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This memo provides an overview and brief analysis of the finalists’ applications for Phase 2 of the Race to the Top (RTTT) fund. Nineteen finalists were announced in late July—including 14 that were finalists in Phase 1 and five new states:  Arizona, California, Colorado, the District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and South Carolina.
As part of the Race to the Top competition, the maximum score for a state plan is 500 points, with roughly half of the points awarded for parts of the plan that demonstrate a state’s prior success and leadership in education reform, and the other half awarded based on how thoroughly a state plans to implement key policies outlined in the application materials. Secretary Duncan announced that, as in Phase 1, all states in Phase 2 that earned at least 400 points on their plans were invited to participate in in-person interviews with the judges who read the state’s application on August 9-10. 

The two winners in Phase 1 of the Race to the Top competition—Delaware and Tennessee—scored 455 and 444, respectively, out of the 500 total points. Secretary Duncan has indicated he expects 10-15 states to win Phase 2 awards.
Regardless of which states win awards in Phase 2 or future rounds of the competition, the education policy landscape already has changed dramatically. For example, Education First estimates that—among all 50 states and D.C.—at least 17 adopted legislation or adopted policies this past spring requiring that teacher evaluations significantly weigh student learning results; at least five of these states specified student learning gains will comprise at least 50 percent of the evaluation. Several states enacted legislation raising charter school caps or putting in place new routes for teacher and principal certification.
Highlights and Observations about the Finalist Pool

We see a number of developments reflected in this list of finalists:

· Overall, all the finalists have excellent proposals and it is difficult to pinpoint which will be among the 10-15 winners the U.S. Department has indicated it will select. Some of the decision may come down to where large states—which have larger budgets—fall in the final rankings; more large states finishing at the top will quickly use up the remaining $3.4 billion available for grants and result in fewer winners.
· Not surprisingly—given the U.S. Department of Education’s transparency in publishing Phase 1 scores, comments and finalist interviews—the quality of all applications increased, as states provided more detail and more specifics about their reform plans and how they align to Race to the Top criteria. (In fact, many, taking a cue from Phase 1 finalists, also disregarded the recommended page lengths the department provided so they could explain their work in detail.)
· These finalists reflect greater geographic spread—where Colorado was the only state west of the Mississippi River in Phase 1, Phase 2 includes several other Western states.
· Finalist states reflect an almost even split between Republican (9) and Democrat (10) governors/mayors. The finalists do reflect many states with large numbers of electoral votes and influential leaders in Congress.

· Both union and right-to-work states are reflected among the finalists, as was the case in Phase 1.
· About the five newcomers among the finalists:
· Arizona finished second to last in the state rankings in Phase 1—with just 240 points—and dramatically improved its application to be named a finalist.

· In Phase 2, California submitted an application that had the deep involvement of just seven school districts; clearly, this unconventional approach that favored boldness over participation was good enough to make the state a finalist.

· Hawaii improved its Phase 1 ranking of 22nd to move into the top 19. Unlike any other finalist, Hawaii is a single State Education Agency (SEA) and Local Education Agency (LEA), and its application included a signed agreement among the superintendent, board of education chair and president of the state teachers’ association to negotiate in the upcoming collective bargaining agreement a new evaluation and compensation system. 

· Maryland sat out Phase 1, but it secured a spot as a Phase 2 finalist, probably due to its strong track record of success and key teacher and principal effectiveness reforms undertaken in its most recent General Assembly and by the State Board of Education.

· After just missing out on the interview competition in Phase 1, and despite the publicized last-minute changes to its agreement with the state teachers’ association and the application, New Jersey moved into finalist contention. 
This table summarizes the pool of Phase 1 vs. Phase 2 finalists:

	State


	Final Phase 1 Ranking
	Phase 1 Total Points
	Phase 1 Finalist?
	Phase 2 Finalist?

	Arizona
	40 
	240
	No
	Yes

	California
	27
	336
	No
	Yes

	Colorado
	14
	409
	Yes
	Yes

	District of Columbia
	16
	402
	Yes
	Yes

	Florida
	4
	431
	Yes
	Yes

	Georgia
	3
	433
	Yes
	Yes

	Hawaii
	22
	364
	No
	Yes

	Illinois
	5
	423
	Yes
	Yes

	Kentucky
	9
	418
	Yes
	Yes

	Louisiana
	11
	418
	Yes
	Yes

	Maryland
	Did not apply
	Yes

	Massachusetts
	13
	411
	Yes
	Yes

	New Jersey
	18
	387
	No
	Yes

	New York
	15
	408
	Yes
	Yes

	North Carolina
	12
	414
	Yes
	Yes

	Ohio
	10
	418
	Yes
	Yes

	Pennsylvania
	7
	420
	Yes
	Yes

	Rhode Island
	8
	419
	Yes
	Yes

	South Carolina
	6
	423
	Yes
	Yes


Key Phase 1 to Phase 2 Changes

· Nearly every state worked to clarify sections that were incomplete or unclear in Phase 1—although a few applications, such as D.C.’s and Georgia’s, did not change substantially between rounds. 

· Many states adopted important policy or legislative changes between Phases 1 and 2. Some highlights include:

· Section B (Standards and Assessments): Kentucky passed new legislation requiring new assessments aligned to Common Core Standards to be “complete and in use” by the 2011-2012 school year. 

· Section D (Great Teachers and Leaders):

· Arizona, Colorado, Louisiana, Maryland and New York all changed policy or enacted new legislation changing teacher and principal evaluations to include student achievement results. In addition, D.C. adopted a new evaluation system as part of its teacher contract, and Florida’s and Hawaii’s unions signed MOUs with the state committing to important changes in the evaluation processes.

· Hawaii and Illinois enacted new legislation on principal preparation and certification requirements and South Carolina passed regulations establishing new alternative preparation routes. 
· Section E (Struggling Schools):
· California and North Carolina passed new legislation regarding implementation of the four federal turnaround models. 

· Georgia passed new legislation regarding intervention authority. 
· Section F (State Success Factors, including charter school environment):
· Hawaii, Illinois, Massachusetts, New York and Rhode Island recently passed laws raising their charter caps. 
Section A: State Success Factors

Union and School District Participation

Secretary Duncan signaled in his selection of Delaware and Tennessee as the only winners in Phase 1—states with nearly 100 percent participation of all unions and school districts—that collaboration and stakeholder engagement are essential in Race to the Top. Subsequently, he has seemed to suggest that engagement isn’t an absolute requirement—and so it’s likely that some states who win in Phase 2 will win for their bold plans even if they don’t have as broad support.

With this in mind, there is a wide variety of LEA and union participation in the finalists’ applications.  
· Nearly every state worked successfully to increase teacher union participation. 
· Five finalists—Hawaii, Kentucky, North Carolina, Ohio and Pennsylvania—achieved 100 percent support of union support in participating school districts.  
· Three states saw significant gains in local union support between Phase 1 and Phase 2: 
· Florida: from 8 percent to 79 percent. 

· Massachusetts: from 51 percent to 94 percent. 

· Rhode Island: from 4.4 percent to 30 percent. 

· Four states maintained 100 percent union participation from Phase 1 to Phase 2: Hawaii (a single LEA/SEA with bargaining unions for teachers and principals), Kentucky, North Carolina and Pennsylvania. 

· Colorado is the only state with a large drop, going from 41 percent in Phase 1 to 5 percent in Phase 2. The change may be due to the controversy over the state’s sweeping teacher effectiveness legislation passed in the spring over the objections of the Colorado Education Association.
· States with the very lowest union participation rates include D.C. (0 percent), Maryland (8 percent), New Jersey (5.7 percent) and Rhode Island (30 percent).

· Two states are right-to-work states without collective bargaining: Georgia and South Carolina.

· Very few states have 100 percent school district participation, although support increased a bit in nearly every state between Phase 1 and Phase 2. 

· Five SEAs signed on 100 percent of their school districts (with four of those maintaining their 100 percent participation from Phase 1): D.C., Hawaii (which is a single LEA/SEA), Kentucky, North Carolina and South Carolina (already close at 95.45 percent participation in Phase 1). 
· In addition to these four states, three others are close to full district participation: Florida (96 percent), Maryland (92 percent) and Rhode Island (96 percent).

· The bulk of states had school district participation rates ranging from 60-85 percent. 
· California is the only finalist state with a large district participation drop from Phase 1 to Phase 2. California’s Phase 2 strategy was developed by seven lead school districts; under this approach, the state argues there will be deeper reform implementation than if the plan were statewide. Because the seven districts in California’s plan all are large, there is a very large number of students affected overalll. 
· Outside of California’s deliberate strategy not to engage most school districts, finalist states with the lowest district participation rates include Georgia (14.4 percent), Ohio (53.1 percent) and Pennsylvania (32 percent). 

· Interestingly, two states—Ohio and Pennsylvania—have very high union participation and low district participation, suggesting their urban areas are the most engaged in the reform plan. 
Section B: Standards and Assessments
· In Phase 1, the highest scorers among the current finalists for Section B were Ohio, Florida, Illinois and Kentucky; the lowest scorers among the current finalists were Arizona and Massachusetts.
· Every finalist state has joined at least one of the proposed three assessment consortia:

· Members of the PARCC Consortium: California, D.C. (governing member), Florida (governing member), Illinois (governing member), Louisiana (governing member) and Maryland (governing member).

· Members of only the SMARTER-Balanced Consortium:  Hawaii (governing member) and North Carolina (governing member).
· Members of both PARCC and SMARTER-Balanced: Colorado, Georgia, New Jersey, Ohio and South Carolina. 

· Members of both PARCC and State Consortium of Board Examination Systems: Arizona, Massachusetts, New York and Rhode Island. All these state also are Governing Members of the PARCC Consortium. 
· Members of all three consortia: Kentucky and Pennsylvania. 
· By August 2010, all 19 finalists had adopted the Common Core State Standards. 

· Many states are aligning or have aligned high school graduation requirements with higher education entrance requirements.

· Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana and Pennsylvania are planning to implement or expand use of end-of- course exams.  
· Illinois will use career clusters and programs of study instead of mandating new requirements. 
· Hawaii is aligning high school graduation requirements and assessments with college readiness standards and placement testing requirements, in cooperation with the University of Hawaii System and private colleges and universities.

· Most plan to use technology to better collect, vet/evaluate and disseminate new curricula and professional development modules aligned to the Common Core standards.  
· Several states (including Arizona, Colorado and New York) are using regional centers to provide professional development to teachers.
Section C: Data Systems

· In Phase 1, the highest scorer among the current finalists for Section C was Kentucky; the lowest scorers among the current finalists were Arizona and California. 
States reported having the following America COMPETES Act (ACA) and Data Quality Campaign (DQC) data system elements:
	State
	Self -Reported ACA 
(# elements out of 12)
	DQC 2010 survey 
(# elements out of 10)

	Arizona
	9
	7

	California
	5
	8

	Colorado
	11
	7

	D.C.
	9
	4

	Florida
	12
	10

	Georgia
	12
	10

	Hawaii
	11
	8

	Illinois
	10
	8

	Kentucky
	12
	10

	Louisiana

	12
	10

	Maryland
	10
	7

	Massachusetts
	12
	8

	New Jersey
	7
	8

	New York
	12
	6

	North Carolina
	12
	8

	Ohio
	10
	9

	Pennsylvania
	12
	8

	Rhode Island
	12
	7

	South Carolina
	12 (only met 10 in Phase 1)
	8


· Expanding existing state K–12 longitudinal data systems (LDS) to include early childhood through college/careers data is a common theme among the finalists (described in C1). In addition, many states propose common portals, dashboards and websites to ensure access (described in C2).

· Many states reference federal SLDS grants that they have already received and argue they are already working on some improvements to their data systems that relate to the RTTT requirements. There were two rounds of SLDS grants in 2009 – the traditionally funded round and an additional ARRA-funded round; states could apply for and receive funding in both rounds. 
· Of the finalists, eight won SLDS grants from the ARRA funding: Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and South Carolina. 
· Of the finalists, 13 won SLDS grants from the traditionally funded round: California, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Rhode Island. 
· A common theme is ensuring the “usability” of the data system. States are using regional centers and professional development to ensure that users of the systems are trained. 
· A few states are establishing or enhancing early warning systems, including Massachusetts, New Jersey, Ohio and Pennsylvania. Many of these are additions or enhancements from Phase 1 to Phase 2. 
· Colorado developed SchoolView (in 2009) as its major portal/platform for providing data access and student growth information to stakeholders and is now working with many states to use this open-source technology. The state is part of an effort to create a multi-state growth and reporting consortium using the Colorado Growth Model that includes: Arizona, Indiana, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Missouri, Nevada and Washington.
Section D: Great Teachers and Leaders
· In Phase 1, the highest scorers among the current finalists for Section D were Louisiana and Rhode Island; the lowest scorers among the current finalists were Arizona, California, New Jersey and North Carolina.  
· In Section D2 on evaluating teacher and principal effectiveness: 
· Two states (Florida and Rhode Island) specify that student growth will count for more than 50 percent of the educator’s annual evaluation. Florida’s approach—originally adopted in a more comprehensive fashion by the legislature this spring but then vetoed by the governor—was negotiated between the governor and the Florida State Teachers Association as part of an MOU for the Phase 2 application. Rhode Island’s approach was contained in its Phase 1 application and was adopted by the State Board in December 2009.
· Eight states will require growth to count for 50 percent (Colorado, D.C., Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Maryland, Louisiana and New Jersey); the evaluation standards in Colorado, Illinois, Louisiana and Maryland are established in laws or regulations passed in spring 2010, while D.C., Georgia, and Hawaii engaged in direct negotiations with their teachers’ unions.
· Five states still do not specify a particular percentage but promise it will be a “significant determinant” (Kentucky, Massachusetts, North Carolina, Ohio and South Carolina); none of these have a state law or agreement specifying or requiring a particular percentage. 
· The remaining states vary:

· New York enacted legislation in May 2010 requiring all teacher and principal evaluations to incorporate student achievement data as a significant component (40 percent).
· Arizona gives a range of 33-50 percent, with the State Board of Education to make a final determination after additional work (per legislation passed this spring).

· California’s participating school districts will develop a new evaluation system and set the student growth percentage at “no less than 30 percent.” 

· Pennsylvania offers a range of 15 – 35 percent; the state has received private funding to create a model that will become the basis for a new evaluation approach. 
· Most states (including Colorado, Hawaii, Maryland, New York, New Jersey, North Carolina and South Carolina) say they will use evaluation results—especially for “highly effective” educators—to  determine differentiated pay, retention bonuses and incentives for working in low-performing schools or in high-need areas (such as STEM subjects). Some states are creating effectiveness reports that show the distribution of effective teachers, including Colorado, Illinois, Kentucky and Maryland.
· Most states are less specific about how new educator evaluation systems will change tenure or compensation systems for all teachers. 
· A few states are developing, piloting or creating model career ladders, including Colorado, Florida, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Ohio and Pennsylvania. 

· Maryland is convening the districts in its states that have piloted alternative compensation systems to create and model for other districts to adopt. 
· Hawaii and its teachers’ union have agreed to negotiate a sweeping overhaul of compensation that eliminates standard step-and-ladder increases for veteran teachers in favor of compensation incentives and rewards tied to effective and exemplary ratings; novice (untenured) teachers’ salaries will increase based on completing professional development tied to their evaluation results. 
· Georgia’s application provides a detailed opt-in performance-based salary schedule. 
· North Carolina will introduce an achievement-based compensation model, for teachers in schools that are in turnaround status.  
Section E: Turning Around Persistently Low-Achieving Schools

· In Phase 1, the highest scorers among the current finalists for Section E were D.C. and Illinois; the lowest scorers among the current finalists were Arizona, California and Ohio. 
· Between Phases 1 and 2, California and North Carolina passed new legislation regarding implementation of the four federal turnaround models. Georgia passed new legislation for intervention authority in struggling schools. Arizona also improved state policy and increased state authority to intervene in low performing schools.
· A few states argue that even though not all school districts signed on to the application, those with most of the lowest-achieving schools did and will be a key focus of the reform plan. These states include Florida, Georgia and Maryland. 

· Many states are developing or expanding a “partnership” or “zone” to cluster all the low-performing schools together. 
· Five states in the pool are part of Mass Insight’s Partnership Zone initiative: Colorado, Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts and New York. 
· There is a strong focus on talent development pipelines – recruiting and training new teachers and new principals explicitly to work in low-performing schools, such as: 
· Partnerships with national non-profits (Teach For America, New Teacher Project and New Leaders for New Schools) to develop the pipeline and training programs. 

· Many states are establishing leadership academies to train principals or turnaround specialists to work in struggling schools (Colorado, Maryland, Ohio and Pennsylvania).
· Most states plan to use RTTT as a way to bring new resources to the table for low-performing schools. In addition, most applications include a lot of state level resources – a turnaround team, a state turnaround office and/or a general professional development team.

· Many states (including New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Colorado, Louisiana and Georgia) are including significant incentives for highly effective educators who agree to work in struggling schools.

· In New Jersey, schools that have successfully completed turnaround will receive $100,000 and additional support for up to two years. Hawaii schools making substantial gains will receive up to $50,000.
· As in its Phase 1 application, Louisiana is leveraging lessons from the Recovery School District to develop school district capacity to understand and manage its talent pipeline to ensure most effective teachers and leaders are placed in lowest-performing schools. Many other states are using lessons learned from Louisiana. 
Section F: General 
· In Phase 1, the highest scorers among the current finalists for Section F were D.C. and Florida; the lowest scorer among the current finalists was Kentucky. 
· Nine of the finalists have no cap on charter schools: Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Maryland, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and South Carolina. 
· Rhode Island passed a law between Phases 1 and 2 eliminating the charter cap in the state. 
· Nine of the states have a cap on charter schools, though several took action to raise that cap: California, D.C., Hawaii, Illinois, Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, Ohio and Rhode Island. 
· Illinois, Massachusetts, New York and Rhode Island recently passed laws raising these caps. 
· Two other finalists didn’t change their caps (California and D.C.), but their caps are quite large and have not hampered charter school development.

· Kentucky has no charter law. There was some discussion in the state about enacting a law to improve Race to the Top competitiveness, but since Kentucky was a finalist in Phase 1 without a charter law, state leaders did not enact one prior to the Phase 2 submission deadline. 
STEM 
· In Phase 1, nearly every current finalist received 15 “bonus points” for coherent STEM plans. Not surprisingly, for most of these states, the STEM section of their plans remained unchanged between Phases 1 and 2. 

· In Phase 1, three of the Phase 2 finalists did not receive STEM points: California, D.C. and Louisiana. 

· As part of its Phase 2 application, Louisiana now says it is developing a statewide STEM initiative and has in other ways significantly improved this short section.
· D.C. is now developing a STEM learning network. 

· California’s new STEM strategy starts with a focus on grades K–8 that emphasizes authentic application and career exploration supported by after-school and summer programming. In high schools, the plan provides for STEM-focused pathways that link high school to postsecondary education and careers.
� Louisiana claimed to meet all 12 elements in Phase 1, but the peer reviewers felt otherwise and withheld points from the application; one place the state’s Phase 2 application has changed significantly is trying to clarify that it does indeed meet all the elements.





