher standards for academic performance.
Specifically, Massachusetts supported 13 Innovation Schools in
Year 2 and approved an additional 25 in May 2012 for support in
Year 3. Innovation Schools are in-district schools that have greater
autonomy and flexibility on curriculum, scheduling, professional
development, and other policies. ESE hosted a convening of existing
and new Innovation School operators and provided ongoing
technical assistance to Innovation Schools via webinars and other
means. The State receives funds from the Gates Foundation and
the Boston Foundation to support technical assistance. In addition,
Massachusetts opened its first STEM Early College High School

in Year 2 and five more schools entered the planning stage (see
Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics).
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ESE also addressed the critical role that school counselors play

in facilitating college access for students through expansion of

the Massachusetts Model for Comprehensive School Counseling
Programs, a standards-based school counseling framework. Nineteen
new LEAs took part in the initiative in Year 2.

ESE engaged stakeholders in its efforts to support college- and
career-readiness. It collaborated with the Business Alliance for
Education to guide messaging and outreach, and, in Year 3, a
task force of local business, education, and community leaders
will develop recommendations on how to better integrate college-
and career-readiness into kindergarten through twelfth grade
(K-12) education.

Dissemination of resources and
professional development

Massachusetts provided professional development aimed at helping
educators to understand the CCSS and the implications for
classroom practice. A series of 26 regional presentations reached
over 1,500 K-12 educators in winter and spring 2012. The State
held a two-day conference on implementing the standards for about
600 administrators, as well as a conference on college readiness and
PARCC assessments for 400 higher education faculty.

At the close of Year 2, Massachusetts was in the final stages of
selecting a vendor for its new teaching and learning system in a
joint procurement with Ohio. The system, called “Edwin Teaching
and Learning” (Edwin) by Massachusetts, will provide access to the
digital resource library, model curriculum units, interim assessments,
and CEPAs. (For more on Edwin, see Data Systems to Support
Instruction.)

ESE continued to develop resources for the planned digital resource
library, which will allow educators to access both curricular and
assessment resources. In Year 2, ESE worked to tag content from
the current resource portal in preparation for its eventual migration
to Edwin. Massachusetts worked with other States on developing
common content tagging rules and other cross-State collaboration
activities. ESE developed a rubric with Rhode Island and New York
to evaluate model curriculum units that it has used to review units
created by educator work groups, as described above. In Year 2, the
State also decided to include vocational-technical materials within
the teaching and learning system to support teachers and students in
these programs.

Successes, challenges, and
lessons learned

In Year 2, Massachusetts continued to ready itself for what the State
calls “near full” implementation of new standards through extensive
curricular development and educator outreach. Massachusetts took
an active role in PARCC assessment development efforts and also
engaged in creating resources to support standards implementation
that extends beyond ELA and mathematics. Going into Year 3, the
State was engaged with the challenge of ensuring that LEAs have
the appropriate technology and infrastructure to support computer-
based assessments.

The State’s educators engaged in the development of model
curriculum units and CEPAs, and learned more about preparing
students for AP courses through pre-AP training. While ESE
developed curriculum units and maps in partnership with LEA staff,
the materials and resources were not completed until the end of the
summer 2012. Due to the delay in the development of materials,
LEAs did not have those resources available when preparing for the
full implementation of the new standards in SY 2012-2013. As a
result, LEAs, particularly those with lower capacity, may have lacked
adequate supports for educators who are implementing the new
standards. In addition, efforts to increase completion of a rigorous
college and career-ready curriculum, MassCore, continued to be
locally driven, and lacked the support of a statewide requirement.

Since the teaching and learning system is still under development,
the interim assessments were not available to educators in Year 2 (see
Data Systems to Support Instruction). The State is using an alternative
system for providing instructional resources until the teaching and
learning system is available for use.

Race to the Top
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Data Systems to Support Instruction

Statewide longitudinal data systems (SLDS) and instructional improvement systems (IIS) enhance the
ability of States to effectively manage, use, and analyze education data to support instruction. Race to
the Top States are working to ensure that their data systems are accessible to key stakeholders and
that the data support educators and decision-makers in their efforts to improve instruction and increase

student achievement.

Fully implementing an SLDS

Massachusetts is working to link, upgrade, and expand its data
systems so that schools will be able to track data more closely and
better address their students’ learning needs. Central to this effort is
the SIF, which is intended to reduce the data reporting burden for
schools and LEAs while also enabling educators to access student
data in real time. Nine LEAs piloted the SIF in Year 2, which
allowed the State to improve the framework based on user feedback
and implementation challenges. In addition, the State completed
essential work in developing data requirements.

Massachusetts set a target of having 122 LEAs implement the SIF
in Year 1, but fell short due to implementation challenges, with 65
LEAs implementing in Year 1. Massachusetts recognized that this

project needed additional support, and made greater progress in Year 2.

The State reported in the APR for SY 2011-2012 that 119 LEAs were
implementing the SIE The State indicated that in implementing LEAs,
the SIF promoted a greater attention to data quality.

Massachusetts continued improving the Education Data Warehouse
(EDW) in Year 2 by upgrading the hardware platform to expand
capacity and improve performance. Stakeholder feedback indicated
that the new hardware platform and other upgrades dramatically
improved system performance. The State reports that these capacity
improvements will enable the system to handle future upgrades and
potentially promote wider educator use of the system.

Accessing and using State data

As noted earlier, Massachusetts and Ohio are jointly procuring a vendor
to develop a teaching and learning system, called “Edwin Teaching and
Learning” in Massachusetts. The States completed the requirements for
the system and were in the final stages of selecting a vendor at the end
of Year 2. Edwin will provide access to a digital resource library, model
curriculum units, and CEPAs. It will also enhance ESE’s competency
tracking system for vocational and technical education.

Massachusetts plans to expand educator access to data through
dashboards and portals. The dashboards will display critical student-,
classroom-, and school-level indicators that will support data-driven
instruction. The State developed the requirements for the dashboards
in Year 2 and intends to build them in Year 3.

Using data to improve instruction

Massachusetts promotes data-informed instruction by training
educators on the most effective use of data. ESE trained LEAs

on data analysis and use in Year 2 and employed a team of data
specialists that reached out to LEAs through District and School
Assistance Centers to provide further assistance.” As Massachusetts
continues to roll out new data system projects like Edwin and the
educator data dashboards, it will provide additional training to
educators. The State is developing its training strategy alongside the
development of new data systems and has already identified an LEA
to pilot new trainings before the data systems launch.

Successes, challenges, and
lessons learned

Massachusetts is still behind in the SIF rollout, due to the serious
delays the State faced in Year 1, and continued challenges in getting
additional LEAs on board in Year 2. The State indicated that
difficulty filling positions and maintaining project staffing levels
affected progress in Years 1 and 2. In Year 2, the State continued

to focus on accelerating progress in this area. The information
technology (IT) program management office now has an ESE liaison
to improve communication that should lead to strengthening the
links between the IT staff (in the Executive Office of Education)

and the ESE program office. The State also reported that IT staff
reviewed the vendor contract to identify ways to promote better
accountability for deliverables. One goal of the State’s increased
communication is to ensure that the projects are driven by the needs
of the LEAs, schools, and educators. Additionally, the State indicated
that it is considering how it can develop LEA capacity for data,
perhaps by using an educational service agency model. The State

has a commission that is considering how to build on educational
collaborations to provide this support.

?District and School Assistance Centers help districts and their schools strategically access and use professional development and targeted assistance to improve instruction and raise

achievement for all students.
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The State’s effort to expand EDW capacity is ongoing. Upgrades

have been made to the hardware platform to expand capacity and
improve performance. The State reported that 100 percent of LEAs

are using data provided by the EDW to inform instructional decisions.
Additionally, the State conducted stakeholder interviews and workshops,
and identified data sources for educator reports. ESE documented high-

level requirements for the educator reports and dashboards; the State
plans to begin development of the educator reports and dashboards in
Year 3.

'The State has faced challenges in finalizing the vendor selection for
Edwin Teaching and Learning, but indicated that it anticipates making
the award in Year 3.

Great Teachers and Leaders

Race to the Top States are developing comprehensive systems of educator effectiveness by adopting
clear approaches to measuring student growth; designing and implementing rigorous, transparent,

and fair evaluation systems for teachers and principals; conducting annual evaluations that include
timely and constructive feedback; and using evaluation information to inform professional development,
compensation, promaotion, retention, and tenure decisions. In addition, Race to the Top States are
providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals, ensuring equitable distribution

of effective teachers and principals, improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation
programs, and providing effective supports to all educators.

Improving teacher and principal
effectiveness based on performance

Educator evaluation

In Year 2, Race to the Top participating LEAs prepared for
implementation of new educator evaluation systems for instructional
leaders and teachers based on BESE regulations. Participating LEAs
are expected to implement new evaluation systems in SY 2012-
2013, and all other LEAs in the State are expected to implement in
SY 2013-2014. All LEAs must submit an educator evaluation plan
for approval by ESE prior to implementation.

The State released a model educator evaluation system in January
2012 that aligns with the BESE regulations, called the Massachusetts
Model System for Educator Evaluation (Model System). LEAs have
the option to adopt this system, adapt it, or develop their own in
alignment with the regulations. LEA-developed systems must clearly
differentiate educators based on four performance levels and aid in
connecting educators to appropriate professional development. To
support LEAs that intend to develop their own systems, ESE released
the Educator Evaluation Review Questionnaire, which it designed to
help LEAs assess whether a system meets the requirements. Also as
part of the preparation for the new systems, in Year 2, the State began
developing data systems to accurately link teacher and student data.

Through the RSN, Massachusetts participated in several interstate
webinars to discuss potential solutions for assessing student growth
and measuring it in non-tested grades and subjects. ESE planned to
establish LEA exemplars for measuring growth in non-tested subjects

and implement student performance measures for non-MCAS
subjects (also known as the district-determined measures); however,
the State determined that it needed to release guidance on district-
determined measures prior to collecting exemplars. ESE released the
guidance in August 2012, and plans to collect the exemplars in Year 3.

As LEAs implement their new educator evaluations, the State will
monitor collective bargaining progress, as well as LEAs” adoption of
and adjustment to new systems. Massachusetts has indicated that
some LEAs will likely have difficulty finalizing collective bargaining
agreements in time for implementation. To assist LEAs in the
collective bargaining process, the State collaborated with many
individuals and organizations, including the American Federation

of Teachers, Massachusetts, the Massachusetts Association of School
Committees, the Massachusetts Association of School Personnel
Association, the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents,
the Massachusetts Secondary School Administrators Association, and
the Massachusetts Teachers Association, to develop model contract
language. According to the State, LEA feedback on the model
language and other materials has been positive.

Massachusetts paired the Model System with extensive resources to
assist with implementation, including facilitator guides and rubric
guidance. The State will use the results of the Educator Evaluation
Review Questionnaire to highlight successful approaches for LEAs
in designing and implementing new evaluation systems. ESE also
finalized a document that provides specific guidance on evaluating
teachers of English learners and began developing a document that
will provide specific guidance on evaluating teachers of students
with disabilities.
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ESE conducted trainings that support participant-wide
implementation of new evaluation systems. Regional “Getting
Started” workshops, attended by more than 1,000 LEA and school
leaders, focused on the Model System and helped LEAs determine
which components of the Model System to adopt. Other training
included workshops in partnership with the Massachusetts
Association of School Superintendents. ESE also assisted LEAs in
creating implementation trainings for educators and evaluators. It
released a list of approved vendors for such trainings and will share
the cost with LEAs.

A total of 45 LEAs, including Level 4 districts and early adopter
LEAs, implemented a pilot of the educator evaluation framework in
Year 2. Massachusetts incorporated feedback from the pilot program
into the design of the Model System, and ESE intends to use the
evaluation vendor’s report on the pilot program to support LEAs
that have yet to fully implement a new educator evaluation system.
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Additionally in Year 2, the State expanded the Superintendent
Induction program from Level 3 and Level 4 district superintendents
to all new superintendents. Programming for the second cohort
began in summer 2011, and in November 2011 the State expanded
the program to include a focus on supervision, evaluation, and

human capital development. The State assumed a greater share of
the cost of the program to promote participation among Level 1
and Level 2 districts. Of the 26 participants in the second cohort,
18 are from Level 1 or Level 2 districts. The State reported that it
has received positive feedback about the coaching element of the
program; more specifically, the State reported that both coaches
and those who have experienced coaching have realized professional
growth through participation in the program.

Human capital management

The BESE revised educator licensure regulations in the State to

take into account educator performance. BESE’s new performance-
based licensure regulations, passed in December 2011, outline new
educator preparation standards and align with new administrative
leadership evaluation standards. Massachusetts developed a teacher
licensure assessment system in Year 2 and intends to pilot the system
in Year 3. The State finalized a contract for the development of a
principal licensure performance assessment in August 2012.

Massachusetts also created a pilot program to improve LEA human
resources systems so that they are more efficient and more supportive
of educator effectiveness than existing systems. The State awarded
grants to three LEAs to pilot new human resources systems; a
technical assistance vendor will create a human resources reform
toolkit based on this work. Massachusetts aims to use this work to
create models for human resources systems that have an impact on
the effectiveness of the educator workforce.

Ensuring equitable distribution of
effective teachers and principals

ESE monitored the distribution of effective educators through the
Education Personnel Information Management System (EPIMS)
and Teacher Effectiveness Quality Improvement Plan (TEQIP) data
systems. ESE collected data through these systems in each of the
Race to the Top grant’s first two years. In Year 2, ESE added a tool to
the EPIMS and TEQIP data systems to collect educator evaluation
ratings from the LEAs that implemented the educator evaluation
framework in SY 2011-2012. Modifications to the system will
enable these data systems to collect educator effectiveness data from
all LEAs in Year 3. These data will inform the State’s analysis of the
equitability of teacher and principal distribution.

Massachusetts also gathered information on the status of its educator
workforce through the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and
Learning in Massachusetts (TELL Mass) survey, a statewide educator
survey supported by Race to the Top funds. Massachusetts stated
that the survey informed its efforts to recruit and retain effective
teachers by providing information about teaching and learning
conditions, which helped the State develop concrete plans to address
specific issues.

Race to the Top
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Improved recruitment is a key part of Massachusetts’ strategy to
make its teacher distribution more equitable. In Year 2, ESE hired
a contractor to integrate the aMAzing Teachers website, which
recruits teachers specifically for low-performing schools, with the
State’s existing educator recruitment website. Massachusetts intends
to develop a single website that serves as a gateway for educator
preparation programs, licensure, and career ladder information. To
ensure that this effort meets the needs of LEAs, the State solicited
feedback from human resources personnel and other users of the
existing tools. ESE created a test site in Year 2 and will continue to
refine it during Year 3.

The State also funded two key initiatives that promote educator
leadership and professional development: instructional leadership
training through the National Institute for School Leaders (NISL)
and National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (National
Board) certification for teachers in high-needs schools. Each
initiative emphasizes participation of educators from Level 3 and

4 districts. In Year 2, 230 educators participated in NISL training,
and several more cohorts will begin in Year 3. Participation in the
National Board project to date has been lower than expected, but the
State is developing a communication plan to raise awareness of the
programs in Levels 3 and 4 districts and aims to have 200 educators
from high-need schools obtain National Board certification by the
end of Year 4.

Improving the effectiveness of teacher
and principal preparation programs

Massachusetts strengthened educator preparation program approval
requirements in Year 2, through new regulations, passed in June
2012. To develop and refine the regulations, the State solicited
feedback from stakeholders such as professional organizations and
educator preparation programs.

In Year 2, the State developed requirements for a new web-based
reporting system that will hold educator preparation programs
publicly accountable for their performance. The system will track
licensure candidates from program enrollment through their
eventual employment in an LEA. In Year 3, Massachusetts intends to
develop and release educator preparation program report cards.

To scale up effective teacher and principal preparation programs,
Massachusetts released an application for grants to support
expansion of proven models of success in recruiting and preparing
effective teachers. These grants were planned to be made in Year 2,
but will now be made in Year 3. The State indicated that it could not
finalize requirements for the expansion grants until after it passed its
new educator preparation regulations.

Providing effective support
to teachers and principals

ESE began working to improve its vetting of professional
development in order to promote effective support of educators.

The State solicited feedback from numerous stakeholders as part

of its revision to the Massachusetts Standards for Professional
Development and selected the Standard Assessment Inventory survey
to gain information on professional development quality throughout
the State. Revised standards were approved in September 2012.

'The standards provide a foundation for a statewide professional
development system that will be developed in Years 3 and 4.

To ensure that all of its resources work toward common goals,
Massachusetts is aligning its professional development with Race
to the Top objectives. As part of this process, ESE reviewed current
professional development offerings and educator completion rates
by content area and used its summer professional development
institutes to focus on helping educators understand and implement
the CCSS and take part in new educator evaluation systems.

In addition to its NISL training, Massachusetts implemented

two educator mentoring programs in Year 2: the Superintendent
Induction Program and online courses for mentors of teachers

of English as a Second Language, special education, and STEM
content. Massachusetts expanded the Superintendent Induction
Program from Level 3 and Level 4 districts to all districts in Year

2. ESE reported that participant feedback about the program was
positive. Fifty-eight educators participated in the online mentoring
program in Year 2, and ESE expects about 150 to participate in
Year 3.

Successes, challenges, and
lessons learned

Massachusetts made substantial progress toward ensuring that all
of its participating LEAs implement a rigorous educator evaluation
system in SY 2012-2013 that supports instructional improvement.
The State released the Model System along with guidance for
LEA-developed evaluation systems and collective bargaining
negotiations. ESE’s extensive educator outreach included regional

“Getting Started” workshops that were attended by more than
1,000 educators.

Forty-five Massachusetts LEAs piloted the State’s educator evaluation
framework in Year 2. The State incorporated feedback from the

pilot into the Model System and continued to use the lessons from
the pilot to guide its assistance and outreach to LEAs. ESE reported
in October 2012 that 73 LEAs had ratified collective bargaining
agreements to implement new evaluation systems and had ESE-
approved evaluation system plans; 15 charter LEAs also had ESE-
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approved evaluation system plans. Additionally, 26 LEAs reported
that they had a tentative collective bargaining agreement. The low
number of finalized collective bargaining agreements could have a
significant impact on the implementation of the educator evaluation
system in Year 3.

Beyond educator evaluations, the State supported educator
effectiveness by working to develop new performance-based
standards for teacher and leader certification. Massachusetts also
awarded three grants to pilot innovative human resources systems.
The State laid the groundwork to hold educator preparation
programs accountable for their performance, passing strengthened
regulations and working to develop a new web-based reporting
system. The implementation of instructional leadership and
mentoring programs such as NISL, the Superintendent Induction
Program, and the online mentoring program further promoted
effective instructional practice and leadership.

The State has faced some delays in other projects in this area. For
instance, Massachusetts is not on track to meet its goals to expand
the number of teachers with a National Board Certification.
Although the State’s goal was to have 200 educators in high-needs
schools obtain National Board Certification by the end of the

grant period, only eight educators were participating in this project.
Only 34 candidates were enrolled in the STEM-focused educator
preparation site (UTeach), against a target of producing 250 new
STEM teachers through the program by the end of the grant period
(see Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics).
‘The absence of a State professional development director delayed
many Year 2 professional development initiatives; however, the State
hired a new director in November 2011, which, according to the
State, allowed for a greater focus on such efforts.

Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

Race to the Top States are supporting LEAs’ implementation of far-reaching reforms to turn around
lowest-achieving schools by implementing one of four school intervention models.™

Intervening in the lowest-achieving
schools

Implementing intervention models

Persistently lowest-achieving (PLA) schools'' in Massachusetts
continued their efforts to improve student performance, targeting
the core conditions identified by the State as impacting student
success. In Year 2, the State completed site visits to all 34 Level 4
schools. The State reports that LEAs have found the reviews helpful
in identifying action steps for improvement.

The State reported that 34 schools that initiated one of the

four school intervention models in SY 2010-2011 continued
implementation in SY 2011-2012 (one school was closed in
alignment with the school closure model). In November 2011,
Massachusetts announced that the BESE declared Lawrence Public

Schools a Level 5 district and in January 2012 appointed a receiver
to manage the district. The district will receive intensive support to
support improved student achievement.

In Year 2, ESE’s review process gauged each Level 4 school’s
baseline conditions for effectiveness, examined their progress on
their redesign programs, assessed the LEAs’ support systems, and
helped the school determine next steps for improvement. Based on
these reviews, the State produced an emerging practices report that
has guided efforts to improve LEA capacity. ESE’s LEA capacity
efforts focused on strengthening human resource systems (especially
educator evaluation) and instituting project management structures
that facilitate swift and effective identification of urgent priorities.
Six Level 4 districts that faced especially great implementation
challenges received assistance from District Plan Managers, who
reported directly to the LEA superintendent.

“Race to the Top States’ plans include supporting their LEAs in turning around the lowest-achieving schools by implementing one of the four school intervention models:

« Turnaround model: Replace the principal and rehire no more than 50 percent of
the staff and grant the principal sufficient operational flexibility (including in staffing,
calendars/time and budgeting) to fully implement a comprehensive approach to
substantially improve student outcomes.

» Restart model: Convert a school or close and reopen it under a charter school
operator, a charter management organization, or an education management
organization that has been selected through a rigorous review process.

» School closure: Close a school and enroll the students who attended that school
in other schools in the district that are higher achieving.

» Transformation model: Implement each of the following strategies: (1) replace
the principal and take steps to increase teacher and school leader effectiveness,
(2) institute comprehensive instructional reforms, (3) increase learning time and
create community-oriented schools, and (4) provide operational flexibility and
sustained support.

"ESE identifies the PLA schools based on the State’s accountability rating system. ESE selects Level 4 schools from among the lowest-performing 20 percent of schools in the State based
on high school graduation rates and student performance improvement. Schools that demonstrate the least improvement receive the Level 4 designation. In turn, Level 4 schools that fail
to reach improvement benchmarks after three or more years receive Level 5 status, which results in management by ESE or a designated partner. The State also may designate a school
district as chronically underperforming, resulting in the designation of a Level 5 district. All schools designated as Level 4 must implement an intervention plan, which needs to be aligned
with the principles presented in the State’s approved ESEA flexibility request. Level 4 schools that successfully apply for School Improvement Grant funding must implement one of the four

school intervention models.
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Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools

ESE found that many LEAs needed support in developing strong
governance practices. As a result, the State began working to
improve school governance, in collaboration with the Massachusetts
Association of School Commiittees, in 17 Level 3 and Level 4
districts. In Year 2, this project produced drafts of five modules on
improving school governance, as well as an online data resource for
sharing information and ideas.

Promoting student achievement in
low-performing schools

In Year 2, Massachusetts also promoted reform of low-achieving
schools through Wraparound Zone grants. Wraparound Zone
schools created proactive systems for identifying academic and
non-academic student needs, offered customized and multi-faceted
interventions to at-risk students, connected social workers and
families to school practices, and monitored the effectiveness of their
programs. Participating LEAs submitted plans to the State that
describe how they would accomplish these goals and make progress
in other improvement areas.

Twenty-one schools in five LEAs implemented Wraparound

Zones in Year 2. In support of these schools, the State’s technical
assistance vendor and Wraparound Zone coordinator conducted
monthly technical assistance visits, and the State conducted mid-
year monitoring and progress assessments. An evaluation vendor
collected baseline data and provided feedback to the State and LEAs
on progress. Wraparound Zone LEAs collaborated with one another
through monthly cross-district coordinator meetings, calls, and peer
learning exchanges.

To promote high-quality instruction in low-performing schools,
Massachusetts trains and deploys teams of teachers and leaders who
specialize in boosting student performance. Turnaround Teacher
Teams and Turnaround Leader Teams recruit, train, place, and
support both new and experienced educators in Level 3 and 4
schools. During the first two years, the State trained 22 leaders
through the programs, and expects to place more than 200 of

the trained teachers in low-performing schools in the next two
school years.

ESE identifies and pre-approves Priority Partners to help Levels 3, 4,
and 5 schools accelerate school improvement. Priority Partners pass
through a thorough State vetting process that ensures that each has
a proven ability to accelerate school improvement. Priority Partners
specialize in three areas: Addressing Students’” Social, Emotional

and Health Needs; Leadership, Human Resources, and Financial
Management; and Maximizing Learning Time.

In Year 2, ESE expanded its network from seven Priority Partners to
24 and expanded access from Level 4 LEAs alone to include Level

3 LEAs and the recently identified Level 5 LEA. The State created
an Investment Fund to support partnerships between Priority
Partners and LEAs and created the Network of Priority Partners,
which convenes quarterly to facilitate collaboration between

Using innovative funding models to
support low-performing schools

In the City of Lawrence, Massachusetts, a collaborative funding
model for Turnaround Teacher Teams splits costs among the
LEA, the State, and private funders. The State and Lawrence
contribute to the general operating support for the organization
and costs associated with recruiting, selecting, training and
supporting up to 50 aspiring teachers in Lawrence. The State
and Lawrence each contribute one quarter of the total cost.
Funds from private organizations account for one half of the
total project cost. This funding model makes it possible for
schools in Lawrence to leverage a pipeline of specially trained
educators who have the potential to dramatically increase
student achievement.

Priority Partners within and among LEAs. ESE intends to evaluate
all Priority Partners annually to hold them accountable and will
monitor progress of all Investment Fund recipients quarterly.

Massachusetts shared its practices with other Race to the Top States
through the School Turnaround Community of Practice. In addition,
Massachusetts contributed to an RSN publication that described the
State’s Essential Conditions for School Effectiveness. Further, State
representatives led a webinar for other State teams in April 2012 that
focused on sharing promising practices relating to Priority Partners.

Successes, challenges, and
lessons learned

Massachusetts continued to build on its successes in supporting PLA
and other low-performing schools. The State reported that, of the 34
schools that were implementing one of the four school intervention
models in SY 2011-2012, 25 schools improved the percentage

of students scoring proficient or higher (all grades combined) by
three or more percentage points in ELA between 2010 and 2012,
and 22 schools improved on the same measure by three or more
percentage points in mathematics. In addition, some schools made
even more significant gains. For example, seven schools improved
the percentage of students scoring proficient or higher (all grades
combined) by 15 percentage points or more over the past two years.
The State did not initiate school intervention models in any new
schools in SY 2011-2012.

The State’s Turnaround Teacher and Leader Teams initiatives
advanced more rapidly than anticipated in the State’s plans. The
network of Priority Partners expanded in Year 2, providing low-
performing schools with a greater pool of high-quality partners for
LEA improvement, and the State’s Investment Fund ensured that
LEAs were able to use those partners to address high need areas.

Race to the Top

18 Massachusetts Year 2: School Year 2011-2012



— ---nw"rnlﬂlﬂ'l'!ﬂlllI!'!!l||INIMMMMMMMMMM|’MMM||||!|Mlll,lll!ﬂllln'r"rn-r-m -

Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM)

State’s STEM initiatives

Massachusetts’ STEM Early College High Schools improve access to
STEM courses and resources among traditionally underrepresented
groups through LEAS partnerships with colleges and universities
that offer high school students the opportunity to earn 12 to 30
college credits in STEM fields. Massachusetts launched one STEM
Early College High School in Year 2, and began the planning process
for opening five others.

The State’s STEM-focused educator preparation site, UTeach,
enrolled 34 candidates in Year 2. Massachusetts aims to produce 250
new STEM teachers through the program by the end of the grant.
Based on current enrollment figures, the State faces a challenge in
meeting this goal.

State efforts to promote college and career readiness through
enhanced standards in Year 2 also promoted a focus on STEM
disciplines. The State reported that LEAs have engaged in locally-
driven initiatives to improve the percentage of students completing
MassCore, a rigorous diploma track designed to promote college and

career readiness that requires high school students to take at least
three years of lab-based science coursework and at least four years
of mathematics. The State also supported higher STEM standards
through its pre-AP training program, which helped more than
1,000 teachers between fall 2011 and fall 2012 learn how to prepare
students for AP courses (see Standards and Assessments).

Successes, challenges, and
lessons learned

Massachusetts will leverage lessons learned from the school that
implemented the STEM Early College High School program in
Year 2 to support the schools that will implement the program

in Year 3. The State faced challenges in enrolling teachers in the
UTeach program, but initiated efforts to improve its outreach
strategy. In Year 3, the State plans to boost UTeach enrollment and
continue engaging educators in pre-AP training, which has garnered
positive feedback.

Progress Updates on Invitational Priorities

In its SY 2011-2012 APR, Massachusetts reported the
following progress:

Innovations for improving early
learning outcomes

In December 2011, Massachusetts was awarded a Race to the Top —
Early Learning Challenge grant. The State’s Race to the Top — Early
Learning Challenge plan is designed to ensure that all children have
access to high-quality pre-kindergarten education, through initiatives
such as providing support to early childhood educators to improve
their practice, creating the Massachusetts Early Learning and
Development Assessment System, and increasing engagement with
parents, families, and community members.

In keeping with the State’s commitment to increasing coherence and
alignment across the education continuum, and in order to leverage
expertise and resources across sectors, Massachusetts Governor Deval
Patrick signed legislation (H 4243) on September 26, 2012 creating
an expert literacy panel to provide recommendations on how to
improve the reading abilities of third graders in Massachusetts.

ESE worked collaboratively with the Department of Early
Education and Care (EEC) on developing a birth to grade three
framework. The framework is aimed at addressing third grade
reading scores by aligning practices across the birth to age five
system of early childhood services and the kindergarten through
third grade (K-3) system of early elementary services. It addresses

both the vertical and horizontal elements of: instructional tools and
practices; data and assessment; instructional environment; engaging
families; administrators and leadership quality; transition and
pathways; teacher quality and capacity; and mechanisms for cross-
sector alignment.

When the State adopted the new Massachusetts Curriculum
Frameworks incorporating CCSS, it used the flexibility to add

15 percent State-specific content to include standards for pre-
kindergarten in both ELA and mathematics. The curriculum and
instruction materials being developed for the State’s teaching

and learning system includes materials for K3 in all four core
subjects (ELA, mathematics, history/social studies, and science) and
supplemental ELA materials for grades two and three.

ESE is partnering with EEC to plan for the future development of
Early Warning Indicator System (EW1IS) data for early education
sites. As of September 2012, EWIS data are now available for grades
one through 12 statewide, which includes aggregate and student-
level reports that identify students who are at risk of falling off track
based on their academic level. The EWIS risk models were developed
in partnership with a contracted partner, the American Institutes for
Research. The EEC-level EWIS would mirror the elementary and
secondary level-EWIS, providing risk level information on children
from birth through kindergarten. Collecting and preparing EWIS
data was ongoing throughout the period of July 1, 2011 to June 30,
2012, and the data were formally released to LEAs and schools at the
end of September 2012.
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Progress Updates on Invitational Priorities

ESE is partnering with EEC to include a School Readiness
component within the preschool through college (P-20)
Longitudinal Data System. The two Departments are currently
working to develop the data and reporting requirements to provide
educators from both Departments with information that will help
improve the educational outcomes of young children who are high
needs. The data are scheduled to be available to LEAs in the spring
of 2013.

Expansion and adaptation of statewide
longitudinal data systems

ESE has designated data systems as one of its six priority projects
that will guide the work of the agency through its strategic planning
delivery process. A core team developed the following aspiration for
the agency: “To provide tools along with a technical and cultural
environment that informs policies and decisions to support effective
data use towards improving student achievement.”

On October 21, 2011, EEC, ESE, and the Department of Higher
Education (DHE) signed a data sharing agreement with the
Executive Office of Education that serves as the basis for the Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act compliant P-20 database.

Since that time, the agencies have begun assigning State Assigned
Student Identifiers (SASIDs) under this agreement. In November
2012, college feedback reports resulting from this data exchange
were released to agency and LEA users. In addition to the agencies
listed above, the State also began the process of assigning SASIDs to
the Adult Basic Education community. As of September 20, 2012,
the data system has been populated with approximately 133,000
SASIDs.

Version 3.0 of the Education Data Warchouse has been in place

for the past school year. Powered by an Exadata storage server, the
new version has succeeded in correcting many of the inefficiencies
and performance issues of prior versions. On the day that State
assessment results were released, a record number of reports (17,333)
were run without any performance issues.

The SIF project is ready to move into phase two. Over 100 LEAs

are sending data on a near-real time basis to ESE and a pilot set of
nine LEAs certified their Student Information Management System
(SIMS) data through the SIF protocol in the end of year SIMS
collection. In October 2012, the State attempted to certify the SIMS
collection of the remaining LEAs and pilot the Student Course
Schedule collection with a small number of LEAs.

P-20 coordination, vertical and
horizontal alignment

ESE is continuing to work collaboratively with the EEC to develop

a birth to grade three framework for enhancing developmental and
learning outcomes for all children in Massachusetts. This framework
is focused on improving third grade reading scores (as measured by
the MCAS) by better aligning policies and practices across the birth
to age five system of early childhood services and the K-3 system of
carly elementary services. ESE and EEC are increasing both vertical
and cross-sector alignment by addressing issues related to instructional
tools and practices, data and assessment, instructional environments,
family engagement, the quality of leaders and administrators, teacher
quality, and professional pathways for early educators.

Each of the six Readiness Centers hosted regional events during

the spring of 2012 to provide educators from early education,
elementary and secondary education, and higher education with
additional guidance regarding the implementation of the Curriculum
Frameworks in ELA and Mathematics. The sessions included ESE
staff member presentations on a wide array of guidance materials,
and small group sessions that were facilitated by regional educators.
Attendees also received additional resources and tools that they could
share with their colleagues to not only introduce, but embed the new
standards in educational institutions across the State. ESE is working
with the Executive Office of Education (EOE) and the Readiness
Centers to plan additional training events for SY 2012-2013.

ESE is continuing to work with the EOE, EEC, and DHE to
establish a P-20 database and share information across State
education entities. Additionally, representatives from DHE

and Massachusetts public institutions of higher education are
participating in ongoing discussions about the implementation of
key Race to the Top initiatives (including educator evaluation, the
Curriculum Frameworks in ELA and mathematics, and PARCC) and
their relationship to college readiness, student assessment, educator
preparation and licensure, and increasing alignment between high
schools and public institutions of higher education.

School-level conditions for reform,
innovation, and learning

In 2010, the State passed education reform legislation that provides
new tools, rules, and supports to accelerate the improvement of
low-performing schools in Massachusetts. The law gives local
superintendents and the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary
Education the ability to increase flexibility in these schools, such as
by adding budgetary flexibility; increased planning time for teachers;
and bonuses and other awards to attract and retain high-quality
teachers. The law also requires that turnaround plans incorporate
comprehensive services for high-need students and their families and
strategies to engage families and communities in supporting student
academic success.
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Progress Updates on Invitational Priorities

In 2011, one year after the legislation’s implementation, each of the
Level 4 schools used one or more of these provisions. The alignment
of the new autonomies in the reform legislation with the elements of
the four federal SIG school intervention models is providing an extra
incentive for schools to use these autonomies. The most commonly

used provisions of the reform legislation include increased planning
time for teachers, longer school days for students, comprehensive
wraparound services to address students’ non-academic barriers to
learning, and new strategies to engage families and communities in
supporting student academic success.

Looking Ahead to Year 3

The State’s progress during the first two years of its Race to the Top
grant laid the foundation for implementation of several key initiatives
in Year 3 that aim to improve education in the State by setting high
expectations for both teachers and students. All LEAs in Massachusetts
will implement the State’s new standards, and the State expects that all
Race to the Top participating LEAs will implement rigorous educator
evaluation systems in Year 3.

As the State implements these critical initiatives, it will continue to
build resources, professional development, and data system capacity

to support educator effectiveness and improved student performance.

The State’s teaching and learning system, Edwin Teaching and
Learning, and the SIF will bring the State closer to its goal of
providing teachers with real-time, high-quality data to inform
instruction. ESE will continue to develop, pilot, and refine curricular

materials to support educators’ implementation of the new standards.

‘The State will also provide further guidance on measuring student
growth and support LEAs as they continue training educators who
will conduct observations for the new educator evaluation systems.

Massachusetts” initiatives are expected to improve educator effectiveness
through high-quality educator training and higher licensure standards.
Several additional NISL cohorts will begin in Year 3, and the State
expects to train and support more than 200 teachers as part of
Turnaround Teacher Teams. New licensure regulations and teacher
preparation accountability measures will hold training programs to a
high standard. The State will pilot new licensure assessments in Year 3.

ESE will continue to support school innovation and improvement in
low-performing schools. Wraparound Zones, Priority Partners, and
school intervention models will help these schools achieve higher
standards. Additionally, three STEM Early College High Schools
opened in Year 3, offering students new and innovative ways to
engage with high-quality content and instruction.

Budget

For the State’s expenditures through June 30, 2012, please see the APR at www.rtt-apr.us.

For State budget information, see http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/state-scope-of-work/index.html.

For the State’s fiscal accountability and oversight report, please see http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/performance.heml.
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Alternative routes to certification: Pathways to certification that
are authorized under the State’s laws or regulations that allow the
establishment and operation of teacher and administrator preparation
programs in the State, and that have the following characteristics
(in addition to standard features such as demonstration of subject-
matter mastery, and high-quality instruction in pedagogy and in
addressing the needs of all students in the classroom including
English learners and students with disabilities): (a) can be provided
by various types of qualified providers, including both institutions
of higher education and other providers operating independently
from institutions of higher education; (b) are selective in accepting
candidates; (c) provide supervised, school-based experiences and
ongoing support such as effective mentoring and coaching; (d)
significantly limit the amount of coursework required or have
options to test out of courses; and (e) upon completion, award the
same level of certification that traditional preparation programs
award upon completion.

Amendment requests: In the event that adjustments are needed to
a State’s approved Race to the Top plan, the grantee must submit

an amendment request to the Department for consideration. Such
requests may be prompted by an updated assessment of needs

in that area, revised cost estimates, lessons learned from prior
implementation efforts, or other circumstances. Grantees may
propose revisions to goals, activities, timelines, budget, or annual
targets, provided that the following conditions are met: the revisions
do not result in the grantee’s failure to comply with the terms and
conditions of this award and the program’s statutory and regulatory
provisions; the revisions do not change the overall scope and
objectives of the approved proposal; and the Department and the
grantee mutually agree in writing to the revisions. The Department
has sole discretion to determine whether to approve the revisions

or modifications. If approved by the Department, a letter with a
description of the amendment and any relevant conditions will be
sent notifying the grantee of approval. (For additional information
please see http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/amendments/
index.html.)

America COMPETES Act elements: The twelve indicators specified
in section 6401(e)(2)(D) of the America COMPETES Act are: (1)
a unique statewide student identifier that does not permit a student
to be individually identified by users of the system; (2) student-level
enrollment, demographic, and program participation information;
(3) student-level information about the points at which students
exit, transfer in, transfer out, drop out, or complete P~16 education
programs; (4) the capacity to communicate with higher education
data systems; (5) a State data audit system assessing data quality,
validity, and reliability; (6) yearly test records of individual students
with respect to assessments under section 1111(b) of the ESEA

(20 U.S.C. 6311(b)); (7) information on students not tested by
grade and subject; (8) a teacher identifier system with the ability to

match teachers to students; (9) student-level transcript information,
including information on courses completed and grades earned; (10)
student-level college-readiness test scores; (11) information regarding
the extent to which students transition successfully from secondary
school to postsecondary education, including whether students enroll
in remedial coursework; and (12) other information determined
necessary to address alignment and adequate preparation for success
in postsecondary education.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA): On
February 17, 2009, President Obama signed into law the ARRA,
historic legislation designed to stimulate the economy, support job
creation, and invest in critical sectors, including education. The
Department of Education received a $97.4 billion appropriation.

Annual Performance Report (APR): Report submitted by each
grantee with outcomes to date, performance against the measures
established in its application, and other relevant data. The
Department uses data included in the APRs to provide Congress and
the public with detailed information regarding each State’s progress
on meeting the goals outlined in its application. The final State APRs
are found at www.rtt-apr.us.

College- and career-ready standards: State-developed standards
that build toward college and career readiness by the time students
graduate from high school.

Common Core State Standards (CCSS): Kindergarten through
twelfth grade (K-12) English language arts and mathematics
standards developed in collaboration with a variety of stakeholders
including States, governors, chief State school officers, content
experts, teachers, school administrators, and parents. The standards
establish clear and consistent goals for learning that will prepare
America’s children for success in college and careers. As of December
2011, the CCSS were adopted by 45 States and the District

of Columbia.

The education reform areas for Race to the Top: (1) Standards

and Assessments: Adopting rigorous college- and career-ready
standards and assessments that prepare students for success in college
and career; (2) Data Systems to Support Instruction: Building

data systems that measure student success and support educators
and decision-makers in their efforts to improve instruction and
increase student achievement; (3) Great Teachers and Great Leaders:
Recruiting, developing, retaining, and rewarding effective teachers
and principals; and (4) Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving
Schools: Supporting LEAs” implementation of far-reaching reforms
to turn around lowest-achieving schools by implementing school
intervention models.

Effective teacher: A teacher whose students achieve acceptable rates
(e.g., at least one grade level in an academic year) of student growth
(as defined in the Race to the Top requirements). States, LEAs,
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or schools must include multiple measures, provided that teacher
effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by student growth (as
defined in the Race to the Top requirements). Supplemental measures
may include, for example, multiple observation-based assessments of
teacher performance.

High-minority school: A school designation defined by the State in
a manner consistent with its Teacher Equity Plan. The State should
provide, in its Race to the Top application, the definition used.

High-poverty school: Consistent with section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) of
the ESEA, a school in the highest quartile of schools in the State with
respect to poverty level, using a measure of poverty determined by
the State.

Highly effective teacher: A teacher whose students achieve high
rates (e.g., one and one-half grade levels in an academic year) of
student growth (as defined in the Race to the Top requirements).
States, LEAs, or schools must include multiple measures, provided
that teacher effectiveness is evaluated, in significant part, by
student growth (as defined in the Race to the Top requirements).
Supplemental measures may include, for example, multiple
observation-based assessments of teacher performance or evidence
of leadership roles (which may include mentoring or leading
professional learning communities) that increase the effectiveness of
other teachers in the school or LEA.

Instructional improvement systems (IIS): Technology-based

tools and other strategies that provide teachers, principals, and
administrators with meaningful support and actionable data to
systemically manage continuous instructional improvement,
including such activities as instructional planning; gathering
information (e.g., through formative assessments (as defined in the
Race to the Top requirements), interim assessments (as defined

in the Race to the Top requirements), summative assessments,

and looking at student work and other student data); analyzing
information with the support of rapid-time (as defined in the
Race to the Top requirements) reporting; using this information
to inform decisions on appropriate next instructional steps; and
evaluating the effectiveness of the actions taken. Such systems
promote collaborative problem-solving and action planning; they
may also integrate instructional data with student-level data such
as attendance, discipline, grades, credit accumulation, and student
survey results to provide early warning indicators of a student’s risk of
educational failure.

Invitational priorities: Areas of focus that the Department invited
States to address in their Race to the Top applications. Applicants
did not earn extra points for addressing these focus areas, but many
grantees chose to create and fund activities to advance reforms in
these areas.

Involved LEAs: LEAs that choose to work with the State to
implement those specific portions of the State’s plan that necessitate

full or nearly-full statewide implementation, such as transitioning to
a common set of K-12 standards (as defined in the Race to the Top
requirements). Involved LEAs do not receive a share of the 50 percent
of a State’s grant award that it must subgrant to LEAs in accordance
with section 14006(c) of the ARRA, but States may provide other
funding to involved LEAs under the State’s Race to the Top grant in a
manner that is consistent with the State’s application.

Participating LEAs: LEAs that choose to work with the State to
implement all or significant portions of the State’s Race to the Top
plan, as specified in each LEA’s agreement with the State. Each
participating LEA that receives funding under Title I, Part A will
receive a share of the 50 percent of a State’s grant award that the State
must subgrant to LEAs, based on the LEA's relative share of Title I,
Part A allocations in the most recent year at the time of the award,

in accordance with section 14006(c) of the ARRA. Any participating
LEA that does not receive funding under Title I, Part A (as well as
one that does) may receive funding from the State’s other 50 percent
of the grant award, in accordance with the State’s plan.

The Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and
Careers (PARCC): One of two consortia of States awarded grants
under the Race to the Top Assessment program to develop next-
generation assessment systems that are aligned to common K-12
English language and mathematics standards and that will accurately
measure student progress toward college and career readiness. (For
additional information please see http://www.parcconline.org/.)

Persistently lowest-achieving schools: As determined by the

State, (i) any Title I school in improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring that (a) is among the lowest-achieving five percent of
Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring or
the lowest-achieving five Title I schools in improvement, corrective
action, or restructuring in the State, whichever number of schools

is greater; or (b) is a high school that has had a graduation rate as
defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b) that is less than 60 percent over a
number of years; and (ii) any secondary school that is eligible for, but
does not receive, Title I funds that (a) is among the lowest-achieving
five percent of secondary schools or the lowest-achieving five
secondary schools in the State that are eligible for, but do not receive,
Title I funds, whichever number of schools is greater; or (b) is a high
school that has had a graduation rate as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b)
that is less than 60 percent over a number of years. To identify the
lowest-achieving schools, a State must take into account both (i) the
academic achievement of the “all students” group in a school in terms
of proficiency on the State’s assessments under section 1111(b)(3) of
the ESEA in reading/language arts and mathematics combined; and
(i) the school’s lack of progress on those assessments over a number
of years in the “all students” group. (For additional information
please see htep://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/index.html.)

Qualifying evaluation systems: Educator evaluation systems that
meet the following criteria: rigorous, transparent, and fair evaluation
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systems for teachers and principals that: (a) differentiate effectiveness
using multiple rating categories that take into account data on
student growth as a significant factor, and (b) are designed and
developed with teacher and principal involvement.

Reform Support Network (RSN): In partnership with the ISU,
the RSN offers collective and individualized technical assistance
and resources to grantees of the Race to the Top education reform
initiative. The RSN'’s purpose is to support the Race to the Top
grantees as they implement reforms in education policy and
practice, learn from each other and build their capacity to sustain
these reforms.

The School Improvement Grants (SIG) program is authorized
under section 1003(g) of Title I of the ESEA. Funds are
awarded to States to help them turn around persistently lowest-
achieving schools. (For additional information please see
heep://www2.ed.gov/programs/sif/index.html.)

School intervention models: A State’s Race to the Top plan describes
how it will support its LEAs in turning around the lowest-achieving
schools by implementing one of the four school intervention models:

* Turnaround model: Replace the principal and rehire no more than
50 percent of the staff and grant the principal sufficient operational
flexibility (including in staffing, calendars/time and budgeting) to
fully implement a comprehensive approach to substantially improve
student outcomes.

* Restart model: Convert a school or close and reopen it under a
charter school operator, a charter management organization, or an
education management organization that has been selected through a
rigorous review process.

* School closure: Close a school and enroll the students who attended
that school in other schools in the district that are higher achieving.

* Transformation model: Implement each of the following strategies:
(1) replace the principal and take steps to increase teacher and school
leader effectiveness, (2) institute comprehensive instructional reforms,
(3) increase learning time and create community-oriented schools,
and (4) provide operational flexibility and sustained support.

Single sign-on: A user authentication process that permits a user to

enter one name and password in order to access multiple applications.

‘The SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium

(Smarter Balanced): One of two consortia of States awarded
grants under the Race to the Top Assessment program to
develop next-generation assessment systems that are aligned to
common K-12 English language and mathematic standards and
that will accurately measure student progress toward college
and career readiness. (For additional information please see
heep://www.k12.wa.us/SMARTER/default.aspx.)

The State Scope of Work: A detailed document for the State project
that reflects the grantee’s approved Race to the Top application.

The State Scope of Work includes items such as the State’s specific
goals, activities, timelines, budgets, key personnel, and annual
targets for key performance measures. (For additional information
please see http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/state-scope-
of-work/index.html.) Additionally, all participating LEAs are
required to submit Scope of Work documents, consistent with State
requirements, to the State for its review and approval.

Statewide longitudinal data systems (SLDS): Data systems
that enhance the ability of States to efficiently and accurately
manage, analyze, and use education data, including individual
student records. The SLDS help States, districts, schools,
educators, and other stakeholders to make data-informed
decisions to improve student learning and outcomes, as well
as to facilitate research to increase student achievement and
close achievement gaps. (For additional information please see
http://nces.ed.gov/Programs/SLDS/about_SLDS.asp.)

Student achievement: For the purposes of this report, student
achievement (a) for tested grades and subjects is (1) a student’s score
on the State’s assessments under the ESEA; and, as appropriate,

(2) other measures of student learning, such as those described in
paragraph (b) of this definition, provided they are rigorous and
comparable across classrooms; and (b) for non-tested grades and
subjects, alternative measures of student learning and performance
such as student scores on pre-tests and end-of-course tests; student
performance on English language proficiency assessments; and other
measures of student achievement that are rigorous and comparable
across classrooms.

Student growth: The change in student achievement (as defined in
the Race to the Top requirements) for an individual scudent between
two or more points in time. A State may also include other measures
that are rigorous and comparable across classrooms.

Value-added models (VAMSs): A specific type of growth model based
on changes in test scores over time. VAMs are complex statistical
models that generally attempt to take into account student or school
background characteristics in order to isolate the amount of learning
attributable to a specific teacher or school. Teachers or schools that
produce more than typical or expected growth are said to “add value.”

Race to the Top
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Dear Colleagues:

As | reflect on our first two years of implementing our Race to the
Top (RTTT) plan, I am quite proud of all that we have accomplished

so far. In keeping with our history of being leaders with regard to
education improvement and reform, we have made bold choices
and are implementing innovative strategies that are having significant
impact on teaching and learning across our public education system.

We are implementing new pre-K through Grade 12 Curriculum
Frameworks in English Language Arts and Mathematics, which means
that we are redefining what students need to learn in order to be well
prepared for college and career success. We are implementing new
strategies to continuously enhance the quality of teaching in our schools,
which means that our educators are using new instructional tools and
are receiving better and ongoing professional support. We are making
great strides in terms of improving our neediest schools, which means
that students and their families are receiving the academic and other
services needed to substantially improve student achievement. And
we are building an improved architecture for sharing data and using
technology, which means that we are increasing access to important
information about student growth and achievement. Many other
RTTT initiatives are being implemented in school districts across

the Commonwealth. Taken together, these initiatives are contributing
to the development of a 21st century public education system in
Massachusetts, one that will meet each student where he or she is and
provide the targeted support that each student needs to truly succeed.

We are at the halfway point on our exciting journey, and the next two
years will be equally exciting and challenging in the best sense of the
word. We have come together as a Commonwealth to make difficult
but important decisions that will benefit our students for years to
come, and we need to continue working together to ensure that we
implement every RTTT initiative successfully. On behalf of Governor
Patrick, | congratulate our students, parents and family members, and
educators for their excellent work to date, and | also would like to thank
our community-based and non-profit organizations, business and
industry partners, funders, municipal officials, and legislators for the
continued commitment to this important work.

We are on track to successfully execute our ambitious and comprehensive
RTTT plan, and | look forward to working with you to achieve all of
our goals.

y 207 A

Paul Reville
Secretary of Education

Dear Colleagues:

Massachusetts has led the nation in student performance for nearly a
decade. Our students have scored first or tied for first on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress in each test administration since 2005,
and recently released results from the Trends in International Mathematics
and Science Study show Massachusetts students score nearly at the top
internationally as well. Our dropout rate is at its lowest in half a century,
and our high school graduation rate has increased for five years in a row.

Yet with all this success, we still see room for improvement. We are
particularly concerned with closing the gaps in student performance so that
all Massachusetts students perform at high levels. Too many of our poor
and minority students, our English language learners, and our students
with disabilities are not enjoying the success that other Commonwealth
students are achieving. We know we can do better.

Our goal in Massachusetts is to prepare all students for success in the world
that awaits them after high school. Race to the Top represents a tremendous
opportunity to help us achieve that goal. Our Race to the Top program
encompasses a broad range of initiatives at the state, district, and school
level, focused around four strategies:

Strengthening curriculum and instruction
Improving educator effectiveness

Turning around the lowest performing districts
and schools

Using data and technology to support
student performance

With the resources Race to the Top provides, we have accelerated our
efforts to improve the state’s education system and ensure that our
state’s students are prepared to succeed.

2012 marks the halfway point in our Race to the Top program, and | am
pleased to present this report to highlight some of the exciting progress
underway. We understand that reforming and improving education cannot be
accomplished overnight, and that success will not be marked by a single
metric or moment in time. Instead, we are engaged in a journey of continuous
improvement. Race to the Top has provided us with resources to accelerate
that journey and to put into place the structural changes that will carry
us and our students forward.

As | said when we first began planning our Race to the Top program, our
goals are ambitious and bold, but they are achievable and—perhaps most
importantly—they are work that is worth doing.

AL S

Mitchell D. Chester, Ed. D
Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education
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Massachusetts has a long tradition as a pioneer in public education.
Since the days of Horace Mann, we have led the nation in creating
the systems and structures needed to support student achievement.
Stakeholders statewide agree that all students, regardless of their
zip code, deserve a world-class education that prepares them for
postsecondary opportunities, career training options, economically
viable careers, and healthy, productive lives.

Our goal is to prepare all students for success in the world that
awaits them after high school. We will achieve this by:

Strengthening curriculum, instruction,
and assessment
Improving educator effectiveness

Turning around the lowest performing districts
and schools

Using data and technology to support
student performance

Our focus on these strategies was a major reason the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts was awarded $250 million in Race to the Top
funding from the U.S. Department of Education in 2010. The
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award was recognition that the state’s reform agenda was already
underway and that our objectives were aligned with those in

Race to the Top. It also affirmed our support from our districts
and charter schools, two-thirds of which signed on to implement
the state’s proposal. The funding has provided us resources to
build on our accomplishments, accelerate ongoing improvement
efforts, and target new strategies for reform.

We are now halfway through this program. This report highlights
some of the major activities Massachusetts has undertaken as
part of Race to the Top, though by no means is it a comprehensive
accounting of everything we have accomplished in the last two
years. We are committed to sustaining the momentum that we
have achieved and believe that the innovations launched by Race
to the Top will inspire the next generation of students and educators.

Race To
The Top
By The
Numbers

$250

million over four years
with half allocated to
participating districts
and half to ESE

234

participating
districts and
charter schools

1,278

participating
schools

661,800

K-12 students
served (69.4% of
students statewide)
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Standards-based reform has been a hallmark of Massachusetts’
education reform strategy since the Education Reform Act of
1993. We are known for having some of the highest standards
for our students nationwide, and our students perform well
compared to their peers as a result.

But for the next generation of education reform, we knew that
simply setting high standards would not be enough. We needed
to revise our curriculum frameworks to better reflect what
students need to know to succeed after high school. We also
needed to help educators implement those standards effectively
in classrooms by providing more guidance on what high quality
standards-based curriculum and instruction looks like.

NEW MASSACHUSETTS CURRICULUM FRAMEWORKS

In December 2010, the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and

Secondary Education voted to adopt new curriculum frameworks

in English language arts and mathematics. This was a key element
of our strategy to implement a rigorous curriculum that aligns to
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the expectations of two and four-year colleges and the needs
of employers in our knowledge-based economy.

The new Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks for English
language arts and mathematics incorporate the Common Core
State Standards, which were developed by a consortium of
states to define what children should know and be able to do

in each grade to stay on the path to college and career readiness.

Beyond the standards outlined in the Common Core, Massachusetts
also added standards for pre-kindergarten and made a small
number of other additions or changes to standards in

other grades.

All districts and charter schools are expected to align local curriculum
with the new curriculum frameworks by the beginning of the
2013-14 school year. As of June 2012, 53 percent of Race

to the Top districts (124) had already aligned both their English
language arts and their mathematics curricula to the new
Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks.

MODEL CURRICULUM UNITS

Using Race to the Top resources and working with local educators,
we have invested in developing tools that will help districts develop
and implement high-quality curriculum. Teachers from more than
60 school districts across the Commonwealth have been working
over the past two years to develop model curriculum units that span
grades pre—K through 12. These units, being developed in English
language arts, mathematics, science and technology/engineering,
and history and social science, exemplify best practices for
implementing the state’s curriculum frameworks.

Some of the 34 model curriculum units we are piloting this year
include: Third Graders are Independent Readers, Writers, Listeners,
and Speakers; It's All About Energy; and The African-American
Civil Rights Movement. Work on additional units is ongoing,
with a goal of completing 100 model units by the end of 2014.

EARLY COLLEGE HIGH SCHOOLS

Research has shown that exposing high school students to
college-level material can be a powerful means of increasing academic
preparedness and motivation for college attendance. Thus,
Massachusetts used Race to the Top funds to invest in establishing
six Early College High Schools. These programs allow students
to experience a college-level curriculum and accumulate college
credit while still in high school, while providing substantial academic
support. We focused these programs on science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics (STEM) to increase the opportunity
for students currently underrepresented in higher education to
enter these fields in college.

Marlborough Public Schools launched the first STEM Early College
High School in the 2011-12 school year with a cohort of 180
students in sixth and ninth grades, working in partnership with
Framingham State University, business leaders, and employers
from the surrounding area. By the 2012-2013 school year, 400
students were enrolled in the school. Maureen Greulich, instructional
leadership director and district-level administrator for STEM in
Marlborough, reports, “Students seem more excited to come

to class and see what we are going to do and learn each day.
They love working in groups, using the laptops, and seeing the
connections between the subjects. They don’t mind sharing their
work and possibly being wrong, because they support each other
so much. Students are definitely more willing to try new methods
and work longer on harder problems.”

Another innovative approach, the Academy for College Excellence
(ACE), combined 27 students from eight vocational/technical
schools into an Early College program sponsored by the Northeastern
University College of Professional Studies. All of the students are
enrolled in the information technology program at their local
vocational schools and obtain advanced coursework and hands-on
experience through ACE. The program is a hybrid, with some
classes conducted at the Northeastern campus and other lessons
delivered online.

The Voices
of Early College

High School
Students

“"The STEM classes are
greatly valuable because
they don’t just teach the
basics. The teachers guide
and help the students to
get there. Another way
the STEM program sets
apart from other classes
is that STEM knowledge
can be used throughout
your whole life, especially
when you get a career.”

“This program is the key to
success for me and probably
many of the other students
in the program. I will be
the first in my family to
graduate high school and
the first to achieve the
opportunity to be enrolled
in college courses. This
has been very helpful and
informative.”

“"This program has given
me a chance like none
other. How many students
can go into high school
saying I'm already going
to college?”
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Excellent educators are the key to improving student achievement;
they are the single most powerful in-school factor behind
student success. As we designed our Race to the Top proposal,
we knew we had to make major investments in improving the
quality of our educator workforce to ensure that instruction was
consistently strong statewide. These investments address the
educator development continuum, from preparation and recruitment
to evaluation and professional development.

EDUCATOR EVALUATION

On June 28, 2011, the Massachusetts Board of Elementary and
Secondary Education adopted new regulations for the evaluation of
Massachusetts educators. The regulations were a critical milestone
in a process that began the year before. Our Race to the Top application
committed the state to develop and implement a new educator
evaluation system in which student growth is a significant factor.
The regulations require regular, meaningful evaluation of all
educators—teachers, principals, administrators, and superintendents—
and are intended to accomplish the following goals:

®  Place student learning at the center
®  Promote growth and development
®  Recognize excellence

®  Seta high bar for tenure

®  Shorten timelines for improvement

Under the new regulations, evaluation is an annual five-step
cycle beginning with self-assessment and concluding with a
formative or summative performance evaluation. It is designed
to be a continuous improvement process in which data from the
performance rating is an important source of information for the
educator’s self-assessment.

Through the evaluation process, educators will eventually

receive two ratings: a performance rating reflecting their level

of professional practice on four standards and their progress
toward customized goals, and a rating of their impact on student
learning. The two ratings together will determine the type and
duration of plan the educator must complete—anywhere from a
30-day improvement plan for the lowest performing educators to
a two-year self-directed growth plan for experienced educators
whose performance is rated proficient or exemplary and who
have moderate or high impact on student learning.

This approach allows districts to focus attention on the educators
who need the most support for improvement while still ensuring
that all educators have a plan to improve their practice. Meanwhile,
educators will benefit from frequent, timely, and meaningful
feedback on their performance and a systematic approach for
improvement, both too often lacking in most districts’ current
evaluation practices.

Implementation of the educator evaluation frameworks began

in the 2011-12 school year with 34 Level 4 (underperforming)

schools across Massachusetts. In addition, 11 early adopter districts

volunteered to pilot the process in the first year, providing valuable ¥y
information and insights that will continue to inform the evaluation %
process as it expands, first to participating Race to the Top N
schools and districts in the 2012-13 school year, and ultimately /

N

to every public school and district in the Commonwealth the
following year.

One of the challenges of statewide implementation is that each
district must amend its local collective bargaining agreement to

/ A
incorporate the new state requirements. Thus, the Department A \

of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) provided model |

contract language as one of the tools for district implementation. \
\ 14
4
x

Districts may choose to adopt or adapt that language or to revise
their existing evaluation system to meet the regulatory requirements.
As of November 2012, 123 districts had submitted their plans,

with the majority opting to adopt the model contract language

suggested by ESE with few or no changes. This included the largest

district in the Commonwealth, the Boston Public Schools.

Another challenge is the need to train all educators on the new ~ - - -
expectations, and to train all evaluators on how to evaluate others’

performance fairly and consistently. New legislation passed in

June 2012 requires districts to provide training developed by

ESE to all evaluators and to all educators who must be evaluated
under the regulations. ESE has since produced a Guide to Educator
Evaluation Training Requirements and has made all required training
materials available online. While districts may choose to use their
own staff to deliver the professional development, ESE has also
pre-approved a cadre of experienced vendors to support the
training and has set aside funding to enable districts to engage
the vendors at little to no cost. As of June 2012, over 12,000
educators and 1,700 evaluators (usually administrators) in Race

to the Top districts had begun training on the new educator
evaluation system.

The 5-Step Cycle to
Continuous Improvement
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With an increased emphasis on STEM as both an academic track
and an access point to our knowledge-based economy, there is a
critical need for highly qualified science and math teachers in our
middle and high schools, and that need is projected to grow over
the next decade. To help meet this recruitment need, the state
decided to participate in the UTeach program originally developed
at the University of Texas at Austin in 1997. This program currently
operates in 16 states and enrolls over 5,500 prospective teachers.

The program, seated at the University of Massachusetts Lowell, allows
undergraduates in STEM majors to earn a minor in STEM teaching
along with their bachelor’s degree and to obtain a Massachusetts
initial license to teach mathematics, science, or technology/
engineering upon graduation. UMass Lowell is the only university

in New England to offer the UTeach program. The university ran the
first course in spring 2012 with an enrollment of 28 students, and
in fall 2012 an additional 52 STEM majors enrolled. These students
come from undergraduate programs such as mathematics, biology,
physics, computer science, and chemical engineering.

The success of UTeach rests in early and frequent field experiences
for students under the watchful eye of mentor teachers in partner
districts. The courses require students to teach three times in
elementary and middle school classrooms and receive feedback
from their mentor and from a UTeach Master Teacher. The program
is underway in partnership with the Lowell, Methuen, and Dracut

Public Schools and will begin operating in Lawrence schools in 2013.

Participating teacher Cheryl Ortega of the Pawtucketville Memorial
Elementary School in Lowell said, “I felt that the program allowed

the interns a quick but effective look at the realm of teaching, and
that they benefited from it. Additionally, my students experienced

-
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the learning of new concepts with materials they would never have
encountered otherwise.”

PRE-ADVANCED PLACEMENT TRAINING FOR EDUCATORS
Supporting educators’ growth throughout their careers is another
key element of our Race to the Top educator effectiveness strategy.
One way we are accomplishing this is through our pre-Advanced
Placement training program. The intent of this project is to increase
the number of students who enroll and succeed in Advanced
Placement courses, particularly in underserved schools and districts
with large numbers of low-income and minority students. The
program provides training to middle school and high school
teachers so that they can implement new teaching strategies
and increase content rigor in their classes, which then will improve
student performance and create a college-ready culture before
students enroll in AP courses.

The curriculum, called Laying the Foundation or LTF, is provided
by Mass Insight Education, which contracts directly with districts
to provide the professional development. More than 1,200 teachers
from 75 districts across the Commonwealth have participated

in this training in the content areas of English language arts,
mathematics, general science, biology, physics, and chemistry.
Jon Workman, a teacher at the Collins Middle School in the
Salem Public Schools who has participated in the program, said,

“My teaching practice has improved dramatically after two years

of LTF training. Students are thinking critically and successfully
participating in more rigorous learning activities. As a result of
LTF, | have set higher expectations in my classroom. My students
have met and exceeded those expectations.”
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In our Race to the Top application, we noted that for a small
number of our schools, student outcomes were so poor that the
need to transform practices was urgent and dire. The state’s 2010
Act Relative to the Achievement Gap set the criteria for identifying
those schools and provided the rules, tools, and supports to address
some of the conditions that contribute to underperformance.

The state’s objective is to assist districts with establishing the
capacity and systems of support necessary to improve teaching
and learning in their lowest performing schools. Our theory of
action is that the district, rather than the state, is best suited to
provide the supports these schools need, and that the state’s
role is to help the districts serve this function.

IDENTIFICATION OF THE LOWEST PERFORMING
DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS

Since implementation of the Act in January 2010, the state has
identified 44 underperforming (Level 4) schools. Together these
schools, spread across 10 districts, serve over 22,000 students.
Nearly 85 percent of their students are low income, 30 percent
are English language learners, and 20 percent are students with
disabilities. These students are served by more than 1,800 teachers
and 700 other educators. If these schools were a district, it would
be the fourth largest and third poorest district in the state.

These schools have been targeted for aggressive intervention
through a turnaround plan developed in collaboration with

the superintendent, the school committee, the local teachers’
union, administrators, teachers, community representatives, and
parents. ESE prioritized these districts for assistance and provided
significant targeted supports to help connect them to useful
turnaround resources where appropriate, and district leaders and
local union presidents have been receiving ongoing technical
assistance through ESE’s Level 4 Schools Network.

After two years, 24 of the 34 Level 4 schools identified in 2010 have
made combined gains in English language arts and mathematics
of 10 percentage points or higher on their Composite Performance
Index between 2010 and 2012. Initial research has identified strong
leadership, effective instruction, data systems, and a well executed
tiered set of interventions and supports for students as the most
common factors differentiating those that improved rapidly from
those that remained steady or declined.

WRAPAROUND ZONES

We recognized in our application that supporting student academic
achievement meant more than just new instructional techniques
or a new tutoring program; it also meant supporting the social,
emotional, and health needs that can have a substantial impact
on student learning. Thus, we established the Wraparound Zone
Initiative through Race to the Top to help build district and
school capacity to systematically address students’ non-academic
barriers to learning.

Seven districts are currently implementing Wraparound Zones in
a total of 36 pilot schools. The strategies being used vary across
districts, but all have several priorities in common. All participating
schools work to establish a safe and supportive climate with a
culture of positive regard and high expectations for all students.
All implement a comprehensive, proactive system that identifies
student academic and non-academic needs and connects at-risk
students to targeted supports. These include resources from both
the school district and the larger community in areas as broad as
prevention, enrichment, early intervention, and crisis response
services. Finally, each participating district focuses on strengthening
the systems required to support and sustain these efforts and to
replicate promising practices in other district schools.

As just one example, Springfield implemented a wraparound zone
in each of its Level 4 elementary schools through a partnership
with City Connect. A school site coordinator works with teachers
and staff to review the needs of every student in the building and
connect them to the appropriate resources in the school, district
and community. In the 2011-12 school year alone, 98 percent of
students in these schools—2,100 children—were connected to
more than 13,000 services and enrichment activities.

PRIORITY PARTNERS FOR TURNAROUND

We also recognized in our proposal that our existing state capacity
to support turnaround was insufficient to meet demand. Thus,
we created the Priority Partners for Turnaround program to qualify
proven organizations to support district and school turnaround.

Priority Partners have a strong track record of results and can
demonstrate effectiveness in accelerating school improvement.
These organizations are vetted through a rigorous review process
that includes evaluation data, references from former clients,
and an intensive interview with the organization’s leadership
team. Priority Partners participate in a quarterly networking session
to coordinate practice and learn from one another’s experiences.
Partners were also eligible to compete for a competitive Priority
Partners Investment Fund totaling $2.4 million to expand their
services, develop a new set of services, or partner with other
Priority Partners.

Currently 23 Priority Partners for Turnaround provide services

in 54 districts; nine districts are being served by more than one
of the Priority Partners. These organizations provide targeted support
in social, emotional, and health needs; maximizing learning time;
effective use of data; and district systems of support. Further,

12 of these districts are being served by seven Priority Partners that
received funding from the Priority Partner Investment Fund.
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Massachusetts’ Race to the Top proposal also included a substantial
investment in data and technology tools. Our goal was to provide
cutting-edge technological tools and timely, relevant data and
information to educators. We also aimed to promote a culture of
effective, data-informed decision making at all levels of education,
so that our educators would integrate the use of the best and
most up-to-date data in their classrooms every day.

EDWIN

To meet these goals, ESE is launching Edwin, Massachusetts’
new, comprehensive teaching and learning platform. The vision of
Edwin is to provide educators with quality resources to continue
to promote high levels of student achievement and to help
reduce persistent proficiency gaps. This system is intended to
support educators and foster teaching and learning, providing
on-demand access to two sets of resources: Edwin Teaching and
Learning, which will include instructional materials, curriculum
planning tools, model curriculum units, and a variety of assessments
including curriculum-embedded performance assessments, and Edwin
Analytics, which will include data analysis and reporting tools.

Using Edwin, classroom teachers, principals, professional sup-
port personnel, and district leaders will be able to access data
from a wide range of sources such as attendance, course enroll-
ment, and college matriculation. Real-time student, teacher, and
course data, as well as historical data including state assessment
data, will give educators new, actionable information and tools
to serve their current students and to grow as professionals.

The platform will also offer educators access to curriculum and
instruction resources aligned with current Massachusetts curriculum
frameworks that they can use to improve their practice and the
programs that serve their students. This suite of tools will be
phased in over time, with the first components available to some
users in the 2012-13 school year.

Over the past year ESE has also made strides to improve the systems
already in place. Most notably, we expanded the capacity of the
Education Data Warehouse, which will eventually become the
heart of Edwin Analytics. The warehouse provides school districts
with access to over 60 reports detailing state assessment results
and student enrollment information. After the improvements, we
saw a 91 percent increase in the number of reports run when MCAS
results are released, from about 100,000 in August 2011 to over
190,000 in August 2012.

EARLY WARNING INDICATOR SYSTEM

As one of the first tools from Edwin Analytics, over the last year
ESE worked closely with the American Institutes for Research to
create an early warning indicator system for students in grades
1 to 12. The purpose of the Massachusetts Early Warning Indicator
System is to provide statistically validated data to schools and
districts on the likelihood their students are on track to reach
key academic goals. The system is a tool to identify students
who may need additional supports. Educators use these data
along with their knowledge of the child to understand why he
or she is off track and identify appropriate interventions.

The risk models reflect national research and promising practices,
feedback from a range of stakeholders, and extensive testing

of risk indicators and statistical modeling using longitudinal Mas-
sachusetts data. They are based on four age groups, each linked
to a relevant academic goal:

®  Early elementary (grades 1 to 3): Proficiency on
the 3rd grade reading MCAS test

®  Late elementary (grades 4 to 5): Proficiency on the
6th grade English language arts and mathematics
MCAS tests

® Middle grades (grades 6 to 8): Passing grades in all
9th grade courses

®  High school (grades 9 to 12): On-time high
school graduation

The first set of reports were released to school districts in
September and will soon be available through Edwin Analytics.

SCHOOLS INTEROPERABILITY FRAMEWORK (SIF)

The infrastructural backbone of these new data and technology
tools is the Schools Interoperability Framework (SIF), a means of
automating data collection and reporting from districts. Once
in place, SIF will allow districts near real-time information for
educators about their students in Edwin and other state technology
resources, so that educators will get reports for the students
actually in their classrooms, not just those enrolled earlier in the
year. This automatic updating will greatly increase the value of
these tools for our state’s educators. It will also simplify state
data reporting requirements, currently a substantial burden for districts.

Our goal is that by 2014, all Race to the Top districts will have
implemented SIF. Right now over 100 districts are sending data
on a near-real time basis to ESE, and a pilot set of nine districts
certified their end-of-year student enrollment data through the
SIF protocol. Our goal for fall 2012 is to certify the student enrollment
collection with the other participating districts and to pilot a second
data collection with a small number of districts. Local school
districts participating in SIF have reported that the SIF project has
encouraged them to address internal challenges to improve the
cleanliness of their data systems.
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Our Race to the Top proposal set out an ambitious set of reforms
across a broad set of policies and programs. We knew that in
order to accomplish our objectives, we would need to strengthen
our systems for leading and governing our work.

STRENGTHENING SUPERINTENDENTS, SCHOOL

COMMITTEES, AND UNION LEADERSHIP

Successful school district leadership requires three parties to work
together effectively: the superintendent, the school committee, and
the local teachers union. Through Race to the Top, ESE worked
with state associations to create programs targeted at each of
these three groups to clarify their role in supporting student learning,
to establish collaborative working relationships, and to support
cooperation and shared decision-making.

The New Superintendents Induction Program is a three-year program
available to superintendents new to the role or to their district.
Professional development sessions, assignments, and intensive
coaching center on four broad areas essential to effective district
leadership: strategic instructional leadership, district leadership
team development, human resource management, and supervision
and evaluation. Currently 73 superintendents are participating in
the program, with the support of 16 coaches.
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The District Governance Support Project aims to provide a similar
set of supports, but to school committee members rather than
superintendents. The District Governance Support Project
specifically focuses on the school committee’s role in policy-
making, budget-setting, selection of the district superintendent,
collective bargaining, and other fiduciary responsibilities, as well as
providing strategies and skill-building around helping to support
student achievement and accountability. Five workshops have
been delivered in about a dozen districts statewide as of June
2012, with more districts in planning phases or under consider-
ation for future cohorts.

Finally, ESE is working with the state’s union leadership and others

to develop the Massachusetts Education Partnership, whose
mission is to improve student achievement and success through
collaborative labor-management relations in school districts across
the Commonwealth. In the 2012-13 school year, the Partnership
will pilot the program with several district labor-management
teams who will work together to establish shared goals in student
achievement and success

REGIONAL SYSTEM OF SUPPORTS

Race to the Top has also helped Massachusetts build a stronger
system for educators to improve their professional practice. For in-
stance, six regionally based District and School Assistance Centers
(DSACs) have been established to help Level 3 districts and their

schools access and use professional development and targeted
assistance. DSACs are staffed with data, literacy, and mathematics
specialists, as well as a support facilitator and a Regional Assistance
Director, often a retired superintendent from the region. A recent
program evaluation conducted by the Donahue Institute at the
University of Massachusetts found that 94 percent of DSAC service
recipients agreed that the assistance they received was relevant to
their educational priorities and sufficient to meet their needs.

In addition, six Readiness Centers also operate in Massachusetts.
The Readiness Centers were established to advance Governor
Patrick’s goal of increasing integration and coherence across the
education continuum. Regional consortia of partners provide
high-quality professional development services for educators from
early education through higher education; disseminate information
about effective models and best practices; and convene educators
to collaboratively address key education priorities, inform policy
discussions, and leverage resources and expertise. The Centers are
supporting numerous Race to the Top initiatives across the state,
particularly around implementation of the new Massachusetts
curriculum frameworks.

INNOVATION SCHOOLS

A signature component of the 2010 Act Relative to the Achievement
Gap, Innovation Schools are in-district public schools that employ inven-
tive strategies to accelerate student achievement while keeping school
funding within districts. Innovation Schools, which are established by
local school districts, can employ greater autonomy and flexibility with
regard to curriculum, staffing, budget, schedule/calendar, profes-

sional development, and other district policies. Currently 44 Innovation
Schools operate in communities throughout Massachusetts.

“The true power of the [New
Superintendents Induction]
program is the experience that
the coaches bring to the table.
They serve as a sounding board
for us and provide incredible
advice. They ask me a lot of good
questions, and that makes me

a better practitioner. In my 23
years as an educator, I have
never worked with such a strong,
proactive leadership group.”

—JOE MARUSCZAK, SUPERINTENDENT,

MENDON-UPTON SCHOOL DISTRICT

RACE TO THE TOP: YEAR 2 REPORT | 19
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According to Steve Mahoney, founding principal of the Springfield
Renaissance School, “Putting together and managing the planning of a
new school is a great exercise in community conversation. We have to
earn those autonomies every year. We don’t get to do things differently
unless we are producing results. Schools, like our students, are works
in progress, and Innovation School status is an explicit commitment to
having a very public collaborative conversation about what works best
for our students.”

LAWRENCE PUBLIC SCHOOLS RECEIVERSHIP

Despite the strides the state has made to improve the quality of
governance in our districts, in some instances the circumstances
in a district are so dire and the state’s concern so great that
immediate action is required. The Board of Elementary and Secondary
Education took such action in November 2011 when it designated
the Lawrence Public School district as Level 5, or chronically under-
performing. This marked the first use of this designation since it was
established in the 2010 Act Relative to the Achievement Gap.

Intensive planning and intervention have begun to transform this
district of 13,000 students. The commissioner appointed Jeff Riley,

a former principal and central office leader in the Boston Public
Schools, as the receiver, with all the powers of the superintendent
and the school committee. Riley worked with a local stakeholder
group and the district leadership team to develop four key strategies
for turning around the district:

®  Extended time, strategic use of data, and high expectations
for academic achievement

®  Recruitment, retention, and cultivation of great people
and proven partners

®  Strengthened support and engagement for students
beyond academics

® Increased autonomy and accountability for schools to
promote student success

Implementation of these strategies began in August 2012. Notable
in the state’s work with Lawrence Public Schools has been the
successful integration of several Priority Partners and a state-funded
implementation director into the district’s activities. By using the
powers established in Act Relative to the Achievement Gap, the
state has provided the Lawrence Public Schools with the authority
and resources it needs to turn itself around. The final results are
still several years hence, but the work is off to a strong start.
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Massachusetts is at the halfway point of implementing its Race
to the Top objectives. Many programs, resources, and tools have
been developed and are now being deployed in districts; others
are on the way. Over the final two years of the program, here is
some of what the education community in Massachusetts should
expect to see:

Statewide implementation of the state’s new curriculum
frameworks in English language arts and mathematics,
as well as revisions to other frameworks.

Additional curriculum and instruction resources available
| to all districts to help them implement the new frame-
works, including more model curriculum units, a digital
library of curriculum tools, and curriculum-embedded
I performance assessments, available via Edwin Teaching
& Learning.

A potential shift to a new generation of assessments
for English language arts and mathematics through the
Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College
and Careers (PARCC).

Full implementation of the new educator evaluation
framework in all districts.

Continued training and support on educator evaluation,
including resources for districts to help them select

appropriate measures of student growth and achievement
to support the evaluation rating of impact on student learning.

New reports about the programs that prepare students
to become educators, highlighting each program’s
characteristics and the performance of their graduates.

A full suite of data analysis and reporting tools available
statewide with near real-time access for all educators,
including the Early Warning Indicator System and data
on college enrollment, persistence, and completion, via
Edwin Analytics.

Further integration of Priority Partners into the state’s
Level 4 schools and expansion of the Priority Partners list
to other areas of need.

More broadly, we will continue to support our educators, who
are the most important resource we have for increasing student
achievement. We will continue to nurture the partnerships we
have built with stakeholders statewide. And we will continue to
focus on leadership and governance and will use the tools the
legislature has given us to promote excellence and hold districts
accountable. Through these strategies, we will achieve our goal:
to prepare all students for success in the world that awaits them
after high school.

Please visit www.doe.mass.edu/rttt
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About the Race to the Top Coalition

The Race to the Top Coalition, an alliance of business, community, civic and education leaders and
advocates, was convened by the Boston Foundation to support education innovation and secure the
Commonwealth’s share of $4.35 billion in federal Race to the Top stimulus money. In 2010, Massachusetts,
which, according to U.S. Secretary for Education Arne Duncan ranked first among the 10 winning
competitors, received $250 million in federal funds to promote education reform. As a result, Massachusetts

has an unprecedented opportunity to provide all children with the quality education they deserve.

Members of the Race to the Top Coalition include:
Black Leaders for Excellence in Education
The Boston Foundation
Bessie Tartt Wilson Initiative for Children, Inc.
Boston Leaders for Education
Boston Municipal Research Bureau
Irene E. and George A. Davis Foundation (Springfield)
Greater Boston Chamber of Commerce
Leaders for Education
Massachusetts Charter Public School Association
Mass High Tech Council
Mass Insight
Metrowest Chamber of Commerce
Metro South Chamber of Commerce
Progressive Business Leaders Networks
Stand for Children

Strategic Grant Partners
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Dear Members of the Massachusetts Community:

On behalf of the Race to the Top Coalition, I am pleased to share this progress report on the imple-
mentation of the Education Reform Act of 2010. The Coalition came together to advocate for reforms
that will help to close achievement gaps in our state and will improve student outcomes for every
graduate of the Massachusetts public school system.

The year 2010 was a remarkable one for education. In January, Governor Patrick signed historic
legislation that put powerful new tools in the hands of school districts with struggling schools, and
created new options for families, including new charter schools and in-district charters known as
innovation schools.

Just a few months later, Massachusetts was the highest scoring state in the Obama Administration’s
Race to the Top Competition, securing $250 million in new resources to support a redesign of our
system, with particular emphasis on human capital, standards, assessments and school turnaround.
Altogether, 276 districts signed onto the plan and began to rework the scaffolding of their system,
including educator evaluation, data systems, curriculum and assessments.

As you will see in this report, the swift implementation of both the reform act and Race to the Top
has yielded promising change. Thirty four schools were designated as turnaround schools, and with
the help of new tools and resources, in just one year we have begun to increase student performance
as measured by academic proficiency and growth rates. Sixteen new charters were awarded by

the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, creating thousands more seats in schools
with a track record of success. And, educators in 13 early adopter districts have opened innovation
schools to test out new programs, models and structures—all designed to help students achieve.

But the work is far from done. Despite progress made in the 34 turnaround schools, the infrastruc-
ture is not yet in place to sustain these gains once the turnaround period is over. And there is a large
cohort of schools that appeared to lose ground last year in English and math. Responding to that
disappointing news may require turning around entire systems, which has never been done before.

The Race to the Top Coalition will continue its work as an outside advocate and critical friend until
the promise of the reform law and the resources of Race to the Top have helped all children to fulfill
their potential and graduate from Massachusetts high schools well positioned for success in post-
secondary pursuits.

Sincerely,

Paul S. Grogan
President and CEO
The Boston Foundation
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Introdﬁction

2010 was a watershed year for education reform in
Massachusetts. In January, Governor Deval Patrick
signed An Act Relative to the Achievement Gap into law.
With the stroke of a pen, this sweeping reform legis-
lation ushered in a new generation of reform, and
shifted the landscape of schooling in the Common-
wealth. The law provided educators with new “rules
and tools,” including the power to intervene in turn-
around schools, to open new high performing charter
schools in the lowest performing districts, and to inno-
vate through in-district charter schools. These reforms
were designed to create a renewed sense of urgency
around the need to close persistent achievement gaps
by expanding proven strategies for reform. In addi-
tion, they were designed to position Massachusetts to
qualify for federal Race to the Top stimulus funds.

A few months later, buoyed by this reform momen-
tum, Massachusetts submitted a proposal to the U.S.
Department of Education’s Race to the Top competi-
tion. In doing so, the state proposed to pair the imme-
diate action agenda created through the legislation
with a four part systems change strategy: ensure
every student is taught by a great teacher and every
school and district is led by a great leader; provide
every educator with the curricular and instructional
tools they need to promote student achievement; turn-
around the lowest performing schools; and prepare all
students for success in college and career.

A total of 276 school districts signed on in support

of the application, representing 88% of the state’s
students who live in poverty. On August 24, 2010,
Massachusetts was awarded $250 million in Race to
the Top funds, and was recognized as the highest scor-
ing state among the twelve winning states. Reviewers
commended the application’s broad buy-in and the
state’s track record of implementing bold reforms as
contributors to the selection.

Since then, Massachusetts has committed itself to a
reform agenda designed to reinvent public schooling
across the Commonwealth. The reform act created new
parameters and a hybridized set of school structures,
sending the message that there is no “one size fits

all” model for effective schools. If implemented with
fidelity, Race to the Top will, over four years, recreate
the human capital pipeline by addressing teacher and
administrator preparation, evaluation and professional
development, and will redesign the standards and
assessments so that all of Massachusetts” high school
graduates are prepared for college or career. In time,
reforms launched through Race to the Top will be felt
in every school across the Commonwealth and will be
visible to the general public.

At the moment, however, much of the reform has
been embedded within the education community, and
outside stakeholders have begun to wonder: What has
changed? When will we see improvements in student
performance, especially among our most vulnerable
students?

The good news is there has already been promising
change to school structures and to student outcomes.
While this work is incomplete, districts and schools
across the state have developed and begun to imple-
ment turnaround plans for the state’s 34 lowest
performing schools, and new school operators have
opened charter schools in some of those same districts.
The 2011 MCAS results show early promise in most of
the turnaround schools, and confirm that replicating
charter schools achieve impressive results with their
students. In addition, an “innovation” movement has
begun to take hold, with educators in 13 districts open-
ing 18 in-district “charter like” schools called innova-
tion schools that are designed to serve students better
and unleash and expand the creative efforts inside of
school districts.

There is much more to be done to fulfill the spirit

of reform legislation and the Race to the Top. Level

3 schools, which are one level above “turnaround
schools,” have continued to struggle, with large
numbers appearing to lose ground on the 2011 MCAS.
In fact, 88 of the 269 Level 3 schools increased the
percentage of students scoring “Warning/Failing”

on the 2011 MCAS in both English Language Arts

and math. No attempt has been made in this report to
understand the cause of these troubling results; further

Toward Closing the Achievement Gap
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analysis will be needed. However, as the state prepares
to identify another round of turnaround schools, some
of these schools will undoubtedly be placed into Level
4 and charged with the development of a turnaround
plan.! (More than half, 51%, of the Level 3 schools are
located in the nine districts where the current turn-
around schools are, raising capacity questions about
the ability of the districts to support their turnaround.)

And, across the state, achievement gaps persist. New
data from the National Assessment of Educational
Progress, which acts as the “nation’s report card,”
confirmed that while Massachusetts 4" and 8" graders
outscored their peers in every other state for the fourth
consecutive year, there continue to be significant
achievement gaps between white students and African
American and Hispanic students, and between low-
income and non-low-income students.? While there
has been progress toward closing those gaps over the
last 19 years, the pace of that progress is slow. Gaps
between white and African American and Hispanic
students average 27.5 percentage points on the reading
and math assessments in grades 4 and 8.> Low-income
students lag behind their non-low-income peers by an
average of 26.25 percentage points.* None of these gaps
have narrowed significantly since the last administra-
tion of NAEP, in 2009.

Achievement gaps are apparent in MCAS scores and
in high school and college graduation rates. They can
also be seen in Advanced Placement participation and
performance rates. According to the College Board,

in 2010, 33.2% of seniors in Massachusetts left high
school having taken at least one Advanced Placement
exam in their senior year (23.1% scoring a passing
grade or higher). Yet, only 2.4% of African American
students left high school having scored a passing grade
on an AP exam. For Latino students, the numbers are
slightly better: 4.9% scored a passing grade. For white
students, 75.6% scored a 3 or better.®

In terms of excellence and academic rigor, Advanced
Placement participation and performance are some
of the most commonly recognized indicators, and are
often used as a proxy for college readiness.

Closing these achievement gaps will be critically
important if Massachusetts is to prepare all of its
students for post-secondary success.

This report takes an in-depth look at the three primary
strategies of the Achievement Gap Act: turnaround
schools, charter schools and innovation schools, and
asks three questions:

B What has happened since the passage of the reform
act?

B Are there early signs of progress or challenge?

B Does the implementation appear to be fulfilling the
intent of the law: strategically connecting students
with high performing schools and rapid school
improvement, while unleashing innovation in
school districts statewide?

B What have we learned from the last year and where
are there opportunities to accelerate reform?

To answer those questions, first we considered the
‘theory of change’ behind An Act Relative to the Achieve-
ment Gap. We then reviewed publicly available data,
and interviewed key stakeholders, including staff from
the Department of Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion, district level staff, and a sampling of external
partners, including union representatives.® Information
gathered from stakeholder interviews helped to shape
the questions for additional consideration and recom-
mendations; no comments are individually attributed.

Passing legislation and winning the national Race to
the Top (RTTT) contest will not be significant if our
state fails to close the achievement gap and prepare
all of our students for success in their post-secondary
pursuits. The road ahead is likely to be challenging.
Schools will need advocates and pressure to sustain
the work. As a critical friend to the reform effort, the
Race to the Top Coalition is committed to keeping
the data in the public eye and developing reports and
tools that focus on the pace and progress of reform. By
doing so, we hope to sustain political will and public
support for reform.

This is the first review of the dramatic reforms that
have taken place over the last year. The goal is to set
a baseline against which improvements and system
redesign can be assessed.

A review of Race to the Top implementation will
follow this publication, which will attempt to describe
the building blocks of reform that have been launched
since winning RTTT funds, and will seek to create tools
to help stakeholders understand and track the progress
of Race to the Top in Massachusetts. We will select

The Race to the Top Coalition
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key intermediate metrics and long-term outcomes that
point to broad changes in student performance. Poten-
tial metrics to track include:

M 75% of the state’s lowest performing schools turning
around by 2014;

B 85% of high school graduates across the state
completing a college-ready curriculum by 2014;

B closing racial, ethnic, and income-based achieve-
ment gaps by 2014;

B district and state implementation of key reforms to
drive and sustain long-term systems change.

Further analysis will be required to establish whether
the pace of the Massachusetts reform agenda is leading
or even keeping pace with other states.

Ultimately, the success of these systems change efforts
will be measured by our students” success in the

Commonwealth’s knowledge economy. The stakes are
high for students, and the time to prepare them is now.

Toward Closing the Achievement Gap
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1.
Summary & Recommendations

Turnaround Schools

Summary: Early progress can be observed in the Level
4 schools, especially as measured by student growth.
Concerns persist about state and district capacity to
meet turnaround goals and prevent Level 3 schools
from becoming Level 4.

Recommendations:

1. Build or recruit internal and external capacity
to support and sustain the turnaround work in
districts, especially for those districts with large
numbers of turnaround schools.

2. Build long-term capacity in school districts for
turnaround schools by addressing today’s chal-
lenges, including human resources and staffing
turnarounds and forming partnerships with lead
and supporting turnaround partners. Ensure that
external partners are skilled in turning schools
around, have a track record of doing so and are
accountable to school districts for improving
student performance in schools.

3. Work with districts and partners to deepen strat-
egies to address conditions in Level 3 schools,
before they fall to Level 4.

4. Work with districts to develop plans for “post-
turnaround.” Consider creating incentives for
turnaround schools to become innovation schools
so that they can preserve their autonomies and

sustain their improved performance. Explore costs

associated with models for sustaining improve-
ment and turnaround.

3. Commission and publicize research about what
is working, including the impact of autonomies,
extra time and effective partners.

Charter Schools

Summary: In one year, the state has identified high
performing “proven providers” and has approved a
dramatic expansion of charters, especially in Boston.
There is continued need to connect high performing
charters to students in the Gateway Cities. The repli-
cation in Boston fulfills the spirit of the legislation

by replicating in one of the neediest districts, but the
promise of attracting proven providers to operate high
performing charters in other low-performing urban
districts has not yet been fulfilled.

Recommendations:

1. Create incentives for proven providers to open
charters in cities with excess room under their
charter caps (including Springfield and Worcester),
and support the development of a human capital
pipeline of prospective charter leaders.

2. Identify strategies to connect charters to unused
school facilities.

3. Review the statutory language related to Horace
Mann Charters and ease barriers to start up and
amendments to and renewal of charters. Consider
strategies to provide incentives for the creation of
new Horace Mann Charters.

4. Review state capacity to support a rigorous appli-
cation and accountability process for charter
schools.

Innovation Schools

Summary: 18 schools have opened as innovation
schools, and another has recently been approved

in 13 districts. The Innovation Plans focus on serv-
ing specific populations of students, implementing
new programming, and altering structures for teach-
ers. While most of the schools have been initiated by
district level leaders, it appears the Achievement Gap
Act’s goal of sparking innovation within districts is
gaining traction.

Toward Closing the Achievement Gap
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Recommendations:

1.

Support ongoing growth by brokering partner-
ships with innovation schools.

. Urge turnaround schools to consider innovation

school status as a long-term strategy for sustaining
the turnaround.

Provide support to large districts with significant
interest in the model.

Continue providing planning and implementation
support.

Continue efforts to publicize the model.

The

Race

to

the

Top

Coalition
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About the Achievement Gap Act

Theory of Change &
Implementation Highlights

An Act Relative to the Achievement Gap sought to rapidly
improve student performance across the state, by stra-
tegically addressing the greatest needs in our public
education system: closing persistent achievement

gaps that can be seen in nearly every district. The law
created new “rules and tools” as well as new school,
district and state-level responsibilities for improving
the Commonwealth’s lowest performing schools.

The Act also sought to create a 21% century system of
public schools that would give families and students
across the state multiple options for excellent public
schools inside and outside school districts. Drawing
on core principles of autonomy and flexibility, the Act
expanded seats in high performing charter schools and
created a new type of in-district charter, innovation
schools.

The new system, articulated in the Act will ultimately
require a different kind of partnership between
schools, districts, and the state’s Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE). In
particular, the DESE will need to transform itself into
an agency that is able to provide guidance and differ-
entiated supports, as well as rigorous accountability.

Turnaround Schools

The Act sought to dramatically and quickly improve
student performance in the lowest performing schools
by giving Superintendents: new tools to intervene
quickly and change policies and practices within the
underperforming school; new authority to require staff
to reapply for their positions in turnaround schools,
including the ability to limit, suspend, or change provi-
sions within the teachers’ contract (as they apply to the
school); and a new expedited process for bargaining
work rules in the turnaround schools with local teach-
ers unions.

Implementation Highlights: 34 Level 4 schools in nine
districts. Thirty-five of the lowest performing schools
in nine districts were identified as Level 4 (or turn-
around schools), resulting in changes in the staffing,
partners, school day and budgets of each school.”
These turnaround schools and their districts enroll a
much higher concentration of low-income students
than the state average: 87% among the schools and
78% among the districts compared to the statewide
average of 34%. Turnaround schools also enroll higher
percentages of Limited English Proficient students,
29%, compared to 22% in the nine districts in which
the turnarounds are located and 7% statewide.

Turnaround schools received new resources from Title
I and Race to the Top. They also hired new staff from
inside and outside the school district, lengthened their
school day for students and teachers, brought in new
partners and programs, and focused in a laser like way
on student performance data. As a result, many of
these schools already are beginning to show progress
on the state’s MCAS exams.

Charter Schools

The best charter schools in Massachusetts have demon-
strated that low-income students and students of color
can achieve at the highest levels. However, because of
charter caps, these public schools still serve only a frac-
tion of the students who need them. The Act sought

to connect these high performing schools with the
neediest students by expanding the number of seats
available in the lowest performing schools districts and
by holding charters accountable for serving the most
vulnerable subgroups of students.

Implementation Highlights: 16 new Commonwealth
and Horace Mann Charters. In February 2011, the
Board of Elementary and Secondary Education
awarded a historic 16 new charters, which repre-
sented the highest number of charters ever granted in
a single year and means that over the next few years,
thousands of additional students in the state’s lowest
performing districts will have access to charter public

Toward Closing the Achievement Gap
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schools, providing families with a high quality option
for their children. Thirteen of those charters were
Commonwealth Charters, which will create more than
6,500 new seats in charter schools in Boston, Chelsea,
Holyoke, Springfield, Lawrence and New Bedford
over the next few years. Three Horace Mann charters
were granted; those in-district charters will enroll 1,200
students.

Innovation Schools

The law created a new type of in-district charter

school that operates with autonomy and flexibility in
key areas: curriculum, budget, school schedule and
calendar, staffing, professional development, and
school district policies. The innovation school model
acknowledges that in every district there are successful
educators and schools. With access to this new model,
educators will be able to serve students better and
implement new strategies, which will maximize gains
in student learning. Innovation schools can be a vehicle
to accelerate growth in every district. This tool—unlike
the turnaround model or the smart cap lift on char-
ters—can be used by a broad range of districts.

Implementation Highlights: 18 operating (and 19 approved)
innovation schools. Thirteen districts have authorized
innovation schools, providing teachers in Revere,
Boston, Worcester, Springfield and Cape Cod with
tools historically available only to charter operators to
reimagine and redesign their schools. In some of these
communities, central office staff has begun to identify
district level systems changes that can support and
grow a portfolio of innovative schools and schools
with autonomies.

Interventions, Innovations
and Improvements

The Act Relative to the Achievement Gap in Massachusetts
can be organized into three broad categories: interven-
tions, innovations and improvements.

Interventions

B Authorizes the Commissioner of Elementary and
Secondary Education to designate up to 72 schools,
or no more than 4% of all schools, as either “under-
performing” (Level 4) or “chronically underper-
forming” (Level 5) based on student achievement
and improvement measures.

B These schools may be selected from a pool of the
lowest 20% performing schools.

B Student achievement and improvement measures
will be determined largely by MCAS scores.

B Enables the Commissioner to designate no more
than 2.5% of all districts as “chronically underper-
forming” districts. Districts may be selected from
the lowest 10% of districts.

B Targets schools and districts for aggressive inter-
vention through a turnaround plan developed in
collaboration with the superintendent, the school
committee, the local teachers’ union, administra-
tors, teachers, community representatives and, most
importantly, parents. The plan is expeditiously
implemented by the district superintendents and
the Commissioner.

B Intervention powers include the ability to more
expeditiously dismiss or replace poor performing
teachers and administrators, as well as the authori-
zation to reopen and amend collective bargaining
agreements in order to drive rapid improvement.

® In both Level 4 and Level 5 schools, teachers may
be dismissed for “good cause” with the right to
arbitration.

® In Level 4 schools, collective bargaining agree-
ments may be reopened without arbitration, but
with the option of a dispute resolution process
featuring a panel of three members, including
one representative each from labor and manage-
ment, and a third from the American Arbitration
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Association, all of whom shall have an education
background, with unresolved issues to be settled
by the Commissioner.

® In Level 5 schools, the Commissioner shall
resolve any disputes.

B In underperforming district intervention, the
Commissioner may elect to trigger dispute reso-
lution in which case the three person panel either
must act unanimously or any disputes will be
settled by the Commissioner.

Allows for expedited turnaround plans for schools
that have been previously designated as underper-
forming and where the district has a turnaround
plan that has had a public comment period and
approval of the local school committee. Only Boston
qualified under this language to do things more
quickly than other districts.

Innovations

m Allows up to 14 new Horace Mann schools to be

established under a new process that removes the
requirement of union approval, a current barrier

to growth. This type of in-district public school,
approved by the local school committee and super-
intendent, provides additional local control over
innovative educational programs and the ability to
retain educational dollars within the community.
The City of Boston is allowed to establish no fewer
than four of these schools.

Establishes new innovation schools, which are
in-district public schools with increased autonomy
and flexibility to operate. These unique schools,
through collaboration with teachers and parents,
will promote high levels of student achieve-

ment through an innovation plan and represent
an in-district alternative to other types of charter
schools.

Improvements

B Raises the state spending cap for charter schools

from 9% to 18% of new school spending in the
lowest 10 percent performing districts.

Also streamlines current charter school caps by
eliminating the cap that limits the state’s total
charter school population to 4%. Preserves current
caps of no more than 72 Commonwealth Charter
Schools and no more than 48 Horace Mann Charter
Schools.

Establishes new requirements on charter schools
to develop recruitment and retention plans, “back-
fill” student vacancies in half of the highest grades
(rounding down and not beyond the ninth grade),
and provide greater transparency and accountabil-
ity in the approval process.

Maintains charter tuition and facilities funding
formulas, and stipulates that in FY11 and thereafter,
reimbursements shall not be less than the FY10 per
pupil amount.

Increases and extends reimbursement to school
districts affected by charter school growth (from
100/60/40 percent reimbursement over three
years to 100/25/25/25/25/25 over six years). This
reimbursement reform will allow for a greater
recognition of the fixed educational costs districts
face.

Requires charter operators to be “proven providers”
if they open in the lowest performing districts (and
the cap is at least at 9%).

Enables municipalities to sell excess properties to
charter schools.

Toward Closing the Achievement Gap



C-118



C-119

V.
Turnaround Schools

Theory of Change:

Dramatically improve performance in the lowest performing schools, and address achievement
gaps head-on by giving the state and districts expedited intervention authority. The state will
identify turnaround schools and will transform itself into an agency that provides guidance,
differentiated supports and accountability. Establish a finite timeline within which schools
need to make improvements. The new flexibilities, paired with new funds for school turn-
around, will help schools improve. Through Race to the Top, the state will build supports for
and capacity in districts to support school turnaround.

Funding:

Funding from the Federal Government’s Title I School Improvement Grants (1003a and 1003g)
and funds from Race to the Top will support the turnaround in the lowest performing schools.

Progress:

Early progress can be observed in the Level 4 schools, especially as measured by student
growth. Yet concerns persist about state and district capacity to meet turnaround goals and
prevent Level 3 schools from becoming Level 4.

Fidelity of
Implementation:

Level 4 schools enroll large numbers of low-income, Latino, and African American students.
Focusing on these schools begins to fulfill the law’s intent of targeting the most persistent
achievement gaps.

Thirty-five schools were identified as Level 4; one school has closed. The 34 Level 4 schools
each adopted one of 4 models of school turnaround. The schools addressed staffing flexibility
differently, some requiring teachers to reapply for their positions, others did not. All have
extended the school day, including some combination of increased instructional and profes-
sional development time.

Summary:

Nearly all of the Level 4 schools made strides on the 2011 MCAS in either English Language
Arts or Math, or both, with nearly every school increasing proficiency rates. Leaders in districts
with Level 4 schools identified the longer day and the staffing flexibilities as key contributors
to implementing the turnaround plan. Further analysis is needed to determine what’s working,
what’s not, and in particular how the schools” new autonomies contributed to these gains.

As the state prepares to identify another cohort of Level 4 schools, districts will face capacity
and human capital challenges. The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education is
rethinking its strategy of an external intermediary to support turnaround and should identify
a new support strategy to develop internal district capacity and new external partners who can
support them as quickly as possible.

Recommendations:

1. Build or recruit internal and external capacity to support and sustain the turnaround work
in districts, especially for those districts with large numbers of turnaround schools.

2. Build long-term capacity in school districts for turnaround schools by addressing today’s
challenges, including human resources, staffing turnarounds and forming partnerships with
lead and supporting turnaround partners. Ensure that external partners are skilled in turn-
ing schools around, have a track record of doing so and are accountable to school districts
for improving student performance in schools.

3. Work with districts and partners to deepen strategies to address conditions in Level 3
schools, before they fall to Level 4.

4. Work with districts to develop plans for “post-turnaround.” Consider creating incentives
for turnaround schools to become innovation schools so that they can preserve their autono-
mies and sustain their improved performance. Explore costs associated with models for
sustaining improvement and turnaround. Commission and publicize research about what’s
working, including the impact of autonomies, extra time and effective partners.
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Key Provisions

Turning around the lowest performing schools is a
central tenet of both An Act Relative to the Achievement
Gap and the Massachusetts Race to the Top proposal.
Both recognize the urgent need to improve outcomes
for students who attend these schools.

The education reform law signed in 2010 created a
new framework for school turnaround, granting new
powers to superintendents and creating a sense of
urgency around the need for dramatic improvement.
As part of the law, the Commissioner of Elementary
and Secondary Education is authorized to designate
one or more schools in a school district as “underper-
forming” (Level 4) or “chronically underperforming”
(Level 5). Multiple indicators of school quality must
inform the underperforming or chronically underper-
forming designation, including student performance
data, school or district review indicators and other
factors outlined in regulations adopted by the Board
of Elementary and Secondary Education.

Once a school is designated as Level 4, the law gives
superintendents the ability to reassign or replace teach-
ers and administrators in those schools and dismiss
those with a track record of poor performance, as well
as authority to reopen and renegotiate (on an expe-
dited timeline) collective bargaining agreements as
they pertain to the school. The new law lowered the
standard for dismissal of teachers with professional
teaching status (more commonly referred to as tenure)
from “just cause” to “good cause.”

The legislation reset the clock on turnaround efforts.
The state had been engaged with districts on school
turnaround previously, and schools already in turn-
around restarted their turnaround timeline, to be
on the same three-year trajectory as the new Level 4
schools.

Turnaround schools have three years to improve their
students” growth and performance, through a turn-
around plan that is developed in collaboration with the
superintendent, the school committee, the local teach-
ers’ union, administrators, teachers and community
stakeholders, including parents. The turnaround plan
sets the working conditions for the school during its
turnaround (Level 4) designation. If, after three years,
these schools have not met the improvement goals set
for them by the DESE, the schools could be declared

“chronically underperforming.” Level 5 schools may
be put into state receivership. Massachusetts does not
currently have any schools identified as Level 5.

If a school exits Level 4 status and moves up to
become a Level 3 school, the negotiated provisions

of the turnaround plan can be extended at the
Commissioner’s discretion. According to the
Accountability and Assistance Regulations for Schools
and Districts, The superintendent may propose to continue
and the commissioner may allow to continue more than

one such feature of the turnaround plan. Under the
Regulations, two years after the school’s removal from
Level 4, the commissioner shall conduct a review to
determine whether to continue the provisions.®

This turnaround agenda was a foundational compo-
nent of the state’s Race to the Top plan. As part of
RTTT, the state committed to turning around 75% of
the lowest performing schools within three years.

Through the School Redesign Grant program (part of
the federal Title I grant program) districts are eligible
to apply for turnaround funds on behalf of each of its
Level 4 schools. The first cohort of schools to receive
funding included 12 schools in three districts which
received a total of $27,510,901 (paid out over 3 years).
The second cohort of funded schools included 18
schools in eight districts which received $24,798,188.°
In total the state’s lowest performing schools have
received $52,309,089.

Schools receiving this funding were required to choose
one of four intervention models and must demonstrate
their capacity to implement that model effectively over
three years. The models have different requirements
for the percentage of the staff that may retain their
positions. Districts home to nine or more turnaround
schools (Boston and Springfield) were required to use
the “turnaround” or “restart” model in at least half of
the schools, which meant that in those buildings, no
more than 50% of the original staff could return to the
turnaround school—or school management would
have to be handed over to a charter management orga-
nization or education management organization.

At the national level, reformers are watching turn-
around efforts and results closely. Some have begun
to question what happens if the 12 RTTT states don’t
show improvement in student achievement as early
as 2012. In Massachusetts, one year’s worth of data
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from turnaround schools and early indications from
in-district charter and innovation schools are already
demonstrating promising results.

Turnaround Schools: By the Numbers

B January 2010: An Act Relative to the Achievement Gap
gives new authority to superintendents to intervene
in low performing schools.

B March 2010: The Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education identifies 35 schools as “Level
4” schools, located in nine urban districts.!® These
schools enroll a higher concentration of low- income
students, and the schools and their districts dispro-
portionately enroll Massachusetts” Latino students.
Furthermore, these schools enroll twice the number
of African American students as the other schools in
their district.

B A total of 269 schools were identified as Level 3
schools; 139 of these schools are in the same nine
districts as the 35 Level 4 schools.

B In April 2010, the BESE adopts new regulations for
turnaround schools.

B In September 2010, the DESE awards the first round
of School Redesign Grants to support the turn-
around process. A total of 12 schools from three
districts received grants. In March 2011, a second
cohort of schools receive SRG grants; 18 schools in
eight districts receive funds. The schools include
Level 4 schools and low performing Level 3 schools.

Context: who are the students in

turnaround schools?

B First Language Not English or Limited English
Proficient Students: 46% of students at turn-
around schools and 49% of students within the nine
districts are English Language Learners compared
to 16% statewide. At the turnaround schools, a
larger percent of these students are Limited English
Proficient, 29%, compared to 22% among the nine
districts and 7% statewide.

B Students with Disabilities: Turnaround schools and
their districts enroll a slightly higher percentage of
Students with Disabilities than the statewide average:
20% and 19.5% compared to 17% statewide.

B Low Income: Turnaround schools and their districts

enroll a much higher concentration of low-income
students than the state average: 87% among the
schools and 78% among the districts compared to
the statewide average of 34%.

B Race/Ethnicity: The 34 turnaround schools and

their districts disproportionately enroll Massachu-
setts” Latino students: 56.5% of students enrolled

in turnaround schools and 53% of students in the
districts are Latino compared to the 15% statewide
average Latino enrollment.

B Turnaround schools enroll African American

students at twice the concentration of their district
average: 24% of students enrolled in turnaround
schools are African American compared to a 12%
average enrollment among their districts. Statewide,
8% of students are African American.

B Turnaround schools enroll a smaller percentage of

Asian students than the district’s average and the
state: on average, 5% of turnaround students are
Asian compared to 7.5% across the nine districts.
Statewide, 5.5% of students are Asian.

Enrollment Characteristics:
Turnaround Schools, Districts, State, 2011

First Language Not English, Limited English Proficient,
Students with Disabilities and Low-Income Students
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Enrollment Characteristics:
Turnaround Schools, Districts, State, 2011
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B The average enrollment of white students in
turnaround schools is less than half the district’s
average enrollment: on average, 12% of students in
turnaround schools are white compared to 25% of
their districts average. Statewide, 68% of students
are white.

Noteworthy Accomplishments

The results of the 2011 MCAS suggest that students
in turnaround schools are beginning to demonstrate
improved outcomes. Anecdotally, superintendents
and principals attribute this to a new school culture,
heightened focus on student data and (in some cases)
a handpicked team of experienced and new faculty
members.

Nonetheless, schools cannot be expected to fully “turn-
around” in only one year. The pace of improvement, as
well as the number of students scoring proficient and
advanced, are part of the story of improvement. For
that reason, our analysis of turnaround performance is
based on three key indicators of turnaround success:

B Decrease in the percent of students who score
warning/failing

B Increase in Composite Performance Index

B Progress toward target—measured by Student
Growth Percentile

Staff of the Boston Indicators Project analyzed student
performance data from the Massachusetts Department
of Elementary and Secondary Education and produced
a detailed analysis of school-by-school performance
and growth."

Some of the performance gains include:

B Three (or almost 9%) of the Level 4 schools are
making gains in student performance, meaning
that they reduced the number of students scor-
ing warning or failing on the MCAS, increased the
number of students scoring proficient or advanced
and (perhaps most significantly) their students
progressed faster than 60% of like students across
the state.

B Seven schools (almost 21%) reduced the number of
students scoring warning or failing on the MCAS,
increased the number of students scoring proficient
or advanced, and had students who demonstrated
about as much growth as like students statewide.

B Three schools reduced the number of students
scoring warning or failing on the MCAS, and
increased the number of students scoring proficient
or advanced but showed less growth than like
students statewide.

B Four schools showed progress in either ELA or
math and demonstrated comparable growth.

B Only three schools appeared to be stalled, meaning
they did not make progress in any of the key indica-
tors of turnaround.*

Highlights of the 2011 MCAS data are on page 17.
These results appear to suggest that the Level 4 schools
are on a growth and improvement trajectory. Most

of the charter schools had roughly the same rate of
growth when compared to their academic peers state-
wide. (Student growth in the 40-60% range is consid-
ered average.) But importantly, turnarounds appear

to be focused on increasing the percentage of their
students who score Proficient or Advanced on the
MCAS.

Additional analysis will be required to better under-
stand the causes of these results.
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Indicators of Progress for Turnaround Schools

Change in the Percent of Students Scoring Proficient & Advanced 2010-2011,
2011 Student Growth Percentile
English Language Arts
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This chart shows both growth and a change in Proficiency and Advanced in English Language Arts. Growth in
the 40%-60% range is considered average growth.

Highlights from the 2011 English Language Arts MCAS
B Twenty-three turnaround schools increased their rates of students scoring Proficient or above in English
Language Arts.

B Four turnaround schools demonstrated “high growth” in English Language Arts: Orchard Gardens in Boston,
John J. Doran School in Fall River, E.J. Harrington in Lynn, and the Alfred G. Zanetti school in Springfield. This
means their student growth rate was better than 60% of their academic peers statewide. Most turnarounds fall
into the 40-60% growth percentile, which means the student growth was about the same as their academic
peers around the state.

Highlights from the 2011 Math MCAS

B Twenty-five turnaround schools increased their rates of students scoring Proficient or above in Math.

B Twelve turnaround schools demonstrated “high growth” in Math, which means their students’ growth was
better than 60% of their academic peers statewide.

B Eleven turnaround schools demonstrated high growth and increased rates of Proficiency.
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Indicators of Progress for Turnaround Schools

Change in the Percent of Students Scoring Proficient & Advanced 2010-2011,
2011 Student Growth Percentile
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This chart shows both growth and a change in Proficiency and Advanced in Math.

Superintendent Reflections on
Year One of Turnaround:

In September and October of 2011, Superintendents
who lead districts with at least one Level 4 school were
invited to participate in either an interview or a survey
designed to capture their experience with the first

year of turning around one or more schools. All nine
districts that are home to Level 4 schools participated,
and responses were collected from either the Superin-
tendent or his/her senior level designee.® The survey
questions can be found in the sidebar on page 25.

In general, Superintendents had positive comments
about the new intervention tools provided by the
legislation, and the initial signs of progress in the
34 turnaround schools. Nearly all of the surveyed

Superintendents indicated that the tools were “the
right ones,” “were very helpful,” and “really provided
the leverage needed to start the change process.”

Districts reported that the tools provided allowed them
to extend time (learning time and professional devel-
opment time for teachers), form professional collabora-
tion teams, create incentives for individuals and teams,
and grant principals decision-making authority over
schedules and school policies.

Bargaining Agreements

In particular, Superintendents identified the abil-

ity to reopen collective bargaining as critical to the
work. “Having the authority to request that the school
committee and any union can bargain or reopen a
collective bargaining agreement in order to alter the
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compensation, hours and working conditions of the
administrators, teachers, principal and staff at any
underperforming school” was noted as being particu-
larly helpful. As another district noted: “The most
important part of the legislation was the conciliation
process that led to the flexibilities necessary to accel-
erate the reform work. The Level 4 reform work was
dramatically enabled through this process.”

Another district noted that the Superintendent’s
authority to request that the school committee and
any union can bargain or reopen a collective bargain-
ing agreement resulted in a new agreement around
compensation, hours and working conditions of the
administrators, teachers, principal and staff in the
underperforming schools.

Related to that, having to bargain changes to collective
bargaining agreements based on the Joint Resolution
Committee Agreement was cited as a key contributor
to securing these agreements.

One district summed up the general reaction to these
authorities: they “facilitated the lengthening of the
school day, increased time for professional devel-
opment and teacher collaboration, established the
instructional leader position, increased principal
authority to establish the workday or work year, and
provided hiring and staffing flexibility. However,
each of these elements had to be bargained, resulting
in approximately half of our school redesign dollars
being dedicated for more time and in some cases more
than half of these funds needing to be used to support
additional time.”

One Superintendent noted that the legislation’s focus
on Level 4 schools may have represented a missed
opportunity to intervene in Level 3 schools and
prevent them from becoming Level 4. “Why do we
need to wait for a school to be in trouble before acting?
The law is good on intervention, but less so

on prevention.”

Human Capital

All of the Superintendents identified human capital

as core to their strategy and a challenge in the Level 4
schools. Having the discretion to require that the prin-
cipal and all administrators, teachers and staff reapply
for their positions in the school, following consultation
with applicable local unions, was cited as very helpful.

In most cases, as required by federal turnaround
requirements, the principals were replaced, and in
most of the districts with a small number of turn-
arounds, principals were hired from within the district.
Two districts with large numbers of turnarounds noted
that they recruited principals from outside the system.
Several districts noted that replacing the principal

was a “difficult but necessary step.” When asked to
describe what they were looking for in a principal,
Superintendents described “experienced leaders,”
“someone who knows academics,” “someone who

can be a change agent.”

Not every principal appointment was successful,

and at least one district has already seen changes in
the leadership of turnaround schools. “We selected

a great team of experienced turnaround leaders but
there were changes during year one. We are confident
that the replacements selected will be effective. The
district worked with parents and staff in the affected
schools to select and introduce new school leaders
midyear. This helped transform what might have been
an obstacle into an opportunity for collaborative school
improvement.”

Districts expressed confidence in the leadership abili-
ties of the turnaround leaders, though several noted
that the district itself needed to “develop internal
capacity to train our current leaders to meet the
demands of turning around persistent low-performing
schools.” Several felt the expertise existed within the
district, though many noted that the current work-
force—in schools and in the central office— is not
trained for turnaround work. One district said: “It is
difficult to imagine that we can develop the capacity
in the short time required for turnaround.”

Whether teachers were asked to reapply for their posi-
tions was treated differently across districts. In the
majority of surveyed districts, the district reported that
most of the teachers with professional teaching status
(more commonly referred to as tenure) found place-
ments elsewhere in the district."* A July 5 Boston Globe
story on turnaround teachers in Boston suggests this
may not have been the case in Boston, with a number
of teachers leaving the district. Further analysis is
warranted to determine the percentage of teachers with
professional teaching status who did not return to each
district.
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Districts with more than one or two Level 4 schools
noted that while the principals of those schools
enjoyed greater flexibility in hiring than their non-level
four counterparts, it was a challenge to fill the large
numbers of teaching vacancies that were created by the
turnaround, and to move large numbers of teachers
into other buildings. One principal noted that he had
been able to fill his vacancies, because he started early
and was able to identify specific teachers to recruit, or
networks to tap into. But “what happens when those
teachers start to leave? When I think about sustain-

ing the turnaround, where does my pipeline of good
teachers come from?” Also, districts noted the need to
recruit experienced math and science teachers.

Depending on the turnaround model used, schools
retained between 10% and 85% of their instructional
staff over the first two years of turnaround, with an
average staff retention rate of 55%. One district noted:
“The principals hired teachers who shared their vision
for dramatically improving student achievement. The
teachers that replaced the excessed teachers under-
stood the urgency in these schools, believed that
students can and should be successful and wanted to
be part of the transformation.”

Another referenced the changed culture among the
veteran teachers, reporting “we used to think we had
to look out the window; now we know [that] we need
to look in the mirror” when seeking both the chal-
lenges and the solutions related to improving student
learning.

Superintendents agreed that it may be too early to

say how staffing changes are contributing to the turn-
around process, noting that the number of interven-
tions put in place at each Level 4 school are numerous
and address each of the conditions for effective schools
identified by DESE and in the district’s own redesign
plan (such as effective leadership, cultures of teacher
collaboration, student assessment, social-emotional
support for students, tiered instruction, family and
community engagement, etc.). Superintendents felt
more confident in stating that over a nine-month
period there is evidence that most of the school rede-
sign plans have been implemented with some success.
More qualitative research across turnaround schools
will help to identify the school and classroom prac-
tices, as well as partnerships, that are most effective
across all the Level 4 schools.

Nonetheless, the flexibility to hire and add additional
staff was cited in nearly every interview. Putting
together the right team has resulted in schools in
which “everyone is incredibly focused on what kids
need.” Noted another Superintendent: “It wasn’t that
the teachers in the turnaround school were all bad. But
the culture in the building needed to change.”

One Superintendent reported that the staffing auton-
omy means that teachers in Level 4 schools “cannot be
‘bumped’ out of their positions. This has stabilized the
staff at our turnaround schools. This means the staff is
now able to pick up in September where they left off in
June with minimal changes to the team.”

Unrealistic Timelines

Despite the mostly positive comments on the turn-
around process, nearly all of the Superintendents
noted that the timeline for developing and implement-
ing turnaround plans—as well as the magnitude of
change, including the new teacher evaluation system—
was overwhelming. Nearly every district noted that

it was difficult to meet key deadlines given the very
short timeline between schools being designated as
turnaround and the start of the new school year.

One noted: “It’s been like drinking from a fire hose.”
Another said, “We’re building the plane as we're
flying it.” Nonetheless, a third district acknowledged:
“the timelines that were outlined to complete impor-
tant steps in the turnaround process seemed short
and unreasonable at the time. Having completed the
process I understand that we would not be where we
are in the implementation stage if we did not have
these timelines.”

In response to the aggressive timelines, there was not
unanimity on the part of the Superintendents about
whether the tools equipped them to make changes
quickly enough. One Superintendent noted: “Our
conversations with the union returned often to the
spirit of the legislation: whatever reforms we were
discussing needed to be guided by what'’s in the best
interest for students.” Another noted that by requiring
districts to negotiate with the union, the process was
slower than it needed to be, given the aggressive time-
line for turnaround. At least one district commented
that the process would be more efficient without the
need to bargain new agreements.

20
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Partners

Several districts noted that partners were core to the
development and implementation of their turnaround
plan. Some of the key partnerships cited include:

Achievement Network

Center for Collaborative Education
City Connects

City Year

The District Management Council
Focus On Results

Mass 2020

Teach Plus’®

These are strong organizations with varying expertise,
but shared track records of success. No distinction was
made (in the interview questions or in the responses)
about the role of these partners as lead or supporting
partners.

One district noted: “Our partners have worked collab-
oratively to align their work with the district’s goals
and expectations. Each partner has a specific and
unique function but only one goal: improve student
achievement.”

National research articulates a role for lead partners,
including performance contracts through which the
partner is accountable to the central office in a district.
Often those partners are managed by a special unit
within the central office.

Further analysis will be required to determine the most
effective partnerships. In addition, a deeper review of
the turnaround process will be necessary to track the
partnership contract and funds expended, which this
report does not attempt to do.

The Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education

All of the Superintendents referenced assistance from
the Department of Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion (DESE) and referred to the support from staff as
“invaluable.” “Having a former superintendent [Dr.
Karla Baehr] leading the turnaround work made all
the difference.” Staff members in the turnaround office
were repeatedly cited as “going the extra mile” and

“working hard to get information to us as early as
possible.”

Another Superintendent noted: “The state is working
to determine how best to balance the partnership and
collaboration role with their compliance and monitor-
ing responsibilities.” The Level 4 Network appears

to be widely viewed as an important network of
resources and support. In addition, the state’s list of
“Essential Conditions” for turnaround was referenced
as being an important contributor to the gains made by
turnaround schools.

One district noted that the DESE is working to develop
cross-functional work within the agency. Of particular
urgency, noted this leader, was the need to connect
oversight and management of turnaround efforts

with the work to implement Common Core, the
pre-AP training for teachers and the Massachusetts
Model for School Counseling. Building a new culture
within the DESE is one of the goals of the state’s RTTT
application.

Turnaround Plans

A review of the agreements for turnarounds revealed
that they included the following common elements:

B A longer school day: Districts added between 30-90
minutes to the school day, and that time was used
to implement the turnaround plan through either
student contact time or through additional planning
and professional development time. In some cases,
this additional time was phased in over the course
of the first year.

B Additional pay for the additional time: Teachers
earn a stipend for the additional hours. In some
cases this is annualized toward retirement; in other
cases, it does not contribute to their retirement earn-
ings. In addition, several districts offered perfor-
mance pay for teams of teachers (or in some cases,
the entire school staff) based on increases in student
achievement.

B Professional Development: Turnaround school
staff receive additional professional development
hours throughout the year. Oftentimes, the agree-
ment identified specific professional development
content. Most common was a requirement for addi-
tional training in Sheltered English Immersion or
instruction for English Language Learners.

Toward Closing the Achievement Gap
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B Evaluation: Agreements on evaluation link teacher
and administrator evaluation to indicators of
student learning and, in some instances “turn-
around indicators.” In several instances, the agree-
ment is to use the state’s new evaluation framework
and model system.

Challenges that Remain

1. Level 3 schools

Several Superintendents raised the issue of Level 3
schools, and indicated that meeting the needs of the
Level 4 schools may have come at some cost to the
Level 3 schools. (The nine districts with Level 4 schools
are home to 50% of the Level 3 schools.) One noted:
“The district pooled resources to ensure that our Level
4 schools had everything they needed. This has put

a burden on the district and has caused some resent-
ment in other schools not identified for improvement.”
Districts with large numbers of turnarounds indicated
that the focus on a large number of Level 4 schools
diverted focus from Level 3 schools.

While additional study of the Level 3 schools is
needed, the 2011 MCAS data show that 135 Level 3
schools increased the percentage of students scoring
Warning or Failing on the 2011 ELA MCAS and 138
increased the Warning/Failing percentages in Math.
Eighty-eight Level 3 schools (almost 33%) had an
increase in the percentage of students scoring Warn-
ing or Failing on the MCAS in both ELA and math and
had growth percentiles at or below the average (60%).

Only 2.6% of the Level 3 schools demonstrated high
growth in ELA, and 6.3% demonstrated high growth in
Math.

The state should consider how implementing its Race
to the Top plan will address the concerns raised by
Superintendents about the need to prevent Level 3
schools from falling into a Level 4 designation. The
investments in the District and School Assistance
Centers and the recent award of Wraparound School
planning grants was designed to address whether that
kind of investment can prevent Level 3 schools from
becoming Level 4, but a larger, more systemic response
is needed, particularly in the lowest performing Level
3 schools.

2. Capacity

Districts cited ambitious timelines, and voiced
concerns over the looming prospect of adding Level

4 schools. This seemed to stem from human capital
challenges, and district and state capacity to support
school turnaround without compromising the work in
other schools.

The state’s Race to the Top plan calls for the develop-
ment of a cadre of skilled partners with the capacity

to support turnarounds, and support district efforts to
improve all schools. Given the timing of the first round
of turnaround, the state’s ability to broker these part-
nerships was limited, and informal. By now, however,
the state has built a set of approved vendors and
partners.

The state has not yet established a mechanism to
connect turnaround partners with schools in need.
The original Race to the Top proposal called for the
establishment of a turnaround intermediary. However,
concerns about the long-term financial sustainability
of such an organization have led the DESE to consider
alternatives to establishing that external intermedi-
ary. The DESE should further develop strategies for
building turnaround capacity within districts and
should ensure that there exists an ability to attract and
develop a cadre of external “lead” turnaround part-
ners and to successfully connect schools and expert
partners.

Building the capacity of external partners to support
districts in this work could help alleviate this tension.
The DESE should identify its strategy for building the
turnaround function, including growing and recruiting
turnaround partners.

3. What happens next?

Level 4 schools have three years to turnaround
(defined as meeting growth and proficiency goals set
by the state). If, at the end of three years, schools have
not improved enough, they may be identified as Level
5, which could result in state receivership. What that
means, and how that process will be managed (includ-
ing who the external receivers might be) is not yet
clear. The DESE is working on its Level 5 strategy, and
that will become critical within the next year as schools
potentially move closer to Level 5.
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Conversely, if a school improves enough to move
out of turnaround status, it runs the risk of losing the
autonomies that contributed to its improvement. State
regulations give the Commissioner of Elementary
and Secondary Education the authority to identify
and continue working conditions in the former Level
4 schools for two-year cycles. Schools that are show-
ing gains are already beginning to ask whether being
on track to turnaround means that they lose the abil-
ity to sustain these hard won gains. (A number of
turnaround agreements with the districts note that
the agreements cease when the turnaround period

ends.) Clarity on this issue and options for schools (e.g.

conversion to innovation school status) would be help-
ful to the Level 4 schools.

4. Additional study

As the DESE prepares to identify another round of
Level 4 schools, learning what’s working in the current
cohort of schools will be critical. Several districts indi-
cated that they wish there had been an opportunity

to learn from districts that were “ahead” on the turn-
around effort. The state should look at districts” vision
and strategy for turnaround, and ensure that this

next round of Level 4 schools can benefit from that
experience.

In particular, further analysis should be conducted

to determine the link between staffing flexibility and
the pace of turnaround. The current sample size is too
small to draw any firm conclusions, and with only one
year of data it would be difficult to definitively iden-
tify staffing as a key contributor to the turnaround.
However, given that nearly all interviewed Superin-
tendents, and an anecdotal sampling of principals indi-
cated that this autonomy was critical to them, it merits
further study. If staffing flexibility can be linked to
accelerated turnaround, the state should partner with
districts to develop new staffing policies in partnership
with their local teachers unions.

Detailed Performance Results from Turnaround Schools

Note: not every turnaround school is listed in this section, though this analysis is followed by a detailed chart that includes
every Level 4 school. All schools were included in the aggregate analysis. Here, groups of schools are highlighted.

Making Progress: Three of the 34 turnaround schools showed progress on all key indicators of turnaround success
for both English Language Arts and Mathematics with a reduction in the percent of students scoring warning/
failing, an increased in Composite Performance Index (CPI) and a Student Growth Percentile of 60 or higher,
showing the students at these schools progressed at a faster rate than 60% of their academic peers statewide.

English Language Arts Math
Change in % Student Growth ~ Change in % Student Growth
Failing Change in CPI Percentile Failing Change in CPI Percentile
Springfield Alfred G. Zanetti -8 +9 66 21 +17 82
Lynn EJ Harrington -7 +7 69 -13 +11 72
Boston Orchard Gardens 5 +5 63 17 +14 79
School
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An additional seven turnaround schools reduced the percent of students scoring Warning/Failing in both ELA
and Math and increased their Composite Performance Index, which captures the growth toward Proficiency
and had a median SGP between 40 and 60, meaning their progress was about the same as academically-similar
students statewide.

English Language Arts Math
Change in % Student Growth ~ Change in % Student Growth
Failing Change in CPI Percentile Failing Change in CPI Percentile
Chandler
Worcester Elementary -14 +8 51.5 -17 +11 52
Community
Worcester Union hill School -14 +7 49.5 -14 +12 56
Springfield  Elias Brookings -10 +8 47 -12 +13 46.5
Springfield = Gerena -10 +6 46.5 -27 +13 59
Boston Dearborn School 9 +6 54 -7 +4 60
Boston Elihu Greenwood -7 +7 52 -10 +7 43
School
Springfield =~ White Street -5 +4 45 -8 +5 48

Uncertain: Three schools showed progress on some key performance indicators, but had lower growth compared
to students statewide.

English Language Arts Math
Change in % Student Growth ~ Change in % Student Growth
Failing Change in CPI Percentile Failing Change in CPI Percentile
Springfield ~ 11i8h School of -5 +9 355 -4 +1 30
Commerce
Springfield  Brightwood -4 0 30 -20 +11 32
o John F. Kennedy :
Springfield Middle 0 1 34 0 0 35

An additional four schools—all in Boston—showed progress in one subject or the other, but not both and demon-
strated average relative growth.

English Language Arts Math
Change in % Student Growth ~ Change in % Student Growth
Failing Change in CPI Percentile Failing Change in CPI Percentile

Boston Harbor School -9 +6 54.5 +2 -1 44
Boston The English High -1 +3 47.5 +2 -1 45
Boston John P. Holland +2 -1 35 6 +3 48

School
Boston Paul A. Dever +3 4 48 -15 +10 68

School
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Stalled: Three turnaround schools were stalled to show progress in either ELA or Math, with the exception of the
Henry Lord Middle School, which showed high growth in Math.

English Language Arts Math
Change in % Student Growth ~ Change in % Student Growth
Failing Change in CPI Percentile Failing Change in CPI Percentile

Fall River Henry Lord +3 2 49 +2 -2 66

School
Boston The English High +3 -3 26 +3 -1 27
Boston John P. Holland +3 -3 32 +2 -3 30

School

School Turnaround Questions
District Superintendents were asked to respond to the following questions:

. Were the tools provided by the 2010 Education
Reform Legislation helpful to you in developing
your turnaround plan? Were they enough or the
right tools?

. When you started the turnaround process, did
you replace the principals of the Level 4 schools?

. When you started the turnaround process, did
you have the human capital you needed to staff
the turnaround schools, and support them? Do
you have that now?

. What happened to the teachers who were not
rehired at the Level 4 School: were they reas-
signed within the district, or dismissed?

. In schools using the transformation model
approximately what percentage of teachers chose
to return or was asked to return?

. In schools using the turnaround model approxi-
mately what percentage of teachers chose to
return or was asked to return?

. Have you observed a difference in the pace of
turnarounds that may be linked to the model of
turnaround (e.g. turnaround, in which no more
than 50% of teachers are rehired or transforma-
tion, which offers greater flexibility in retaining/
rehiring staff)?

In the schools where there were observable
student performance improvements, does it
appear as though staffing flexibilities played
a role? If so, could you generally describe the
impact?

. How will the new educator evaluation system

accelerate the turnaround process (or will it)?
Will there be any immediate impact on the other
schools in your district?

. How would you characterize the technical

assistance you or your team has received from
the DESE? Do you have any comments to share
about the future of that support?

. How will the turnaround gains be sustained after

the school improvement grant funds are gone?

. Looking back over the last year, if you could

restart the clock, what do you wish had been
handled differently (by the state, your district,
the schools, etc.)?

. Do you have other comments on the RTTT work

that we should include (e.g. about educator eval-
uation? Data systems and tools? Common Core?)

Toward

Closing the Achievement Gap
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English Language Arts
2010 201
District School Name W/F % CPI SGP W/F % CPI SGP

Lynn E ] Harrington 28 61.0 42 21 67.5 69
Springfield Alfred G. Zanetti 18 719 62.5 10 81.3 66
Boston Orchard Gardens School 33 58.7 52 28 63.9 63
Fall River John J. Doran 38 54.5 36 30 60.2 62
Lowell Charlotte M. Murkland Elementary 31 57.5 22 19 65.7 57
Lynn Connery 35 61.1 45.5 29 69.8 57
Boston Harbor School 21 72.3 41 12 78 54.5
Boston Dearborn School 34 58.8 45 25 64.5 54
Holyoke Morgan Elementary 47 49.0 44.5 30 56.9 53
Boston Elihu Greenwood School 28 57.2 27 21 64.6 52
Boston William Monroe Trotter 26 62.6 64.5 23 60.7 52
Worcester Chandler Elementary Community 45 50.9 33.5 31 59 51.5
Worcester Union Hill School 32 57.0 40 18 64.3 49.5
Fall River Henry Lord Middle 13 79.1 52 16 77.3 49
Boston Paul A. Dever School 31 58.4 59 34 54.4 48
Fall River Matthew J. Kuss Middle School 12 82.5 49 8 83.1 48
Boston The English High 17 73.1 39 16 75.7 47.5
Springfield Elias Brookings 47 54.5 415 37 62.2 47
Springfield Gerena 56 449 41 46 50.8 46.5
Springfield White Street 34 55.4 45 29 59.7 45
Boston ggrr?lceiijlfga}irick F. Gavin Middle) 32 715 31 3 718 4
Lawrence Arlington Elementary School 26 64.1 39 22 61.6 BIX5
Springfield Homer Street 40 51.9 22 22 63.1 39.5
Boston Blackstone School 36 53.5 39 38 52.6 38
Lawrence South Lawrence East Middle 21 73.7 47 23 71.3 37
Holyoke g\é}r::)gl Dean Vocational Technical High o7 68.4 29 20 73 355
Springfield High School of Commerce 19 724 26 14 81 355
Boston John P. Holland School 35 56.2 33.5 37 55.3 35
Chelsea Chelsea High School 13 76.6 40 10 81 34
Springfield John F. Kennedy Middle 21 70.2 37 21 69.4 34
Boston John F. Kennedy School 22 63.2 40.5 22 65.9 32
Springfield Chestnut Street Middle 29 68.6 41 32 65.8 32
Boston Jeremiah E. Burke High School 21 65.3 28 16 71.9 30.5
Springfield Brightwood 43 50.8 32 39 50.9 30
Springfield M. Marcus Kiley Middle School 24 66.3 33 27 63.3 26

Median Turnaround School 29.0 61.1 40.0 23.0 64.6 47.0
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Math
2010 2011
W/F % CPI SGP W/F % CPI SGP
35 57.0 49 22 68.2 72
36 56.9 59 15 74.2 82
50 50.4 63 33 63.9 79
39 54.7 47 35 58.8 52
29 60.4 315 14 74.8 80
36 59.5 50.5 37 67.3 61.5
46 52.3 49 48 51.4 44
52 48.3 58 45 51.8 60
67 35.6 53 48 45.3 67.5
39 55.4 37.5 29 61.9 43
42 51.1 64 34 55.1 69
51 46.2 49 34 56.9 52
40 51.3 54 26 63.2 56
24 68.9 73 26 66.7 66
38 56.1 58.5 23 65.7 68
25 72.1 68 23 71 62
25 66.6 37 27 65.6 45
53 48.6 31 41 61.3 46.5
80 32.3 30 53 45.7 59
33 57.4 52.5 25 62.5 48
43 64.9 60 48 61.6 52
32 594 48 28 61.6 44
53 43.6 245 28 59.9 47
32 57.7
47 54.1 34 48 57.2 30.5
40 62.9 31 35 62.8 49.5
42 59.9 26 38 60.6 30
40 57.0 51 34 59.8 48
25 67.8 32 18 73.8 41
57 443 28 57 445 35
27 65.2 51 13 78.9 62
58 50.3 31 60 47.1 30
26 60.8 20 21 65.8 51.5
66 37.1 8 46 48.4 32
56 435 29.5 59 423 27
40.0 55.8 48.5 34.0 61.6 51.8

Change from 2010 to 2011
ELA Math
W/F % CPI SGP W/F % CPI SGP
-7 7 69 -13 11 72
-8 9 66 -21 17 82
-5 5 63 -17 14 79
-8 6 62 -4 4 52
-12 8 57 -15 14 80
-6 9 57 1 8 61.5
-9 6 54.5 2 -1 44
-9 6 54 -7 4 60
-17 8 53 -19 10 67.5
-7 7 52 -10 43
-3 -2 52 -8 69
-14 8 51.5 -17 11 52
-14 7 495 -14 12 56
-2 49 2 -2 66
-4 48 -15 10 68
-4 1 48 -2 -1 62
-1 3 47.5 2 -1 45
-10 8 47 -12 13 46.5
-10 6 46.5 -27 13 59
-5 4 45 -8 5 48
1 0 41 5 -3 52
-4 -2 39.5 -4 2 44
-18 11 39.5 -25 16 47
-1 38
2 37 1 3 30.5
-7 4 8515 -5 0 49.5
-5 9 35.5 -4 1 30
2 -1 85 -6 8 48
-3 4 34 -7 6 41
-1 34 0 0 35
3 32 -14 14 62
-3 32 2 -3 30
-5 7 30.5 -5 5 51.5
-4 30 -20 11 32
3 -3 26 3 -1 27
ELA Math
-6 3 7 -6 6 3

Toward Closing

the

Achievement
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V.
Charter Schools

Scale what works and connect the highest performing charter schools with the
Theory of Change: neediest students by lifting the cap in the lowest performing districts and monitor-
ing their efforts to recruit and retain the most vulnerable subgroups.

In one year, the state has identified high performing “proven providers” and
has approved a dramatic expansion of charters, especially in Boston. Yet there is
continued need to connect high performing charters to students in the Gateway
Cities.'

Progress:

The replication in Boston fulfills the spirit of the legislation by replicating in one
Fidelity of Implementation: of the neediest districts, but the promise of charters in other low performing urban
districts has not yet been fulfilled.

Charter school students continue to outperform their peers in district schools,
including on the 2011 MCAS exams. Sixteen new charters have been approved and
thousands more students are enrolling in charter schools, mostly in Boston.

Critics of charters have long contended that charters do not enroll the most
challenging students, and the education reform law put a number of processes in
Summary: place to ensure that English Language Learners and Special Education Students
can access and succeed in charter schools across the state. Enrollment data
(available in November 2011) will demonstrate enrollment patterns for charter
schools. In the meantime, there has been a move to serve English Language
Learners (notably from the Match Community Day School, which will specialize
in serving ELL students in grades K-12).

1. Create incentives for proven providers to open charters in the Gateway Cities,
and support the development of a human capital pipeline of prospective
charter leaders.

2. Identify strategies to connect charters to unused school facilities.

Recommendations: 3. Review the statutory language related to Horace Mann Charters and ease
barriers to start up. Consider strategies to incent the creation of new Horace
Mann Charters.

4. Strengthen state capacity to support a rigorous application and accountability
process for charter schools.

Key Provisions track records of running successful schools are eligible
An Act Relative to the Achievement Gap included a to apply for the new charters. To address criticisms
“smart cap lift,” doubling the number of charter school  that charter schools do not recruit or retain the needi-
seats available in the lowest performing districts from est students, new reporting provisions were included
9% of district net school spending to 18%. New seats in the statute that require schools to report on their
will be phased in between 2011 and 2012 (with the work to recruit and retain critical subgroups, including
cap lifting to 12 percent in 2011 and increasing by 1% English Language Learners. If schools don’t meet their
annually thereafter). Only “proven providers” with recruitment and retention goals, the Board can revoke
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VI.
Innovation Schools

Empower districts to innovate by creating a new type of in-district charter school
that gives schools flexibility over time, staffing, budget, curricula and governance.

Theory of Change:

The first three Innovation Schools opened in September 2010. Since then, an addi-

Progress: tional 16 Innovation Schools have been approved by local school committees.

18 schools have opened as innovation schools, and another has recently been
approved. The Innovation Plans focus on serving specific populations of students,
Fidelity of Implementation: implementing new programming, and altering structures for teachers. While most
of the schools have been initiated by district level leaders, it appears the Achieve-
ment Gap Act’s goal of sparking innovation within districts is gaining traction.

$1,500,000 from the Massachusetts Race to the Top fund and $600,000 from the
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation have supported planning and implementation

Funding: efforts for new or conversion Innovation Schools. In the first round of planning
grants, $350,000 was awarded.
Summary: The state has awarded 24 planning grants to support 26 schools; another round of

planning grants will be awarded in January 2011.

1. Support the ongoing growth of school by brokering partnerships with Innova-
tion Schools.

2. Urge turnaround schools to consider innovation school status as a long term
. strategy for sustaining the turnaround.

Recommendations: & &
3. Provide support to large districts with significant interest in the model.
4. Continue providing planning and implementation support

3. Continue efforts to publicize the model.

Key Provisions to collective bargaining agreements); professional
development; and school district policies. Innovation

Innovation schools are a signature component of An i
schools were modeled after Boston’s pilot schools.

Act Relative to the Achievement Gap. The creation of

these schools provides educators and other stakehold- The first innovation school in Massachusetts was the
ers across the state with the opportunity to create new  Paul Revere School in Revere, which opened its doors
in-district and charter-like schools that can implement as an innovation school in September 2010. Other inno-
creative and inventive strategies, increase student vation schools that opened in the first year of operation
achievement, and reduce achievement gaps while include the Pathways Early College Innovation School,
keeping school funding within districts. These schools sponsored by the Mahar Regional District in collabo-
operate with autonomy and flexibility in six key ration with Wachusett Community College, and the
areas: curriculum; budget; school schedule and calen- Massachusetts Virtual Academy in Greenfield.

dar; staffing (including waivers from or exemptions
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its charter. Finally, if a student leaves a charter school
before completing the highest grade within that that
school, the school is required to “back fill” that seat,
provided the vacancy occurs within the first half of the
grades served.

Charter Schools: By the Numbers

B 42 charter school prospectuses were submitted in
August 2010 and in September 2010; 25 of those 42
were invited by the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education to submit final proposals for
consideration. 23 final applications were submitted
in November.

B On February 28, 2011 16 new charters were granted
by the Board of Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion, the highest number of charters ever granted
in Massachusetts in a single year."”

B The 16 schools included Commonwealth Charters
and Horace Mann Charter Schools. Commonwealth
Charter Schools operate independently of the local
school district. Horace Mann Charter Schools are
developed and operated in close cooperation with
the host school district, and require approval of the
local school committee.

Noteworthy Accomplishments

B New regulations for charter schools were adopted,
which defined proven providers and outlined
new requirements for tracking student enroll-
ments, as well as school recruitment and retention
plans for sub-populations of students (including
English Language Learners and Special Education
Students).

B DESE began collecting policies and procedures
related to English Language Learners from each
school as part of the school opening process.

B DESE staff with expertise in English Language
Learners have been a part of the chartering process,
which means that charter schools now can get feed-
back on their plans to serve ELL students as part of
the application process.

B All new and existing charter schools have submitted
recruitment and retention plans to the DESE that
describe their outreach to and support for student
subgroups.

B Greater focus on English Language Learners
prompted the Match Charter School to apply for,
and successfully receive, a charter to open the Match
Community Day School, a K-12 school designed
specifically to serve English Language Learners that
is operated in partnership and consultation with
Community Day School in Lawrence, which has a
track record of serving ELL students well.

Data

In 2010-2011, there were 63 Commonwealth and
Horace Mann Charters across the state. Fifty percent of
the students enrolled in charters are considered “low
income,” compared to 34.2% statewide. The percentage
of low-income students is significantly higher in the
urban areas. In Boston, 72% of the students enrolled

in charters are low income (compared to 74% in the
Boston Public Schools district).

Although charters enroll a comparable number of
students whose first language is not English (14.9%
in charters, 16.3% statewide), charters do enroll
fewer students who are classified as Limited English
Proficient: 4.3% of charter school students are LEP,
compared to 7.1% of the state.

Charter schools also tend to enroll fewer Special
Education students: 13.5% of charter school students
are students with special needs; statewide, 17% of
students are classified as having special needs.

The new law required greater accountability for
subgroup enrollment and retention. It also granted
charters access—for the first time—to school district
mailing lists, which may provide access to families
with whom charters have struggled to connect in the
past. When school enrollment data becomes available
in late November of 2011, it will establish an important
benchmark to determine whether charters are enroll-
ing greater numbers of vulnerable subgroups.

The replicating charters enroll a higher percentage

of English Language Learners than other charters.
Community Day Charter Public School enrolls the
highest percentage of Limited English Proficient,
though both Excel Academy Charter School and KIPP
Academy Lynn enroll large percentages of students
whose first language is not English. All of the replicat-
ing charters enroll larger percentages of low-income
students.
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Selected Student Subgroups in Replicating Charter Schools™

% First % Limited % Students

Language English with % Low % Free % African
School Not English Proficient Disabilities Income® Lunch American % Hispanic

State Average 16.3 7.1 17 34.2 29.1 8.2 15.4
Community Day Charter Public School 82.5 35.3 16.3 69.8 54.1 1.2 89.4
Edward Brooke Charter School 12 0.2 7.3 78 61.6 72.2 224
Excel Academy Charter School 44.8 2.8 13.7 72.2 49.1 4.7 71.7
KIPP Academy Lynn Charter School 38.1 1.6 10.5 88.9 79.2 25.1 55.1
MATCH Charter Public School 15.7 0 15.9 77 62.2 61.1 32

Roxbury Preparatory Charter School 35.8 1.9 16.7 735 62.6 58.4 40.1

English Language Arts Growth & Proficiency for Charter Schools
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The horizontal line represents the statewide average Proficiency rate for ELA.
The vertical line represents a student growth percentile of 60%; anything above that is considered high growth by the DESE.

Highlights from the 2011 MCAS

B 46 charters demonstrate high rates of students scoring Proficient or above in English Language Arts. A high
rate of Proficient or above is defined as exceeding the state average rate of 69%.

B 16 charter schools demonstrated “high growth” in English Language Arts, which means their students’ growth
was better than 60% of their academic peers statewide.

B 16 charters demonstrated high growth and high rates of proficiency in English Language Arts, including the
following replicators: Community Day in Lawrence and Boston’s Edward Brooke, Excel, Match, and Roxbury
Prep.
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Math Growth & Proficiency for Charter Schools
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The horizontal line represents the statewide average proficiency rate in Math.
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The vertical line represents a student growth percentile of 60%; anything above that is considered high growth by the DESE.

Highlights from the 2011 MCAS

B 37 charters demonstrate high rates of students scoring Proficient or above. A high rate of Proficient or above is
defined as exceeding the state average of 58%.

B 27 charter schools demonstrated “high growth,” which means their students’ growth was better than 60% of
their academic peers statewide.

B 22 charters demonstrated high growth and high rates of proficiency, including the following replicators:
Community Day in Lawrence and Boston’s Edward Brooke, Excel, Match, and Roxbury Preparatory.
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Challenges that Remain

1. Replicating: Dramatic growth in Boston

Replicating high performing charters was central to
the reform legislation which sought to connect success-
ful schools with the neediest students. In response,
some districts witnessed a virtual land-grab of open
charter seats. In Boston, more than 4,500 seats were
chartered (800 seats were chartered in Lawrence, 360
in New Bedford, and 324 in Springfield). In good faith,
the Department of Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion chartered out almost all available seats, including
“provisional” or future seats. There are only roughly
1,000 unclaimed seats available for Boston; mean-
while, some of the city’s highest performing charters
are growing into networks of two to four schools. The
Boston replicating charters have an impressive track
record of serving students of color and low-income
students. All of the Boston replicating charters have
high growth and high proficiency rates.

The scatter plots on the previous page show the profi-
ciency and growth rates in English Language Arts and
Math for low-income students in the public schools in
Boston. The charters that have been approved to repli-
cate in Boston are all in the “high growth/high profi-
ciency rates” quadrant.?

These charts suggest that the replicating charters

are achieving impressive results with low-income
students. Additional analysis should consider whether
the proficiency and growth rates for English Language
Learners and Students with Disabilities are as impres-
sive at the replicating charters.

Thanks to the legislation, low-income students in
Boston now have more options, though demand still
appears to be greater than supply. There were 11,000
entrants into the 2011 lottery for Boston charters,
signaling tremendous unmet demand on the part of
parents.”!

Nearly all of the replication, however, was in Boston
(which is again close to the new charter cap). Other
urban districts, with the exception of Lawrence (which
is within 500 seats of its cap) are not close to their caps,
meaning there is room for new charters. DESE data
suggests that there are large numbers of seats available
in districts with Level 4 schools:

Available Seats

B Fall River: 1,143

B Lowell: 1,800

B Lynn: 1,700

B New Bedford: 1,348
B Springfield: 3,000
B Worcester: 2,800%

These Gateway Cities have not enjoyed the same
flood of interest from charter operators to launch new
schools. Anecdotal conversations with charter opera-
tors suggest that this is (in part) attributable to the
challenges related to opening a second school and
wanting to remain in close geographic proximity to
the first school. There are also issues related to human
capital: Boston is home to, and perhaps better able to
attract, social entrepreneurs and experienced educa-
tors interested in opening a new charter school. And
finally, the more robust philanthropic base in Boston
(including a new $12 million charter replication fund
launched by the New Schools Venture Fund) offers
Boston charters the opportunity to access critical plan-
ning and supplementary funds that may not be avail-
able in other districts.

The state is currently awaiting full charter applica-
tions from groups proposing new charters. There has
already been one level of screening, resulting in the
founders of five Commonwealth Charters and two
Horace Mann Charters submitting full charter applica-
tions. The applications were due November 7, 2011. Of
the applicants for Commonwealth Charters:

B Two propose to locate in Springfield (potentially
serving up to 1,630 students);

B One is a regional school (which would serve 500
students in Holyoke, West Springfield, Chicopee,
Westfield, South Hadley and Northampton);

B One school would locate in Lowell (potentially serv-
ing 1,200 students); and

B One school would locate in Somerville (potentially
serving 450 new students).

The Horace Mann applicants are applying for
in-district charters in Boston.

(Note: the state did not accept applications for Boston
this year because Boston is well above the 12% cap;
the DESE has indicated that in future application

Toward Closing the Achievement Gap
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processes, seats that become available under Boston’s
18% cap will be available to applicant groups.) None
of the proven providers from Boston are among the
applicants for the new charter schools.

Following an interview and public hearing process,
applications will be voted on by the Board of Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education at the February 28, 2012
meeting.

Even while the state proceeds with the current char-
ter application process, it must consider strategies for
attracting proven providers to other urban districts,
especially districts with large numbers of Level 4 or
low-performing Level 3 schools.

2. Facilities challenges for replicating charters

One of the greatest challenges for new charter schools
is finding an appropriate facility that is affordable
and can accommodate a school and its students. The
reform act stated that districts may “prior to consider-
ation of any other disposition of the identified excess
capacity, make a good faith offer to sell or lease at

fair market value the identified excess capacity to a
Commonwealth Charter School.”

Having access to unused school buildings is poten-
tially very helpful to ensuring a successful school
launch for new charter schools. In Boston, the sign-

ing of the Boston Public Schools & Charter School
Compact has led to the possibility of the district leas-
ing up to three buildings to Boston charters. This is a
promising start, though will not fully meet the demand
of charters in Boston.

Charter growth may be slowed if charters cannot
access unused school buildings. To support charter
growth, addressing the access to unused school build-
ings will be critical.

3. Increasing the numbers of in-district Horace
Mann Charters

The reform legislation created a new type of Horace
Mann Charter, or in-district charter school: 14 Horace
Manns could be started without local union leader-
ship sign-off. This seemed to be a promising strategy
for opening an in-district charter without undue
obstruction or delay from potentially recalcitrant
union leaders. However, in practice, only three of
these new Horace Manns have been chartered to

date: two in Boston (which will ultimately enroll over
1,000 students and one in Salem, which will enroll 125
students).”® One Horace Mann is being operated by an
organization from outside the district; the other two
were developed by individuals inside the district. As
part of the opening process, these new Horace Mann
charters have negotiated waivers from the district’s
existing collective bargaining agreement which has
slowed the planning and opening process. In addition,
there is a provision in the legislation that will require
the signoff of local bargaining unit leadership when
the school applies for its second charter. Charters

last for five years, and at the end of that time, when
the school applies for renewal, the local union Presi-
dent will need to sign off on that proposal unless the
language in the statute is changed.

In creating this new type of Horace Mann Charter
School, there was an opportunity to do away with the
requirement that amendments to Horace Mann char-
ters be approved by local bargaining unit leadership.
In the course of the five-year charter authorization
period, it is common for schools to identify aspects of
their charters that need to be amended; the Depart-
ment of Elementary and Secondary Education regu-
larly reviews and authorizes such requests (related

to minor and major changes to the original charter,
including grade configurations, governance structure
(i.e. adding a Chief Operating Officer), loan approval,
changes to bylaws, enrollment policies, number of
seats, etc.). For Horace Mann operators, the added step
of gaining union approval of any proposed amend-
ments represents an additional challenge, especially in
relation to the charter renewal. Anecdotal discussions
with outside operators indicate that the potential to
lose their charter after five years because of union lead-
ership resistance to the model is a barrier to expansion.
Ultimately, this provision may serve as a barrier to
outside operators considering opening a Horace Mann.
If the state plans to grow the number of Horace Manns,
it should consider moving forward legislation for both
renewal and amendment of the charters, in order to
attract outside operators into the districts.

Lastly, with the lifting of the cap on charter seats,
those interested in operating charter schools have
been able to go into the “smart cap” districts with new
Commonwealth Charter Schools. Given the hurdles
involved with opening Horace Mann Charters, there
has been little incentive to pursue the Horace Mann
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Innovation schools can be established by teachers,
school and district administrators, superintendents,
union leaders, school committees, parents, parent-
teacher organizations, colleges and universities,
nonprofit community-based organizations, nonprofit
businesses or corporations, nonprofit charter school
operators, nonprofit education management orga-
nizations, educational collaboratives, consortia of
these groups, or other nonprofit groups authorized
by the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary
Education.

Innovation schools operate according to an innovation
plan, developed by a defined set of stakeholders and
approved by local school boards. Innovation plans
describe the areas of autonomy and flexibility and
specific strategies that are to be implemented in the
school; at least one of the six areas of autonomy and
flexibility must be addressed in the innovation plan.

The plan must also include annual measurable goals
that assess factors such as student achievement and
school performance. In exchange for the author-

ity to operate the school with increased autonomy,
innovation school operators are held responsible for
advancing student learning and meeting these annual
benchmarks. Innovation schools receive the same per
pupil allocation as any other school in the district, and
its operators can also secure grant or other types of
supplemental funding to implement the innovation
plan.

Innovation schools must receive two of three votes
from a screening committee to conduct the planning
process: Superintendent, School Committee, Union
President. Of the 18 established schools about three-
quarters of them received the union’s vote of approval
in the screening committee vote. All of the schools that
are conversions also required a two-thirds vote of the
current teachers.

The vast majority of these schools were initiated at the
district or school level. To date, most of the innovation
schools have been initiated by either superintendents
or principals.

Innovation Schools: By the Numbers

At the start of the 2011-2012 School Year, 18 innova-
tion schools were in operation in 12 districts across the

state: Boston, Dennis-Yarmouth, Falmouth, Greenfield,
Ralph Mahar Regional, Monson, North Middlesex
Regional, Quaboag Regional, Revere, Springfield, West
Springfield, and Worcester (which is home to five
innovation schools). In October 2011 Salem became the
13th district to approve an innovation school, sched-
uled to open in 2012.

Innovation schools are either new schools or conver-
sions of pre-existing schools; of the 18 innovation
schools in operation, there are 14 conversions and four
new schools.

District Response in Conversion Schools:

Discussions with a sampling of districts that have
approved innovation schools revealed some common
themes:

B Early and frequent communications and awareness
building: District leaders report dedicating time to
early discussions with school committee members,
union leadership, teachers and parents. All respon-
dents emphasized the importance of early, consis-
tent communication with key stakeholders.

“We got the teachers’ union and school committee
involved at the very beginning and as a result we were
able to avoid most of the typical conflicts. We met
regularly throughout the process and kept the focus on
the best interest of students.”

“From the outset, we knew we had to lay the founda-
tion with teachers and parents and get their buy-in...
it took multiple conversations but the teachers came
to see this was all about improving the school and
eventually they became the biggest advocates for the
innovation plan.”

B Teachers unions: Several district respondents
reported that union leaders viewed the opening of
an innovation school with some skepticism, while
teachers themselves and parents responded with
curiosity. In addition, they reported that teachers
and parents largely embraced the idea once they
understood the purpose, benefits, and process
involved. This suggests a need for wider dissemi-
nation of information about the model and its
potential.

Innovation school planning can provide a morale boost
to staff and build collaborative spirit within districts
and schools.
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“The whole process really re-energized the staff.”

“The best part of the innovation school process is that it
brought rapid alignment among principals and teach-
ers...a united focus on every child becoming college and
career ready.”

B Funding: State funding in the form of planning (up
to $15,000) and implementation grants ($25,000—
$75,000) has been vital for districts, particularly
in the planning stages. Districts report that state-
funded technical assistance also has been highly
valuable.

Context: Who Enrolls in Innovation Schools?

The sample size of innovation schools is small, so it is
difficult to draw any conclusions about the enrollment
patterns. However, a preliminary analysis suggests
the following enrollment characteristics of students in
these schools. While this component of the Achieve-
ment Gap Act wasn't specifically targeted at the most
vulnerable subgroup, the spirit of the act intended

to connect the neediest students to opportunity and
promote innovation statewide. If the innovation
school model is a strategy for connecting students to
new structures that can better serve them, enrollment
patterns may be worth ongoing attention.

Enrollment characteristics of Innovation
Schools in school year 2010-20112

First Language not English/Limited English Proficient:
30% of students enrolled at innovation schools and
20% of students in the 9 districts for whom enrollment
data was available are students whose First Language
is Not English, compared to 16% statewide.” At the
innovation schools, 21% of those students are desig-
nated as Limited English Proficient, compared to 11%
within their districts and 7% statewide.

Special Education: Innovation schools enroll a slightly
lower percentage of Special Education students than

their districts, with 13.5% and 18% respectively. Across

the state, 17% of students are classified as Special
Education.

Low-income: On average, innovation schools enroll the
same percentage of low-income students as do their
districts, with each at 54%; both are significantly higher
than the state average of 34%.

Race/Ethnicity: Among African American students,
innovation schools track closely to state averages: the
schools have an average enrollment of 8.5%, while
their districts are at 10%, and the state average is
roughly 8%. Similarly, among Asian students innova-
tion schools are nearly identical to the state, with the
schools” average enrollment at 5.6% and the statewide
average at 5.5%; districts with innovation schools have
an average Asian student enrollment of 4%.

Enrollment of Latino students in innovation schools,
however, is double the state average, at 30% to 15%
respectively, with innovation school districts falling
in the middle with an average Latino enrollment of
23%. A similar, though inverse, pattern is found in the
enrollment of white students, with innovation schools
at 52%, the state average at 68%, and the nine districts
at 59%.

Noteworthy Accomplishments

In March 2011, the Executive Office of Education
(EOE), in partnership with DESE, awarded 24 planning
grants of up to $15,000 to plan for 26 new or conver-
sion innovation schools.

B 18 new and conversion innovation schools were
approved by local school committees and opened
across the state in September 2011. (14 conversions;
4 new.) A 19" innovation school was approved in
October 2011.

B Nine other schools have received planning grants
and are in the process of getting local approval.

B The Executive Office of Education has hosted a
number of information sessions to help build aware-

ness and understanding of the Innovation School
Model.

B A second round of planning grants will be made in
January 2012.

Toward Closing the Achievement Gap
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Recommendations

1. Support ongoing growth by brokering partnerships
with innovation schools

The goal of the innovation schools movement is to
unleash creativity and innovation within school
districts in order to serve students better; it is not
innovation for the sake of innovation. The first cohort
of schools have built innovation plans that focus on
specific groups of students (e.g. off-track, over-age,
out-of-school) or include unique programming (e.g.
comprehensive arts education, dual language, Inter-
national Baccalaureate, environmental education) or a
different structure for teachers (e.g. distributive lead-
ership, staggered schedules, more common planning
time). As the model grows, it will be critical to provide
support to help founding school groups think broadly
about different ways to change schools to use inno-
vation to best meet the needs of their students. One
strategy for doing so may be to build a bridge between
innovation school planning groups and charters, who
enjoy these flexibilities and who, in most instances,
had the luxury of beginning their school from a blank
page. Such collaboration may help to spark innova-
tive ideas and an exchange of best practice between
autonomous schools.

In addition, the state should think about strategies to
partner with districts to recruit external partners for
innovation schools. Massachusetts is home to world
class cultural institutions and nonprofit organizations.
The innovation school model holds the potential to
open school districts and schools to partnerships that
may not previously have existed. Intentional brokering
of such partnerships may be needed to connect poten-
tial partners.

2. Urge turnaround schools to consider innovation
school status as a long term strategy for sustaining
the turnaround

Another strategy for increasing the number of inno-
vation schools and connecting them to autonomous
schools could be to urge existing Level 4 schools to
consider converting to innovation schools when they
exit Level 4 status (presumably into Level 3). The
autonomies provided through the innovation school
model could be a way to preserve the gains made as
part of the school turnaround, and could sustain the
autonomies and flexibilities that have contributed to

the student gains. At present, Level 4 schools are not
eligible to apply for innovation school planning grants.
The state should reconsider this policy, and instead
send the message that all schools should consider
whether the model is a good fit.

3. Provide support to large districts with significant
interest in the model

For larger districts where several innovation school
prospectuses are under development at a given

time, the state should explore ways to provide addi-
tional capacity to support the planning and review
process. These districts need to dedicate staff time and
resources to ensure innovation planning teams receive
adequate and meaningful support, but they are already
stretched thin on administrative capacity; further,
these are some of the very districts where students are
most in need of more high quality school options.

4. Continue providing planning and implementation
support

Dedicate ongoing financial resources to the initiative.
School design planning is intensive, time-consuming,
and requires high quality consulting and advising, as
well as stipend pay for teachers and others engaged.
Continue to make resources available for planning and
implementation, as well as the provision of technical
assistance.

5. Continue efforts to publicize the model

Finally, intensify efforts to inform educators and the
general public on what innovation schools are, what
they are not, and what the potential benefits are for
staff and students. Include testimonies of teachers and
parents to connect with these key constituencies.
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Innovation Schools in Massachusetts

% of
School District District
School District Grade Level Model Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Current Status
. Belchertown, ..
Xilcel}eimVlrtual Global Ware, Granby, Grades 7-12 new school 500 1,446 35.0% g:ctlsalec tus
y Easthampton p

Belchertown, Initial
Valley East Academy  Ware, Granby, Grades 9-12 new school 25 1,446 2.0% Prospectus

Easthampton P
Roger Clap Innovation Boston Grades K-5 new school 148 56,037 0.2% ApprO\.ied )
School Operating
Accelerated Learning Boston Grades 9-12 new school 56,037 Initial
Academy Prospectus
Boston Arts conversion Initial
Innovation School Boston Grades 9-12 school 415 56,037 1.0% Prospectus
Charlestown High/ conversion Initial
Bird Street/Diploma  Boston Grades 9-12 230 56,037 0.4%
Plus schol Prospectus
Haynes and conversion Initial
Higginson-Lewis Boston Grades PreK-8 hool 56,037 P
Schools schoo rospectus
Margartia Muniz Boston Grades9-12  new school 400 56037 107 il
Academy Prospectus
UnlverS} ty High Boston Grades 10-12 new school 56,037 Initial
Innovation School Prospectus
Dudley Street Initial
Neighborhood School Boston Grades K-5 new school 280 56,037 0.5% Prospectus
Marguerite E. Small Dennis - conversion
School Yartmouth Grades 4-5 school 317 3,199 1.0%  Approved
Lawrence School Falmouth Grades 7-8 22’;‘;’2{ ston 556 3710  150% Approved
Wilson International Framingham Grades K_5 conversion 530 8,182 6.0% Initial
School school Prospectus
Discovery Schoolat = o el Grades K-3 conversion 162 1,790  100% Approved
Four Corners school
Massachusetts Approved -
Virtual Academy at Greenfield Grades 9-12 new school 217 1,790 12.0% Oppr tin
Greenfield peratmg
Hadley Virtual Initial
Academy of Hadley Grades 3-12 new school 500 710 70.0% Prospectus
Massachusetts P
Monson New Century ;oo Grades9-12  conversion 365 1383  260% Approved
High School school ' e APP
New Bedford New Bedford Grades9-12  new school 50 12538 409 Lnitial
Leadership Academy Prospectus

conversion

Baccalaureate School North Grades 11-12 school, school 3,971 Approved

of North Middlesex Middlesex .
within a school
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model, unless there is an explicit mission-driven inter-
est in operating in-district schools. As Commonwealth
charters expand and the new caps on seats are reached,
Horace Mann charters may become increasingly
sought by proven providers who currently operate
outside of the school district.

4, Capacity of the authorizer to support the prolif-
eration of charters

Massachusetts charter law is considered to be one of
the strongest in the nation, in part because of the single
state authorizer. The Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education’s process has, with few excep-
tions, been a transparent and objective process, and

has produced some of the highest performing charters
in the country.

Capacity within the agency to support large numbers
of new charter schools is limited, and the charter
school office has taken on new responsibilities without
dramatically increasing their staffing levels. In addi-
tion, the state no longer has support from a federal
grant program that it historically used to support the
development, planning and implementation of new
schools. This resource was critical to newly forming
schools and organizations seeking charters, especially
for those schools outside of Boston.

The state should consider whether it has the capacity
to manage growth and accountability of quality charter
schools.

New Commonwealth Charter Schools

Number of

School Location Grades Students Opening

Alma del Mar Charter School New Bedford K-8 360 Fall 2011
Bridge Boston Charter School Boston K1-8 335 Fall 2011
Community day Charter Public School - Riverside Lawrence K1-8 400 Fall 2012
Community Day Charter Public School - South Lawrence K1-8 400 Fall 2012
Dorchester Preparatory Charter School Boston 5-12 600 Fall 2012
Edward W. Brooke Charter School 2 Boston K-8 475 Fall 2011
Edward W. Brooke Charter School 3 Boston and Chelsea K-8 475 Fall 2012
Excel Academy Charter School - Boston II Boston 5-12 448 Fall 2012
Excel Academy Charter School - Chelsea Chelsea 5-8 224 Fall 2011
Grove Hall Preparatory Charter School Boston 5-12 600 Fall 2011
KIPP Academy Boston Charter School Boston K-8 588 Fall 2012
MATCH Community Day Charter Public School Boston K1-12 700 Fall 2011
Veritas Preparatory Charter School Springfield 5-8 324 Fall 2012

Horace Mann Charter Schools
Number of

School Location Grades Students Opening

Boston Green Academy Boston 6-12 595 Fall 2011
Salem Community Charter School Salem 9-12 125 Fall 2011
UP Academy Boston 6-8 500 Fall 2011

Toward Closing the Achievement

Gap
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Innovation Schools in Massachusetts, continued

% of
School District District
School District Grade Level Model Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Current Status
Quaboag Innovation conversion
STEM Early College Quaboag Grades 11-12 school, school 30 1,446 2.0%  Approved
within a school
Quaboag Innovation conversion
Middle School Quaboag Grades 7-8 school 1,446 Approved
Ralph C
Pathways Early Mahar Grades11-12  new school 40 821 509 Approved-
College High School Regional Operating
Paul Revere conversion Approved -
Innovation School Revere Grades K=5 school 389 6:229 6.0% Operating
Carlton School conversion Initial
Continuous Progress ~ Salem Grades K-5 h 260 4,565 6.0%
Innovation School school Prospectus
Springfield Aversion
Renaissance Springfield Grades 6-12 (s:((:)hosl S10 651 25,213 3.0% Approved
Innovation School
i};;ii:;ury Skills g\{;;?:lg field Grades 9-12 new school 200 3,932 50%  Approved
The Chandler Magnet vy - oter Grades preK—6 <O oroton 460 24,192 2.0% Approved
School school
Goddard Scholars conversion
Academy at Sullivan ~ Worcester Grades 6-8 school 48 24,192 0.1%  Approved
Middle School
Goddard School conversion
of Science and Worcester Grades preK-6 school 586 24,192 2.0%  Approved
Technology
University Park conversion
Campus School Worcester Grades 7-12 school 241 24,192 1.0%  Approved
Woodland Academy  Worcester Grades preK-6 zg;::oelr ston 492 24,192 2.0%  Approved
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Endnotes

! In order to be eligible for a waiver from the federal government’s NCLB provisions, the state must identify additional Level
4 schools.

2 http:/ /nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2012459
* http:/ /nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard /statecomparisons/

* These averages are derived from the scaled scores of subgroups of students on the 2011 NAEP assessments in Grades 4 and 8
Reading and Math. http:/ /nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard /statecomparisons/

® http:/ /apreport.collegeboard.org/sites/default/files/downloads/pdfs/ AP%20RTN %202011_StateReport MA.pdf

¢ Union representatives were the least represented in interviews. Additional focus groups and interviews likely are warranted
to fully capture the perspective of local and state level union officials.

7 One of the turnaround schools has closed, so the original 35 is now 34.
8 http:/ /www.doe.mass.edu/lawsregs/603cmr2.html?section=05
? This total includes the lowest 20% performing schools in Massachusetts, including the Level 4 schools.

10 Boston closed one of its turnaround schools so while 35 were identified, there are currently only 34 Level 4 schools
operating.

! The Boston Indicators Project, a partnership between the Boston Foundation, the Metropolitan Area Planning Council and
the City of Boston, aims to democratize access to information, foster informed public discourse, track progress on shared
civic goals, and report on change in 10 sectors, including education. More information about the Boston Indicators Project is
available at: [http:/ /www.bostonindicators.org/Indicators2008/].

12 Performance gains are reported based on the change from 2010 to 2011 and are not tied to individual Annual Goals for
Turnarounds. This is because this measure was estimated to be the most easily understood, especially in comparison to other
schools. Each Level 4 school will have its own set of goals that it is also working toward.

3 The participating districts were: Boston, Springfield, Worcester, Lowell, Lawrence, Fall River, New Bedford, Holyoke, and
Lynn.

14 Teachers who chose retirement or took a leave of absence are not included in this statement.
> Note: this is not meant to be a comprehensive list of all of the partners.

16 Gateway Cities are a group of 24 former industrial Massachusetts mill cities, including Chelsea, Lawrence, Fall River,
Holyoke, Lowell, Lynn, New Bedford, Springfield, Worcester, and others.

17 The replicating charters include: Community Day School in Lawrence, Edward Brooke Charter School, Roxbury Prep, Excel,
Match School, and KIPP.

18 http:/ /profiles.doe.mass.edu/

¥ Defined as students eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch.
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% Low income students were used because all public schools in Boston enroll large numbers of low income students and
therefore offered the most valid comparison group.

1 This does not mean there were 11,000 students applying to charters since students can participate in more than one lottery.
The number of student participants is not known, though even if it is half that it is still greater than the 4,5004500 seats that
were chartered.

22 http:/ /www.doe.mass.edu/charter/app/full.pdf
2 http:/ /www.doe.mass.edu/news/news.aspx?id=6042

2 Enrollment data is for SY10-11, during which time 2 of the 13 schools were operational; the other 11 became Innovation
Schools at the start of SY11-12.

» In places where innovation schools were new, or are programs within schools, enrollment data was not available.
innovation schools included in this analysis are located in Boston, Dennis-Yarmouth, Falmouth, Greenfield, Monson, Ralph
C. Mahar Regional, Revere, Springfield, and Worcester. Schools not included are: Quaboag Innovation Early College (school-
within-a-school, grades 11-12); Quaboag Innovation Middle School (school-within-a-school, grades 7-8); Baccalaureate
School of North Middlesex (school-within-a-school, grades 11-12); 21st Century Skills Academy in West Springfield (school-
within-a-school, grades 9-12); and Goddard Scholars Academy at Sullivan Middle School in Worcester (school-within-a-
school, grades 6-8).
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