
ZSI SCHOOL 

Evaluation of Hawaii’s 

Race to the Top 

Second Evaluation Report 

Submitted to: Hawaii Department of Education 

Prepared by: American Institutes for Research 

 

October 2013 

  



 

 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Second Evaluation Report—ii 

Acknowledgments 

The authors of this report would like to thank the students, teachers, school support staff, 

principals, complex area superintendents, and state administrators who participated in the second 

year of AIR’s evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top (RTTT) grant. Their willingness to share 

their thoughts and experiences is the sole reason we can provide this report to the state. In 

addition, we would like to thank the evaluation staff in the Systems Accountability Office, 

System Planning and Improvement Section, at the Hawaii Department of Education who have 

provided valuable assistance and input along the way regarding the design and implementation 

of our evaluation. For additional information about the Evaluation of Hawaii’s RTTT, please 

contact the study’s project director, Gabriele Fain, at 650-843-8144 or gfain@air.org. 

  



 

 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Second Evaluation Report—iii 

Executive Summary 

In August 2010, Hawaii became one of 10 winners in the second phase of the Race to the Top 

(RTTT) competition, securing a $75 million, four-year grant.
1
 Race to the Top—a $4 billion 

federal grant program created as part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 

2009—provides states with access to an unprecedented amount of competitive grant funding to 

reform and improve their education systems. The grants were intended to spur innovative, 

systemic, and comprehensive reforms to improve learning conditions, classroom instruction, and 

academic outcomes for all students. 

Beginning in October 2011, the Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) contracted with 

American Institutes for Research (AIR) to conduct a three-year, mixed-methods evaluation of the 

state’s RTTT efforts. This second annual evaluation report briefly summarizes the work 

conducted by Hawaii in the first two years of the RTTT grant and then focuses on progress made 

in Year 3 (2012–2013), including RTTT-related successes and obstacles, and how the state has 

adapted their efforts to address emerging challenges as they pass the midpoint of their grant 

funding. 

Hawaii’s Race to the Top grant has been a catalyst for fundamental change in the state’s 

approach to public education. The RTTT grant is focused on reforms in what is referred to as 

“assurance areas”, which include: 

 Creating an aligned, coherent system that is monitored for continuous improvement 

 Establishing rigorous standards and assessments 

 Improving data systems and data use 

 Building and supporting great teachers and leaders 

 Turning around low-performing schools (with a focus on “Zones of School Innovation”)  

In the second year of the evaluation, we repeated the data collection activities we conducted in 

the first year of the study, including interviews with state officials and complex area 

superintendents and site visits to 12 schools. We also administered surveys to principals from all 

the public schools in the state, and to all the teachers in a random sample of 60 schools (which 

were selected using a systematic sampling procedure). In addition, we analyzed extant data, 

including student achievement data from the Hawaii State Assessment (HSA).  

The following sections summarize the major findings from the second evaluation, organized by 

Assurance Area: Aligned State Systems, Standards and Assessments, STEM, Data Systems and 

Data Use, Great Teachers and Leaders, and the Zones of School Innovation.  

  

                                                 
1
 The other Phase 2 winners included eight states (Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, North 

Carolina, Ohio, and Rhode Island) and the District of Columbia. Phase 1 winners were Delaware and Tennessee. 
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Aligned State Systems 

By the third year of Hawaii’s RTTT grant (and the second year of our evaluation), the 

coordination and alignment of major reform efforts in Hawaii has meant that the state is in a 

position to facilitate change across the tri-level (i.e., state, complex area, school) education 

system. The resulting changes include the revision of HIDOE’s Strategic Plan, approval of 

Hawaii’s application for ESEA (Elementary and Secondary Education Act) Flexibility and the 

subsequent rollout of the state’s new accountability system (Strive HI Performance System), and 

ratification of a new teacher contract that links tenure and compensation to performance 

evaluations and professional development. In combination, these events have created a strong 

framework to facilitate the state’s reform agenda, including the goals and objectives of its Race 

to the Top grant. 

More than halfway through the grant, Hawaii has transitioned from RTTT planning to in-depth 

RTTT implementation, with a particular emphasis on monitoring the quality of that 

implementation. For example, HIDOE has implemented project management tools to help 

increase both the capacity of its staff and project accountability to ensure their work is achieving 

the desired impact. In addition, HIDOE has developed systems to promote aligned planning 

across its tri-level system. Schools are now required to develop an Academic Review Team—or 

to realign an existing group—that serves as a project management oversight committee at the 

school level. Corresponding committees have also been created at the complex area and state 

levels to closely monitor implementation of the state’s “priority strategies”—for example, the 

implementation of the Common Core State Standards—that are intended to promote student 

achievement and support teachers.  

The state’s ability to communicate effectively—internally, with the field, and with the broader 

public—is a vital component of its RTTT work, and it is clear that the state has expanded and 

deepened its communication strategies. As part of this effort, the state has developed and 

implemented a strategic communication plan and new media strategies, and it now provides 

regular updates to complex area superintendents and principals. The state’s increased emphasis 

on communication appears to have been successful. Survey data from the second evaluation 

indicates that teachers view every aspect of RTTT implementation measured by the survey more 

favorably than last year. In particular, when asked to rate the extent to which they agreed with 

positive statements regarding state RTTT communication, RTTT impact on school practices and 

resources, and their understanding of RTTT plans, the proportion of teachers who moderately or 

extensively agreed increased by at least ten percentage points relative to the first year evaluation 

(see Exhibit A). However, although these ratings have improved, the proportion of teachers who 

agreed with these statements remains relatively small (ranging from one third to one half of 

teachers). As this figure suggests, there is still some room for growth on this dimension. 
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Exhibit A. Teacher Perceptions of Race to the Top 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

 

Sustainability. With the end of Hawaii’s RTTT grant nearing (September of 2014) we asked 

state staff about their plans to sustain RTTT-funded activities past the end of the funding cycle. 

The majority of state respondents described their efforts to use RTTT funds for activities that 

would have an impact beyond the life of the grant – for example, to develop infrastructure, 

provide training, and build the capacity of staff.  These strategies have included the development 

of the new teacher evaluation system, technology upgrades, and changes to policies and 

procedures (e.g., complex area and school-level planning and reporting requirements to promote 

alignment across the state’s tri-level system). In the last year, HIDOE staff have also engaged in 

planning to develop a budget request to the governor and the legislature, which includes funding 

for the first year after the RTTT grant ends. Moreover, staff have explored the realignment of 

federal funds to determine if these funding streams can be used to sustain efforts currently 

supported through RTTT.   

Standards and Assessments 

Implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in English language arts (ELA) 

and mathematics is at the heart of the state’s work in the Standards and Assessments Assurance 

Area. The state required grades K–2 and 11–12 to implement the Common Core in the 2012–13 

school year, and the remaining grades (3–10) are expected to do so in 2013–14. Teacher and 

principal survey data from the second evaluation indicate that the state has adequately trained 

many teachers in the Common Core (see Exhibits B and C). For example, 83 percent of both 

ELA and mathematics teachers in grades K–2 and 11–12 agreed that they felt prepared to 

implement the standards. For teachers in grades 3–10, 61 percent and 63 percent, respectively, 

agreed they felt prepared to do so. Although this represents a considerable increase in the 

percentage of teachers who feel prepared to implement the Common Core (a 20 and 22 

percentage point jump from last year, respectively), the absolute percentage of not quite two-

thirds suggest that continued training is necessary. 

+14% 

+17% 

+12% 

+6% 

+8% 

+9% 

44% 

53% 

40% 

44% 

31% 

37% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

State communicated RTTT plans (T)

School changed practices/resources (T)

I understand RTTT plans (T)

RTTT resources & supports are valuable (T)

State transparent about RTTT funding (T)

RTTT is making a difference (T)

Year 1
Year 2

Percentage who agreed “moderately” or “extensively” 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 
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Exhibit B. ELA Teacher Readiness to Implement CCSS in ELA/Literacy, by Grade  

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit C. Mathematics Teacher Readiness to Implement CCSS in Mathematics, by Grade 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Data Systems and Data Use 

Access to, and use of, data is a key area of reform embedded in RTTT, and it is a required 

strategy for all of Hawaii’s schools. The state is focusing on the provision of supports for data 

use, such as data infrastructure, data coaches, trainings, and data teams. These data teams are 

grade- or department-level groups provide teachers with an opportunity to review and analyze 

student data, and to collaborate on activities such as the development of common formative 

assessments. Despite these efforts, our second evaluation produced mixed results regarding the 

use of data in schools. On the one hand, our second study revealed that structures to facilitate 

data use (such as data teams) are in place, and that teachers are participating in various data-

related activities (e.g., analyzing student performance data, using data systems). Furthermore, 

teachers reported a high level of comfort using data to inform instruction. However, information 

gathered from site visits and from our survey also indicated that teachers may need additional 

support in translating data into practice—i.e., taking what they learn from the data analysis 

process and using it to inform their instruction. During our 2013 site visits, leaders raised some 

concerns about the extent to which teachers were using data to make real changes in their 

instruction, and staff at several schools suggested that more support is needed to help teachers 

use data in a meaningful way that impacts their teaching practices. Indeed, in our survey, we 

found that the proportion of teachers who use formative assessments to inform their instruction 

had actually decreased significantly since last year.  

  

 Teaching ELA 

 Grades 3–10  Grades K–2, 11–12 

  Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Had enough exposure to ELA standards (%) 36 56 +20  64 82 +18 

Identify instructional strategies that align with CCSS ELA (%) 60 76 +16  75 88 +13 

Prepare lessons aligned with CCSS ELA (%) 67 83 +17  84 93 +9 

Understand differences between HCPS and CCSS ELA (%) 65 83 +18  86 90 +4 

Feel prepared to implement the CCSS ELA (%) 40 61 +20  69 83 +13 

 Teaching Math 

 Grades 3–10  Grades K–2, 11–12 

  Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Had enough exposure to math standards (%) 41 63 +22  67 80 +12 

Identify instructional strategies that align with CCSS math (%) 61 74 +13  80 87 +7 

Prepare lessons aligned with CCSS math (%) 70 80 +10  86 91 +5 

Understand differences between HCPS and CCSS math (%) 73 83 +10  84 89 +5 

Feel prepared to implement the CCSS math (%) 44 63 +18  70 83 +14 
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Great Teachers and Leaders 

Race to the Top is serving as a catalyst for reforms in the recruitment, training, and evaluation of 

school staff. In the third year of Hawaii’s RTTT grant, work in the Great Teachers and Leaders 

Assurance Area has focused on executing, and in some cases refining, initiatives to build and 

maintain a strong workforce, including recruitment and alternative certification, induction and 

mentoring, performance evaluation, and professional development. 

State work has included improving communication with school and complex area staff to ensure 

they understand the revised recruitment procedures (which grant schools in the Zones of School 

Innovation [ZSI] prioritized access to teacher applicants before other complex areas, giving them 

a head start on recruiting highly qualified staff). In addition, HIDOE has focused on identifying 

and implementing more effective strategies to expand the pool of qualified teaching staff. In the 

summer of 2012, the state selected two vendors—Teach for America (TFA) and the University 

of Hawaii at Manoa—to provide alternative certification services as part of this effort. While the 

TFA contract has exceeded its original goals, progress with the University of Hawaii at Manoa 

program (which focuses on special education) has been slower, although efforts have been made 

to address the delays that impacted recruitment. The need for high quality staff remains, 

however. The survey data revealed that only 55 percent of principals surveyed this year were 

moderately or greatly satisfied with the applicant pool. 

The state is also seeking to increase effectiveness in retaining high-quality staff through its 

induction and mentoring program. In the second evaluation, the vast majority of comments 

regarding this program (from state, complex area, and school staff) were positive, and this 

echoed the feedback we gathered in 2012. Based on data from HIDOE’s Beginning Teacher 

Online Survey, at least 80 percent of teachers (in both 2012 and 2013) agreed or strongly agreed 

that they were satisfied with their complex area teacher induction program overall, that their 

mentors met their needs, and that their work with their mentor had helped them to become more 

effective in teaching. The only major critiques of the program, which we heard during our school 

site visits this year, related to whether the program was adequately funded, and the time burden 

(for mentors and “mentees”) associated with participating in the program. 

Improving the educator performance evaluation system is also a critical and central component 

of Hawaii’s overall education reform strategy. In 2013, the development of a new teacher 

evaluation system—known as the Educator Effectiveness System (EES)—reached an important 

milestone, when the state and the Hawaii State Teachers’ Association (HSTA) agreed to a new 

teacher contract. This four-year contract includes a new performance evaluation that considers a 

teacher’s professional practice and their contribution to student learning and growth when 

determining a rating of effectiveness; more rigorous probation for new teachers and professional 

recognition when beginning teachers complete their performance-based probation; and additional 

hours of training and professional support for teachers. A key component of the new contract is 

the relationship between compensation and performance. Beginning in July 2015, all pay 

increases will be tied to a satisfactory or effective evaluation rating. 

Compared to last year, teachers and principals appeared to view the EES more favorably, have a 

better understanding of the EES, and rate communication about the EES more positively (see 

Exhibit D). For example, the number of survey respondents (both teachers and principals) who 
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agreed with positive statements about the EES has increased by up to 32 percent since 2012. 

However, according to this year’s survey, less than half of all teachers believe that the EES is 

fair and understand the new system’s components (41 percent and 42 percent, respectively), 

although these percentages are significantly higher than last year’s survey results (a 16 and 25 

percentage point increase, respectively). 

Exhibit D. Perceptions of the Education Effectiveness System, Principals and Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

The state’s reforms have also included the provision of professional development (PD), and the 

new teacher contract includes 21 additional hours of job-embedded PD each year. During our 

site visits this year, the majority of teachers voiced a desire for more planning and preparation 

time during the school day, rather than training on specific topics, and our survey data (from both 

years of the evaluation) indicates that teachers are most interested in activities involving peer 

collaboration. Large majorities of teachers—both inside and outside the ZSIs—described the 

exchange of feedback among peers, course planning with other teachers, and participation in 

learning communities moderately or extremely useful.  
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements about the new 
teacher evaluation system, the Education Effectiveness System (EES)? 
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Zones of School Innovation 

As part of its RTTT efforts, the state has established two Zones of School Innovation, which 

include low-performing schools as well as the schools that either feed into or feed from them (a 

total of 18 HIDOE schools and seven public charter schools). In addition to a higher level of 

monitoring from the state, Zone-specific programs include services and resources such as increased 

access to early childhood education, extended learning opportunities, and leadership training. The 

state also prioritized ZSI schools for resources such as access to teaching candidates and 

technology upgrades. 

In our second evaluation, we found that the state was continuing to improve its support of the 

ZSIs, and to provide them with greater operational flexibility. State administrators described 

ongoing efforts to customize policies and procedures for the ZSIs to facilitate reform efforts. 

Furthermore, the deputy superintendent now serves as the ZSI sponsor, who helps to effectively 

address barriers, facilitate the allocation of resources to the ZSIs, and make relevant policy 

decisions that impact the ZSIs.  

Another priority specific to the ZSI schools is extended learning time (ELT)—an effort to 

provide additional instructional opportunities to help improve student achievement. ELT was 

intended to be a true extension of the school day, with teachers contractually obliged to work a 

longer day and mandatory student participation. However, our 2013 site visits revealed some 

variation in how ELT is being used, and many teachers reported that they lacked guidance on 

how to use the time effectively, as well as adequate preparation time to determine how to use 

ELT. As a result, the state is changing its approach to ELT for the 2013–2014 school year, based 

on lessons learned. Only students who require additional time and support beyond the regular 

school day (as determined by the schools) will be given ELT before school, after school, and 

during intersessions, including direct instruction and online learning opportunities.  

RTTT Impact on Student Achievement 

We employed an interrupted time series analysis framework to estimate the impact of RTTT on 

Hawaii State Assessment (HSA) scores, as well as other education outcomes, including the 

percentage of schools meeting annual yearly progress (AYP) and the percentage of student 

proficient in mathematics and reading. Specifically, we calculated the impact of RTTT on 

student outcomes in 2013 by estimating the difference between the actual levels of each outcome 

measure in 2013 and the level of the outcome measure we would have expected if the outcome 

had continued to grow at the pre-RTTT rate. We refer to the level of the outcome estimated by 

the model in 2013 as the 2013 outcome estimate. We refer to the value of the outcome measure 

that we would have expected in 2013 if the outcome had continued to grow at the pre-RTTT rate 

as the 2013 baseline prediction. If 2013 data were not yet available, we estimated the 2012 

impact of RTTT.  

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). As part of this evaluation, we examined the percentage of 

schools (including charter schools
2
) in Hawaii that met AYP between 2007 and 2012 as a school-

                                                 
2
 In order to preserve autonomy, which is one of the central pillars to chartering, Hawaii's public charter schools are 

considered “Involved Schools” and not required to participate fully in the State's Race to the Top grant.  However, 
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level measure of student achievement. It is important to note that the AYP criteria became more 

challenging in 2008 and 2011, which may potentially explain changes in AYP rates over this 

period.
3
 In 2007, roughly 65 percent of schools were meeting AYP. This percentage declined 

over time, and in 2010 – the year prior to the implementation of RTTT – only 51 percent of 

schools met AYP.  Since 2011, however, the percentage of schools meeting AYP has increased 

by nine percentage points, in spite of the AYP criteria continuing to become more stringent.   

Based on the negative trend in AYP rates prior to RTTT implementation, our statistical analysis 

assumes that AYP rates would have continued to fall if RTTT had not been implemented. 

Following RTTT implementation in 2011, however, the percentage of schools meeting AYP in 

2012 was actually 18 percentage points higher than the 2012 baseline prediction (31 percent). 

Although it is not possible to conclusively attribute this improvement to RTTT, these figures do 

suggest a considerable turnaround in this important indicator of educational performance. 

Mathematics and Reading Proficiency. If, instead of looking at AYP, we turn to individual 

rates of mathematics and reading proficiency, our analysis revealed a steady positive trend in 

both subjects during the baseline period. Thus, while more students became proficient, more 

stringent AYP requirements made schools less likely to meet them. Since the introduction of 

RTTT, both mathematics and reading proficiency rates have continued to increase. By 2013, 72 

percent of students were proficient in reading, and 60 percent of students were proficient in 

mathematics.  

Although the percentage of students proficient in reading has continued to increase since RTTT 

implementation, it increased at a slower rate than before RTTT. As a result, the 2013 outcome 

estimate for reading proficiency was below the 2013 baseline prediction by 3.3 percentage 

points. This difference is statistically significant. In mathematics, however, the 2013 outcome 

estimate exceeded the 2-13 baseline prediction by nearly two percentage points, which suggests 

that without RTTT implementation, mathematics proficiency would have increased at a slower 

rate. This difference is marginally statistically significant.  

Hawaii State Assessment. Students enrolled in Hawaii Public Schools in Grades 3–8 and 10 

take the Hawaii State Assessment every spring.  We examined fourth- and eighth-grade HSA 

scores in reading and math. The estimated impact of RTTT on fourth-grade HSA math scores 

was positive and marginally statistically significant. There was no impact on fourth-grade 

reading scores. In eighth grade, however, test scores grew more slowly across the period in 

which RTTT was implemented than they had in the baseline period, resulting in estimated RTTT 

impacts that were negative and statistically significant in both reading and math. Findings by 

specific subgroups of schools and students show that there were positive results for some 

subgroups at the fourth-grade level, but at the eighth-grade level the estimated impact of RTTT 

was consistently negative. In fourth grade, ZSI and restructuring schools, as well as 

disadvantaged students, saw positive impacts in both subjects. In eighth grade, reflecting the 

                                                                                                                                                             
whenever possible, charters have been invited, on a school-by-school basis, to opt-in to Race to the Top projects 

(https://www.rtt-apr.us/state/hawaii/2011-2012/lea).  

 
3
 Between 2007 and 2008, the proficiency rate requirements increased from 44 to 58 percent in Reading and from 28 

to 46 percent in Mathematics. Between 2010 and 2011, the proficiency rate requirements increased from 58 to 72 

percent in Reading, and from 46 to 64 percent in Mathematics. 

https://www.rtt-apr.us/state/hawaii/2011-2012/lea
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overall slowdown in pre-RTTT positive trends, the estimated impact of RTTT was negative 

across many different groups of schools and students.  

These results should be considered preliminary and subject to change as more data become 

available in future years. We cannot say whether the impacts we have documented during the 

first three years of the RTTT initiative will persist into later years of the initiative, especially as 

we collect more data to inform our estimates of the post-RTTT trend in outcomes.  

Recommendations 

Based on our second year evaluation, we offer HIDOE the following interrelated 

recommendations as the state moves into the fourth year of RTTT implementation: 

1. Continue to offer training in the Common Core State Standards. Based on survey 

data, state efforts to train teachers in grades K–2 and 11–12 appear to have succeeded. 

Since last year there has been considerable improvement in the number of teachers in 

grades 3–10 who indicated that they feel prepared to implement the standards. However, 

a clear need for continued professional development on the Common Core among 

teachers in grades 3–10 still exists as only 61 percent of ELA teachers and 63 percent of 

mathematics teachers said they felt prepared. 

2. Embed opportunities for preparation time and teacher collaboration within 

Common Core professional development. Teachers indicated, through their survey 

responses and during site visits, that they need paid professional development time to 

fully explore and prepare for Common Core implementation. Many teachers we 

interviewed were equally concerned about the need to gain Common Core-related content 

knowledge, and the need for more time to effectively process that information. 

3. Monitor teachers’ skills and comfort with acting on student data. While structures 

and activities to promote data use are established at the school level, the extent to which 

teachers are making meaningful changes to their instruction based on an analysis of 

student data is less clear. Site visit and survey data indicate a need to monitor this area 

and potentially offer expanded professional development and assistance to school staff. 

For example, in our conversations with teachers across many of the schools we visited, 

staff often had a difficult time articulating changes in their teaching practices due to an 

increased emphasis on data. The state might consider using the new complex area support 

teams (CAST), which are intended to build the capacity of complex areas, to address this 

need. 

4. Expand outreach regarding the Educator Effectiveness System among teachers. Our 

survey data suggests that educators view the new teacher evaluation system more 

favorably, have a better understanding of the components of the EES (particularly 

regarding the Danielson Framework), and rate the state’s communication about the EES 

more positively. Despite these gains, however, only 41 percent of teachers agreed that the 

EES appears fair, which suggests that additional training and outreach may be needed to 

improve teacher awareness of, and comfort with, the system. 
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5. Continue to focus on communication efforts. Teachers’ general perceptions of RTTT, 

and particularly the state’s communication about RTTT, have improved significantly 

since last year. This shift is striking, given that school staff and complex area 

superintendents raised concerns about the quality of the state’s communication in the first 

year of our evaluation. Based on data gathered for the second year evaluation, we 

recommend that the state continue its work to expand and strengthen its strategies for 

disseminating information, particularly to school staff.  Given 44 percent of teachers 

agreed the state has communicated their plans and 40 percent agreed they understood 

state plans, effective communication strategies will be critical moving forward. 

 

6. Maintain a focus on comprehensive sustainability planning that includes 

communication and use of evaluation findings. In the second year of the evaluation, 

state administrators and complex area superintendents described the state’s ongoing 

sustainability planning to support RTTT-funded activities and personnel when the grant 

cycle ends. These efforts have included institutionalizing changes to education systems, 

providing training and technical assistance, and exploring alternative financing strategies, 

such as realignment of federal funds to determine if they can be used to sustain efforts 

currently supported through RTTT.  

Comprehensive sustainability planning can also build on the state’s increased emphasis 

on communication and use of data. Garnering support and buy-in from parents, school 

staff, and community members will be critical as the state moves forward with their 

strategic plan and continuation of core RTTT components. In addition, the use of data 

will be essential to identifying those services and supports that have been effective and 

should be sustained beyond RTTT funding. Success stories and impact data can be 

incorporated into the state’s communications targeted to the public, legislators, and other 

high-level decision makers, to ensure that effective components of RTTT have long-term 

viability in Hawaii. 
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Introduction 

In August 2010, Hawaii became one of 10 winners in the second phase of the Race to the Top 

(RTTT) competition, securing a $75 million, four-year grant.
4
 Race to the Top—a $4 billion 

federal grant program created as part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 

2009—provided states with access to an unprecedented amount of competitive grant funding to 

reform and improve their education systems. The grants were intended to spur innovative, 

systemic, and comprehensive reforms to improve learning conditions, classroom instruction, and 

academic outcomes for all students. 

Beginning in October 2011, the Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) contracted with 

American Institutes for Research (AIR) to conduct a three-year, mixed-methods evaluation of the 

state’s RTTT efforts. The first evaluation report was submitted to the state in September 2012. 

This second annual evaluation report briefly summarizes the work conducted by Hawaii in the 

first two years of the RTTT grant and then focuses on progress made in Year 3 (2012–2013), 

including RTTT-related successes and obstacles, and how the state has adapted their efforts to 

address emerging challenges as they pass the midpoint of their grant funding. 

Hawaii’s Race to the Top Initiative 

Hawaii’s Race to the Top grant has been a catalyst for fundamental change in the state’s 

approach to public education. The RTTT grant is focused on reforms in five key areas: 

 Creating an aligned, coherent system that is monitored for continuous improvement 

 Establishing rigorous standards and assessments 

 Improving data systems and data use 

 Building and supporting great teachers and leaders 

 Turning around low-performing schools (in which the state focuses on “Zones of School 

Innovation”) 

Each of these reform areas contains multiple, statewide, large-scale projects that aim to improve 

learning and opportunities for all of Hawaii’s students. The structural context influences the 

implementation of these reforms. Hawaii is a single, large school district, in which one 

superintendent of education and one board of education govern the entire state school system. 

This one-district state system is divided into 42 complexes—each generally consisting of a high 

school and its feeder schools—which are grouped into 15 complex areas, each of which is 

overseen by a complex area superintendent (CAS). 

By the third year of Hawaii’s RTTT grant (and the second year of our evaluation), the 

coordination and alignment of major reform efforts in Hawaii have placed the state in the 

position to facilitate sweeping changes across the tri-level (i.e., state, complex area, school) 

education system. These changes include the revision of HIDOE’s Strategic Plan, approval of 

                                                 
4
 The other Phase 2 winners included eight states (Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, North 

Carolina, Ohio, and Rhode Island) and the District of Columbia. Phase 1 winners were Delaware and Tennessee. 
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Hawaii’s application for ESEA (Elementary and Secondary Education Act) Flexibility, and 

ratification of a new teacher contract that links tenure and compensation to performance 

evaluations and professional development. In combination, these events have created a strong 

framework to facilitate the state’s reform agenda, including the goals and objectives of its Race 

to the Top grant. 

Overview of the Evaluation 

Through this independent evaluation, AIR aims to provide Hawaii with ongoing information on 

RTTT implementation to promote the continuous improvement of the state’s RTTT efforts and, 

ultimately, to provide a summative evaluation of the initiative’s impact. To this end, our 

evaluation is predicated on three main research questions: 

 To what extent is Hawaii’s RTTT initiative implemented as planned and meeting its key 

benchmarks (at the state, complex area, and school levels)? 

 What changes in education policy and professional practice are associated with Hawaii’s 

RTTT implementation (at the state, complex area, and school levels)? 

 What is the impact of Hawaii’s RTTT initiative on student achievement (at the state, 

complex area, and school levels)? 

 

Methodology 

The study uses a mixed-methods approach to answer the evaluation’s three primary research 

questions. We based the design and development of our data collection tools on a conceptual 

model of RTTT (see Appendix A). In the second year of the study, we conducted comprehensive 

interviews with 30 state and 15 complex area leaders as well as 12 school site visits (4 high, 2 

middle, and 6 elementary schools). These qualitative data were systematically coded using 

coding software (NVivo) and were analyzed for themes at different levels of the system and in 

the different reform areas. In addition, a spring survey was administered to all principals in the 

state and to all teachers in a random sample of 60 schools, which were selected using a 

systematic sampling procedure. The same sample of schools is being surveyed over time to 

explore patterns of change across RTTT reform areas. In addition, we used extant documents, 

such as HIDOE progress reports to the U.S. Department of Education, to drive our understanding 

of the state’s RTTT plans. 

REPORT TERMINOLOGY 
 

Please note that the first year of our evaluation (October 2011–September 2012) 
does not align with the first year of RTTT implementation, as the grant was awarded 
to Hawaii in 2010.   
 
As a result, the first year of our evaluation aligns with the second year of Hawaii’s 
RTTT implementation, and the second year of our evaluation aligns with the third 
year of RTTT implementation (2012–2013).  
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To address the impact of Hawaii’s RTTT on students’ intermediate and long-term outcomes, we 

are using a comparative interrupted time series (CITS) design. For the purpose of examining the 

statewide effect of the RTTT initiative on student achievement, we are comparing three groups 

of students in order to rule out alternative hypotheses that could explain an observed effect of the 

initiative: (1) past cohorts of Hawaii students; (2) students in other states; and (3) private school 

students in Hawaii (if appropriate data are available). To examine the value of the additional 

supports and services provided to the Zone of School Innovation (ZSI) schools,
5
 AIR is 

comparing performance in ZSI and non-ZSI schools to determine if there are significant 

differences. Finally, to examine whether schools that implement the RTTT reforms with greater 

fidelity experience a greater impact on student achievement, we are examining the relationship 

between fidelity of implementation and improvements in student achievement. 

Data Collection 

This second evaluation report draws on qualitative and quantitative data collected between 

November 2012 and August 2013 from the state, complex area, and school levels (see Exhibit 1 

for a schedule of data collection). In the second year of the evaluation, the following data 

collection activities were conducted: 

 State Leader Interviews: We conducted 30 semi-structured, in-depth phone interviews 

in November and December 2012 with assistant superintendents, portfolio managers, and 

project managers associated with the RTTT initiative. 

 Complex Area Superintendent (CAS) Interviews: Each complex area is led by a CAS 

who oversees and monitors the schools in his or her area. We conducted semi-structured, 

in-depth phone interviews with all 15 CASs in December 2012 and January 2013. 

 School Visits: In January and February 2013, we conducted visits to 12 schools (six 

elementary schools, two middle/intermediate schools, and four high schools). A 

systematic sampling procedure was used to select the 12 schools (three of which are 

within the Zones of School Innovation and nine of which are outside the Zones of School 

Innovation) based on factors such as geography, school level, performance level, poverty, 

and urbanicity. Site visit activities included interviews with the principal, vice principal, 

teacher leaders, teacher focus groups, and student focus groups at the intermediate and 

high school levels. 

 Extant Data: We collected extant documentation through August 2013 from HIDOE and 

publicly available sources (for example, local newspaper articles and U.S. Department of 

Education reports) to track the implementation of activities and changes in policy and 

practices within each assurance area. 

 Teacher and Principal Surveys: In April and May 2013, we administered surveys to 

principals from all the public schools, and to all the teachers in a random sample of 60 

schools (which were selected using a systematic sampling procedure and which translated 

to approximately 3,000 teachers). The teacher survey sample included all 25 ZSI schools 

                                                 

5
 HIDOE established two Zones of School Innovation, which are groups of low-performing schools, including the 

schools that either feed into or feed from them. These ZSIs include schools in rural or remote areas and hard-to-staff 

areas serving the largest population of native Hawaiian and economically disadvantaged students in the state. 
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(18  HIDOE and 7 charter) and a random sample of non-ZSI and charter schools, chosen 

to be representative of all schools across the state, including different levels of schooling 

(elementary, middle, and high school), island location, socioeconomic status, and levels 

of student performance. 

 Analysis of Student Achievement and Extant Data: We gathered extant data on relevant 

student outcomes (for example, student achievement, high school graduation) from 

HIDOE, and we analyzed student achievement data from the Hawaii State Assessment 

(HSA) for 2007 through 2013.
6
 We also collected school-level teacher and student-level 

demographic data to serve as control variables in our analyses. These data allowed us to 

conduct subgroup analyses. 

Exhibit 1. 2012–2013 Data Collection Schedule 

 

Overview of the Report 

The first annual evaluation report, submitted to HIDOE in September 2012, provided an early 

assessment of RTTT progress since the grant was awarded to the state in August 2010. 

Approximately three years into a four-year grant—and two years into AIR’s three-year 

evaluation—the findings in this second annual report provide a picture of how Hawaii’s RTTT 

work is maturing over time across the state’s tri-level system. This report addresses each of the 

three research questions and provides a picture of RTTT implementation in Hawaii, including 

how RTTT work has dovetailed with the state’s overall education reform efforts. It also 

chronicles changes in educational policy and professional practice and offers an analysis of 

student achievement since Hawaii received RTTT funds. 

                                                 
6
 Given that schools in Hawaii can go through an appeals process regarding the HSA data, it is possible that there 

are minor discrepancies between the student achievement data presented in this report (using HSA data as of 

September 2013) and the data submitted by HIDOE under the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, but we do not 

expect these small adjustments to have a significant effect on the results. 

Ongoing 
Review of extant documents 

June–August 2013 
 Analysis of student achievement data and other administrative data 

April–May 2013 
Administration of teacher surveys (60 schools) and principal surveys (all principals) 

January–February 2013 
Site visits to 12 schools, including interviews with leaders, teachers, and students 

November–December 2012 
Interviews with HIDOE staff involved with RTTT projects and all complex area superintendents 
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Implementation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top 

To understand the current status of RTTT implementation in the 2012–2013 school year—and 

what has changed since the first year of the evaluation—we conducted in-depth qualitative 

research at the state, complex, and local levels. This evaluation report offers insight into RTTT 

implementation in the third year of the grant and highlights how the state’s work has changed, if 

at all, from the first year of our study. In general, we provide a summary of state-level planning 

and implementation work, as well as a discussion of how those efforts have impacted both the 

complex area and school levels. In other words, what has the state accomplished in the past year 

and how is that playing out among complex areas and schools? 

When we began the evaluation in October 2011, Hawaii was approximately one year into the 

implementation of its RTTT grant. By that time, the state had fallen behind its original timelines 

for implementing RTTT activities, and it was given “high risk” status in December 2011 by the 

U.S. Department of Education (DOE). In March 2012, the Department conducted a site visit to 

review Hawaii’s RTTT implementation and subsequently found that the state had made progress. 

While Hawaii’s status remained “high risk” after the federal visit, the U.S. Department of 

Education removed the state from cost reimbursement status, effective June 1, 2012.
7
 

The state reached a milestone in February 2013 when it was removed from high-risk status for its 

work in Assurance Area B (Standards and Assessments) and Assurance Area C (Data Systems). 

The state remained on high-risk status in three areas: Assurance Area A (Aligned State Systems), 

Assurance Area D (Great Teachers and Leaders), and Assurance Area E (Turning Around the 

Lowest Performing Schools), as well as Competitive Priority 2 (STEM Learning Strategy and 

Network).
8
 The U.S. DOE conducted a site visit to the state in April 2013, and in July it removed 

Hawaii from high-risk status in these remaining categories. As a result, the state is now 

considered to be in good standing. 

The following sections summarize key findings from our interviews and focus groups with state 

administrators, complex area superintendents, and school staff across the RTTT Assurance 

Areas: Aligned State Systems, Standards and Assessments, Great Teachers and Leaders, Data 

Use, Turning Around the Lowest Performing Schools, and STEM. As noted earlier, the first year 

of our evaluation covered the first two years of RTTT implementation (October 2010–September 

2012). The second year evaluation aligns with the third year of RTTT (October 2012–September 

2013). 

  

                                                 

7
 May 4, 2012, U.S. Department of Education letter to the Office of the Governor, regarding the March 2012 site 

visit follow-up decisions. Under cost reimbursement status,
 
HIDOE was required to get approval from the U.S. 

Department of Education prior to obligating funds and to submit receipts for expenditures, with documentation, 

before accessing grant funds. Removal from this status should allow HIDOE to use RTTT funds more efficiently. 
8
https://lilinote.k12.hi.us/STATE/COMM/DOEPRESS.NSF/a1d7af052e94dd120a2561f7000a037c/81bac0ac97039a

350a257b0f007ba3d5?OpenDocument 
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Aligned State Systems 

 

In the first year of the study, we found that the Race to the Top grant had increased 

collaboration—within HIDOE, across complex areas, and across schools—and was breaking 

down long-standing divisions, or silos, promoting work toward common goals for Hawaii’s 

education system. Other findings in the first year evaluation indicated that the state struggled 

with project management issues within HIDOE, as well as communication challenges. The 

following section describes progress made over the past year, in regard to the coordination of 

state initiatives in Hawaii, the state’s aligned planning efforts, and communication within 

HIDOE and with the field. 

Alignment of State Initiatives 

By the third year of the RTTT grant, several efforts coincided to provide momentum for the 

increased alignment of Hawaii’s education reform efforts: the revision of the state’s Strategic 

Plan in July 2012, which consolidated the goals of the Hawaii Department of Education and 

Board of Education; ratification of a new teacher contract, effective July 2013, which links 

tenure and compensation to a new performance evaluation system proposed as part of the state’s 

RTTT application; and the U.S. Department of Education’s approval of Hawaii’s Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver to provide flexibility regarding certain requirements of 

the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in May 2013. 

The alignment between Race to the Top goals, the newly revised Strategic Plan, and the ESEA 

waiver has provided a framework for ensuring the state office, complex areas, and schools are all 

working toward a set of common goals. As stated in a Board of Education memo, “For the first 

time in Hawaii, we have an alignment between our State Strategic Plan, school accountability, 

and the supports and evaluation of our educators.”
9
 

                                                 
9
 http://doe.k12.hi.us/personnel/educatoreffectiveness/index.htm 

ALIGNED STATE SYSTEMS 

Hawaii’s RTTT reform strategies require a state system that can implement and 
sustain systemic change. For this reason, the state has taken a number of steps to 
improve its systems, including hiring staff, reorganizing HIDOE to establish clearer 
lines of authority and responsibility, and developing performance management 
strategies. The creation of the Office of Strategic Reform (OSR) to provide 
leadership and management of Hawaii’s reform efforts was a central component of 
the reorganization effort. Furthermore, the Strategic Project Oversight Committee 
(SPOC)—consisting of the state superintendent, deputy superintendent, and the 
assistant superintendents—receives support from the OSR to identify issues and 
information needed to make high-level policy decisions. The SPOC addresses 
systemic challenges, vets and approves project plans, and maintains oversight of 
state-level projects.  
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With the approval of the ESEA waiver, the state will implement its new school accountability 

and improvement system, known as the “Strive HI Performance System.” The new system 

includes a focus on career and college readiness, school performance based on multiple measures 

(as opposed to primarily one test—the Hawaii State Assessment), and customized rewards, 

supports, and interventions for schools (versus federally designed interventions). Full 

implementation of interventions will occur in the 2013–2014 school year in Focus Schools and in 

2014–2015 in Priority Schools.  The system is intended to address Hawaii’s unique needs and 

provide a comprehensive and targeted set of supports to the state’s schools. 

In regard to specific RTTT activities within the Aligned State Systems Assurance Area, the state 

has placed its focus on two significant and related areas in the third year of the grant: 1) moving 

from RTTT planning to in-depth implementation, with an emphasis on monitoring the quality of 

implementation; and 2) developing systems and procedures—including a revised template for 

schools’ Academic and Financial Plans and school- and complex-level committees (called 

Academic Review Teams)—to support coordination across the state’s tri-level education system 

to collectively impact a common set of goals. 

Moving From Planning to Implementation 

In the first evaluation, state officials described intensive planning work for RTTT. By this second 

evaluation, interviews with respondents across the tri-level system indicated that Hawaii had 

moved more deeply into the implementation phase. As a state leader explained: 

We did the formal shift at the end of last year as we pivoted away from design to actually 

building. If you think of it like building a house—we were in the design phase for the 

first couple years, and now we’re in the building phase. People are actually out there with 

hammers and nails and putting the structure together and building the house. So we made 

the pivot, moving away from Race to the Top to the Strive HI campaign. We deliberately 

stop talking about Race to the Top projects and reforms and moved them to ‘these are our 

Strive HI reforms.’ Race is a grant, it’s going to finish, it was a funding mechanism to 

help us kick start the kind of reforms that we know we needed to do. 

As implementation of RTTT has matured, the role of the complex areas has changed. 

Specifically, work initiated by the state has increasingly moved out to the complex area and 

school levels over the last year. As one state administrator explained, “I see complexes and 

districts taking on more responsibility or beginning to understand the tri-level support. People are 

moving and deepening their understanding of the new initiatives.” Moreover, the state is focused 

on building capacity at the complex area level to effectively carry out the reforms, such as the 

implementation of the new teacher evaluation system. 

As work has more fully transitioned into implementation over the past year, the state is 

increasingly concerned with and focused on quality—that is, are state staff meeting their goals 

on time, is the work being done as intended, and is it having the desired impact at the complex 

and school levels? To support continuous program monitoring and improvement, the state has 

increased its emphasis on effective project management across the tri-level system. This 

contrasts with findings that emerged in the first report, when a number of issues concerning staff 

members’ capacity to manage projects were identified (such as maintaining updated project plan 
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documents and budgets). Since our initial discussions with state-level staff, HIDOE has made 

strides in reorganizing staffing structures, adding staff, clarifying staff roles and responsibilities, 

and implementing project management tools to help increase staff capacity and project 

accountability. To bolster tri-level support for quality implementation of the six priority 

strategies, HIDOE has established a parallel structure of designated leads for each strategy at the 

state office level and in the complex areas, and the state lead for each strategy is facilitating a 

professional learning community for the 15 complex area leads for that strategy.  The U.S. 

Department of Education has approved using RTTT funds to support 50 of the 98 State Support 

Team and Complex Area Support Team (CAST) positions for the 2013–2014 school year.
10

  

These positions will be funded through a mix of State 

General Funds and Federal Impact Aid resources in the 

2014–2015 school year, after which the state will reassess the 

need for the CAST structure moving forward.  The CASTs 

will be supervised by their respective CASs and will serve as 

the complex area liaison to ensure timely communication 

between state offices and schools, including providing 

feedback to the state offices and disseminating information 

and materials to schools. They will also help to build schools’ 

capacity for implementation, and to gather and analyze data 

and evidence to support CASs’ efforts to provide 

differentiated support among schools. 

Specifically, several respondents in our interviews described 

how the state leadership has moved towards clearer staff 

expectations and project timeframes over the last year, as 

well as more structured and solution-focused team meetings. 

In addition, the state partnered with the U.S. Education 

Delivery Institute—a non-profit organization that focuses on 

systems change work within education—in 2012 to measure 

the quality of implementation and ensure that the effects of 

their work align with their desired outcomes and metrics. The 

state is now using project management tools to determine not 

only whether they are meeting their benchmarks, but also to 

gauge the quality of implementation. The use of feedback 

loops for project managers with complex area and school 

staff has increased in order to ensure that the state’s work is 

having the intended impact. Finally, the state has focused on building the capacity of complex 

areas to a greater degree than last year, with a focus on accountability and monitoring from the 

state. 

In general, with implementation of RTTT reforms maturing in 2012–2013, state staff described 

their efforts to support strong program management at the state level and build capacity among 

                                                 
10

 RTTT is funding a total of 71 of the 98 positions in SY 13-14.  In addition to the 50 positions (approved in May 

2013), 16 pre-existing RTTT “Data Coach” positions have been converted to Formative Instruction/Data Team 

CAST members. Five other pre-existing RTTT-funded positions are part of the State Support Team. 

 

ALIGNED PLANNING 

TOOLS  
ACADEMIC AND FINANCIAL PLANS: As part 
of HIDOE’s overall school reform effort, 
so-called “AcFin” Plans are partially pre-
populated by the state with 
individualized goals to increase 
alignment across schools, complex 
areas, and the state. 
 
ACADEMIC REVIEW TEAMS: These 
teams, operating at both school 
and complex area levels, review 
performance data, set priority 
strategies, manage and monitor 
practices using structured 
routines, and target supports 
and resources.  
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complex area staff as they increasingly play a more active role in regard to full implementation 

of Race to the Top activities. 

Aligned Planning Across the Tri-Level System 

One of the state’s significant strategies in the third year of the RTTT grant has been aligned 

planning across its tri-level system, which, as noted earlier, is based on the coordination of the 

state’s recently revised Strategic Plan, the new Strive HI system, and Race to the Top goals and 

objectives. As a state administrator explained, “What we wanted to do with aligned planning was 

really take advantage of a single district, single state structure. And the fact that we now have a 

strategic plan that really encompasses the reforms in the Race to the Top and it also aligns with 

our ESEA flexibility waiver application. We’re trying to get all of those different pieces lined up 

to focus around the same goal.” 

Two primary strategies to support aligned planning in 2012–2013 included: 1) revised templates 

for the school and complex area Academic and Financial plans (AcFin plans); and 2) 

improvement and standardization of school-level Academic Review Teams. Specifically, a 

newly revised format and focus for the AcFin plan is being used as a vehicle to support aligned 

planning across the tri-level system. Based on the goals identified in the 2012 revised state 

Strategic Plan, the Office of Strategic Reform (OSR) developed individualized goals and 

indicators for complex areas and schools, which were pre-populated into their plans. The state 

developed “stretch goals,” meaning that they employed a target-setting methodology for certain 

key student achievement outcomes, such as graduation rates. In addition, the Academic Plans for 

the 2013–2014 school year were pre-defined with six “Priority Strategies”
11

 that all schools must 

execute: 

 Implement Common Core State Standards at the classroom level. 

 Use Formative Instruction and Data Teams to inform instruction. 

 Use the school’s Academic Review Team to monitor progress on the school’s academic 

plan and to make data based decisions that impact achievement. 

 Provide Induction and Mentoring support for all beginning teachers. 

 Provide training, coaching, support and feedback to all teachers to ensure they maximize 

their effectiveness (Educator Evaluation System) 

 Provide Comprehensive Student Supports/Response to Intervention 

In the third year of the RTTT grant (the 2012-2013 school year), the state also required each 

school to develop an Academic Review Team (ART)—or to realign an existing group—that 

serves as a project management oversight committee at the school level, with corresponding 

committees at the complex area and state levels to closely monitor implementation. The ART is 

designed to ensure that mandated programs are implemented and aligned with the state’s 

strategic plan. The state has offered a series of trainings and webinars with the Education 

                                                 

11
 In early 2013, the Data Team and Formative Instruction strategies were consolidated and the sixth strategy was 

identified as Comprehensive Student Supports/RtI. 
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Delivery Institute for schools and complex areas on how to develop ARTs or revise existing 

groups to better align with the expectations of the state. The state also provided detailed resource 

guides for developing effective ARTs targeted to complex areas or school teams. All materials 

are posted on an internal School Administrator site, including recorded webinar training sessions. 

In general, there appears to be an increased focus on accountability throughout the system, in 

comparison with the first evaluation. As one state administrator noted, “In the past, schools all 

did academic plans… they spent a lot of time and energy drafting up these plans, got approved 

by the CAS, made sure they were aligned, but then a lot of the schools just put it on the shelf and 

that was it. The difference this year is that we’re requiring them all to monitor their performance 

against that plan.” 

At the complex area level, the CASs were aware of, and clearly understood, the state’s emphasis 

on aligned planning. One complex area superintendent reported that: 

For the first time ever, which I think is pretty transformational, we have tri-level 

alignment. It means that we’re working on the same things. We’re speaking the same 

language. We’re using the same vocabulary. And everything is very connected. So 

looking at this year as opposed to a couple years ago, the seams aren’t quite as obvious. 

The transitions are not bumpy. Everyone is focused on the same things. 

The majority of CASs we interviewed had similar comments about the need for and expected 

benefits of aligned planning. Twelve of the 15 CASs were uniformly positive about the state’s 

efforts to align planning. The remaining three CASs offered neutral comments or did not speak 

specifically to the state’s plans in this area when asked. When asked how the state might improve 

its approach to aligned planning, four CASs focused on implementation issues, including the 

need for staff resources, reasonable timeframes, and additional funding from the state. Two 

CASs specifically discussed the important role the principal will play in understanding (and 

communicating to school staff) the purpose of aligned planning, including the new AcFin plans. 

The need for consistency—across principals as well as CASs—in communicating messages was 

a common theme voiced by respondents at both the complex area and state levels. 

At the school level, administrators generally characterized the state’s increased emphasis on 

aligned planning as a step in the right direction. However, in regard to the specifics of the newly 

revised AcFin template that school staff are required to use, there was less agreement among the 

10 school leaders who spoke specifically about it (although it is important to note here that the 

conversations with school administrators took place just as the new templates were released). 

Principals and vice principals at 6 of these 10 schools spoke positively about the new template 

(for example, “It is useful for me in instructing staff to show them how it’s all aligned and why 

we’re doing it.”). These school leaders liked that the plan was more specific than in previous 

years, that the ART would have a role in reviewing and monitoring progress against the plan, and 

that the plan included the Priority Strategies. School leaders at the remaining four schools were 

somewhat critical of the new AcFin template—for example, they voiced concerns that the pre-

populated goals did not apply to their school (two schools), frustration after receiving multiple 

versions of the document (one school), comments about the extended length of the plan (one 

school), and a need for general guidance on how to integrate existing information into the plan 

(one school). 
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Since our 2013 site visits, the state has taken steps to strengthen the AcFin planning and 

monitoring process. In early February, the state and EDI conducted a webinar for principals and 

complex area staff to review the AcFin process and highlight the relationship between the 

Academic Review Team and the AcFin plans. In addition, AcFin planning resources were posted 

on the Internet for school administrators. For the next round of AcFin templates, state level staff 

are revising the template to better align with the new Strive HI performance index and to serve as 

a monitoring tool for the ARTs. Finally, in July of 2013, HIDOE convened focus groups of 

elementary and secondary principals, complex area business managers, and federal program 

managers to solicit feedback on how well the Academic Financial plan template and process 

worked over the 2012–2013 school year, and to identify any areas that required a redesign in the 

coming school year. 

In regard to the Academic Review Teams, most schools (8 of the 12 schools we visited in 2013) 

were operating this group in some form. Several schools appeared to have established, high-

functioning groups that primarily focused on the use of data, while others were still considering 

how they might change existing groups to meet the state’s expectations. Only 2 of the 12 schools 

we visited seemed to fall on the low end of the implementation scale in regard to their ART—

one had a leadership team that had rarely met by the time of our site visit and the other was 

focused primarily on putting the ART together for the following fall. More detailed information 

on the role of the ART and the use of data-driven decision making is included in the Data 

Systems section of this report. 

Improving Communication Strategies 

A vital aspect of the state’s work is its ability to 

communicate effectively, both internally and 

with the field and the broader public. By the 

third year of RTTT implementation, HIDOE 

had made strides in improving the mechanisms 

and frequency of its communication efforts with 

the complex areas and schools. A major finding 

from the first evaluation was that the state faced 

significant challenges in regard to 

communication, leading to limited 

understanding of the initiative at schools and in 

complex areas. 

By the time of this second evaluation, it was clear the state had expanded and deepened its 

communication strategies, including the development and implementation of a strategic 

communication plan, which was informed by feedback from a variety of audiences (including 

teachers, principals, community organizations, and state staff) in order to target external 

communications efficiently. In addition, the state has released video clips of the superintendent 

and deputy superintendent to the field regarding, for example, the new Educator Effectiveness 

System. Other strategies include regular updates to complex area superintendents and principals, 

information communicated to teachers on specific topics such as extended learning time or the 

status of the early childhood subsidies, and a more intensive media campaign. In response to 

parent and community demand, the state launched social media channels on Facebook 

I think the state has upped its game in 
the last couple of years with a really 
tremendous effort to communicate 
what’s happening with Race to the Top. I 
would say that the communication at this 
point is 100% better than it was the last 
time I talked to you [a year ago]. 
 
– Complex Area Superintendent 
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(Facebook.com/HIDepartmentofEducation) and Twitter (www.twitter.com/HIDOE808) to 

increase the reach, responsiveness, and impact of its communications. The communications team 

has used these networks to promote reform initiatives—such as the new Strive HI Accountability 

System, the Educator Effectiveness System, and the Common Core and Digital Curriculum—and 

to share educator and student success stories. In addition, HIDOE launched a new website in 

mid-July (http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org)—prior to the start of the new school year—to 

better communicate information to parents, students, and the public. HIDOE will launch an 

internal portal in the fall, with the goal of improving internal communication, collaboration, and 

work flow. 

Conversations with state administrators suggested that they understood the importance of 

improving communication and feedback loops with school-level staff. As one state official 

observed: 

I think probably the most important thing that we’ve done is we’ve taken the experts or 

the [RTTT] project managers and linked them either at the complex area superintendent 

level or principal meetings so that the leadership is very well versed in the projects. A lot 

of the questions from teachers, parents, and the community feed up to the principal. So 

we have somebody on each site that can answer questions as they come up. ‘I saw it on 

TV, what does this mean? I read this in the newspaper, what does it mean? Or I saw this 

online, what does it mean?’ We now have a vehicle to get information to the people who 

are the frontline. 

The majority of CASs noted significant improvements over the last year in regard to the state’s 

approach to communication. As one CAS observed, “Up until the last year it [communication] 

was very fractured and very frustrating. During last year I think the state office has done a much 

better job of trying to get all of us aware of what the progress is. I would say in the last eight to 

nine months, the process has been far more fluid than it was initially.” At the school level, 

principals reported having sufficient information regarding state reforms, primarily received 

through the complex area superintendents. Much like the CASs, principals described themselves 

as gatekeepers of information for their staff, and some struggled with finding the right balance 

between overwhelming teachers with updates and keeping them sufficiently informed. 

Teachers’ comments regarding communication were more varied than state or complex area 

superintendent reports. In our 2013 visits to schools—three ZSI schools and nine non-ZSI 

schools—the initial impression among the non-ZSI schools was that the staff were not very 

knowledgeable about the RTTT grant. However, many teachers did suggest that RTTT 

information was available to them if they wished to access it (for example, through the HIDOE 

website and memos distributed by the state) but that they lacked the time to do so. In addition, 

many non-ZSI teachers reported that they did not believe that RTTT applied to them. Yet, when 

we drilled down with teachers into the individual education reform efforts of the RTTT grant, the 

majority of teachers were at least familiar with, if not implementing, these programs. In general, 

the primary issue seemed to be less about the effectiveness of existing strategies to communicate 

with schools and more about teachers having enough time to process the information relayed to 

them. 
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Another common theme in regard to communication focused on the role of the CAS, who serves 

as the lynchpin in the state’s tri-level system. As a state administrator noted, “The complex area 

superintendents are the champions of the college and career ready agenda in their communities. 

It’s not the superintendent, it’s not the deputy, it’s not the ‘state.’ The CAS is the champion and 

the lead advocate for the college and career ready agenda. The expectation of them is that 

everywhere they go, everybody they talk to, everything they do in their day-to-day operations are 

absolutely focused on this relentless pursuit of ensuring that every kid has this chance at the 

college and career ready agenda.” 

In general, state staff reported that most CASs were effective in sharing information and helping 

to carry messages to the school level. However, four state administrators mentioned some 

concerns about the role of the CAS within the communication chain. One state administrator 

suggested that “There’s perhaps too much responsibility placed on the CASs’ shoulders. Having 

to go up and have them filter down through the CASs to the school level. It’s not easy to depend 

upon that system of communication.” Another administrator said, “Because it’s being somewhat 

translated through their [the CASs’] perspective and then depending on priority or what’s 

happening at that time, it may or may not be shared with schools. Sometimes the information 

doesn’t always get down to the school level.” While not a widespread concern, this was 

mentioned periodically by state staff and, as described below, by CASs themselves. 

All of the CASs said they understood the key position they played in ensuring dialogue across 

the tri-level system. Based on interviews with CASs and our site visits, the communication chain 

through which information flows from the state to the CAS to the principals and schools 

appeared to be working well. However, several CASs mentioned concerns about potential 

breakdowns in the process if their role as “gatekeepers” is not properly executed, echoing 

comments from a handful of state staff. While our visits to 12 schools in the second year 

evaluation did not reveal any significant communication issues, CASs identified this as an area 

to monitor moving forward. 

Sustainability Planning 

With the end of Hawaii’s RTTT grant nearing (September of 2014) we asked state, complex 

area, and school staff about their plans to sustain RTTT-funded activities past the end of the 

funding cycle. The majority of state respondents described their efforts to use RTTT funds for 

activities that would have an impact beyond the life of the grant – for example, to develop 

infrastructure, provide training, and build the capacity of staff.  These strategies have included 

the development of the new teacher evaluation system, technology upgrades, and changes to 

policies and procedures (e.g., complex area and school-level planning and reporting requirements 

to promote alignment across the state’s tri-level system). As one state respondent noted, “A lot of 

the money is being spent on the upfront training and infrastructure, and that's the way I think we 

wrote the Race.  None of it was for incentives.  We didn't put any of the Race money in that 

because we knew if we couldn't sustain it, we didn't want to have that cliff happen.”  In the last 

year, HIDOE staff have also engaged in planning to develop a budget request to the governor 

and the legislature, which includes funding for the first year after the RTTT grant ends. 

Moreover, staff have explored the realignment of federal funds to determine if these funding 

streams can be used to sustain efforts currently supported through RTTT.   
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At the complex-area level, CASs were asked if they were 

aware of or had engaged in discussions regarding the 

sustainability of activities or personnel funded by RTTT 

when the grant ends. Among the 13 CASs who responded 

to this question, 10 indicated they were involved in 

sustainability planning, and their comments generally 

focused on efforts to building capacity of staff at the 

complex and school levels (e.g., workforce development) 

to effectively continue critical RTTT services past the 

grant funding.  

 

In our visits to schools, we talked with school 

administrators and teachers about whether they believed 

the major reforms contained within the RTTT initiative—

including the teacher evaluation, formative assessments, 

an emphasis on the use of data, extended learning time, 

and the implementation of the Common Core State 

Standards—were part of the state’s long-term strategic 

direction, or if they would “disappear” when the grant 

period was over. Often, teachers initially responded with 

comments such as “grants come and go—this will be the 

same.” When we drilled down to each of the individual 

reform components, however, the majority of teachers 

said these were permanent reforms for Hawaii (with the 

exception of extended learning time). With regard to the 

teacher evaluation system, of those teachers who were 

asked, most believed it would continue in its current form 

or be adapted somewhat, with the basic tenets of the 

system retained. At the same time, many teachers from 

non-ZSI schools did not feel that RTTT applies to them. 

They may not have absorbed the idea that HIDOE is 

moving all schools – including those outside the ZSIs – in 

the same strategic direction, building on the reforms 

initially rolled out through RTTT. 

 

 

  

 
ALIGNED STATE 

SYSTEMS: EVALUATION 

FINDINGS AT A GLANCE 
 

 Since last year, state leadership has 
implemented improved project 
management procedures, focused 
more strongly on quality 
monitoring, and established 
stronger feedback loops and 
communication protocols with the 
field.  

 Complex area and school staff 
articulated a clear vision for the 
state’s aligned planning 
initiative. Tools have been put in 
place to support aligned 
planning, although it is too early 
to gauge their impact.  

 Among the schools we visited in 
2013, many were implementing 
the newly required Academic 
Review Teams. However, full 
implementation of these teams 
has yet to be realized.  

 Communication from the state 
to complex area 
superintendents and to schools 
has improved significantly over 
the last year.  
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Standards and Assessments 

 

This section highlights key themes that emerged in the second year evaluation (2012 – 2013) 

regarding Standards and Assessments, including the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), 

systems of student support, end-of-course assessments, and the new college-ready diploma.  

Implementation of the Common Core State Standards 

The state required grades K–2 and 11–12 to implement the CCSS in the 2012–2013 school year, 

and all grades are expected to do so in the 2013–14 school year. In the first evaluation, we found 

that implementation of the Common Core had begun in K–2 and 11–12. During the past year’s 

evaluation, reports from state, complex area, and school-level respondents also revealed a strong 

focus on the CCSS, and the transition to the new standards was clearly a priority among complex 

area and school staff. 

Given that full implementation is not required for grades 3–10 until 2013–2014, some variation 

in implementation is to be expected. At the time of the interviews, teachers in these grades were 

ramping up for full implementation of the CCSS in the next school year. While interviews at all 

levels of Hawaii’s education system indicated that staff in grades 3–10 had at least begun to 

implement these standards, staff at 5 of the 12 schools we visited described CCSS 

implementation as somewhat inconsistent or “a work in progress” in these grades. For example, 

staff at one school explained that teachers in grades 3–10 were exploring the CCSS but had not 

yet delved deeply into the new standards. A principal at another school described many teachers’ 

attitudes towards the CCSS as “insecure.”  

STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS 

To ensure that content delivered in the classroom will ultimately prepare all 
students for college and career, Hawaii is focusing its RTTT efforts on implementing:  

 The Common Core State Standards  

 Assessments to measure students’ mastery of these new standards  

 Instructional and behavioral intervention strategies to ensure that all 
students have the opportunity to learn 

 A diploma that demonstrates that students are college and career ready 
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Teachers acknowledged that the transition to the Common Core represented a significant change 

for many staff. Four of the complex area superintendents who were interviewed also noted that 

the Common Core will require staff to perform at a new level. As one CAS explained, “I think 

people appreciate the fact that the Common Core is going to 

add a level of rigor and expectation that perhaps hasn’t been the 

case before. So in terms of making it right for all students, 

that’s accepted and applauded. How you do that and how 

teachers learn to teach that way is going to be a challenge.” 

A state administrator noted that the U.S. Department of 

Education’s 2012 site visit revealed that implementation of the 

CCSS was occurring “in pockets” across the state. In an effort 

to ensure consistent baseline communication and training on 

the CCSS, the state created the Tools for Schools protocols—

online, interactive training webinars—to be disseminated in 

every school in the state. As a state administrator explained, the 

protocols provided the opportunity to “standardize the 

expectations that every single school teacher in the state is 

going to receive the same training, and the delivery mechanism 

requires that the principal be an instructional leader.” 

Based on our interviews and site visits, perceptions about the 

usefulness of the protocols varied. Some school staff 

appreciated the fact that they provided consistent messaging 

and communication on the Common Core to all teachers 

throughout the state. However, many teachers felt these 

trainings were too simple, and that they failed to address the 

wide variation in staff understanding of, and fluency with, the 

standards. Staff at multiple schools desired more differentiation 

within the protocols to meet teachers’ needs at various levels of 

competence with the standards. 

In addition to the Tools for Schools protocols, the state has 

offered a variety of training opportunities and supports on the 

CCSS over the last year (for example, a week-long summit for 

complex area teams in December 2012), maintains a Common 

Core website that offers a wealth of resources, and provides 

school staff with access to online collaboration space to work 

with each other and HIDOE staff. Even so, at least some staff 

in 5 out of the 12 schools we visited in the second year of the 

study indicated that they had not yet received training on the 

CCSS (beyond the protocols). Teachers across many of the 

schools said they wanted more specific exemplars of how to 

meet the CCSS, more practical supports, curriculum materials 

aligned to the CCSS, and more time to collaborate across 

content areas (particularly in secondary schools). As one CAS 

explained, “People are still learning it [the CCSS], and they still 

COMMON CORE 

IMPLEMENTATION 

TIMEFRAME  

 
JUNE 2010: Hawaii adopted the 
CCSS.  
 
2011–2012: Grades K–2 and 11–
12 implemented the CCSS.  
 
2012–2013: HIDOE reviewed 
instructional materials for 
statewide adoption.  The state 
adopted instructional materials 
for English language arts, grades 
K–12. 
 
2013–2014: All grades implement the 
CCSS; schools begin implementing the 
English language arts materials; HIDOE 
reviews mathematics materials for 
statewide adoption. Schools administer 
a “bridge” HSA.  
 
2014–2015:  Schools continue to 
implement the ELA materials and 
begin to implement math 
materials, if adopted in 2013-
2014; Smarter Balanced exam 
replaces the HSA. 
 
2016-2017: All schools use the 
ELA materials.  
 
2017-2018: All schools use the 
math materials (if adopted). 
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need training and they still need to make the changes in their teaching. So is it being 

implemented, yes it is. How well is it being implemented? Not deep enough.” Another CAS 

expressed the need to hire substitute teachers in order to provide more collaborative discussion 

time for school staff to “unpack” the CCSS. This theme—the need for more training on the 

CCSS—was repeated regularly by the school staff we interviewed (at 8 of the 12 schools, 

teachers said they would benefit from more practical, hands-on training related to the new 

standards). 

In addition to training, another common request (at 8 of the 12 schools we visited in 2013) was 

for the curriculum to be aligned with the CCSS. Teachers were anxious to have curriculum, as 

well as assessments, in place that were aligned to the Common Core. Our interviews with state 

staff indicated that a vendor had been selected to create criteria for and facilitate the instructional 

materials reviews. In the spring of 2013, teams of teachers, school leaders, and state staff 

participated in two instructional materials review processes, through which an ELA curriculum 

was identified and then approved for statewide adoption in the 2013–2014 school year. State 

staff indicated that no materials for mathematics met the standards for rigor and alignment with 

the CCSS, and the state plans to conduct a third round of the review process for mathematics 

materials during the 2013–2014 school year. 

As noted earlier, the depth of CCSS implementation—as evidenced by our 12 school site visits—

seemed to vary somewhat across schools. For many staff, a key challenge in regard to the 

Common Core was time. Teachers emphasized that more time was necessary to learn the content 

of the standards and to make changes in teaching practices. Staff at the secondary level also 

requested time and support for content teachers beyond ELA and mathematics to integrate CCSS 

into their content areas (for example, nonfiction text). Overall, there was a general feeling across 

all levels—schools, complex areas, and the state—that the shift from the Hawaii Content and 

Performance Standards to the CCSS was a process that would require ongoing support and 

monitoring to be successful. 

Assessments 

Hawaii’s RTTT emphasizes the importance of assessment data in helping educators diagnose 

student learning strengths and gaps and assess overall performance. The state’s work includes: 

(1) end-of-course assessments; (2) formative assessments; and (3) a future summative 

assessment aligned with the Common Core. 

End-of-course assessments. According to the state’s RTTT application, end-of-course 

assessments are intended to standardize expectations for high school courses and to contribute to 

students’ final course grades. By the second year of our study, the state had selected and was 

working with a vendor to develop assessments covering Algebra I, Algebra II, Biology, 

Expository Writing, and U.S. History. These assessments were operationally field-tested in the 

spring of 2013 and will be made fully operational in the 2013–2014 school year. As planned, the 

Hawaii State Assessment for science was administered for the first time in the 2012–2013 school 

year as a Biology I end-of-course exam (simultaneously serving as the high stakes summative 

assessment for NCLB purposes). 
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Formative assessments. As part of the data team process (described in more detail in the Data 

Systems section of this report), there has been an emphasis on teachers using formative 

assessments to guide instructional decisions and identify, on a continuous basis, where students 

are struggling and where they are excelling. In the first year of our study, all of the schools we 

visited reported using some type of formative assessment to determine student growth 

throughout the year, although some reported feeling more comfortable with these data than 

others. 

Based on this year’s interviews and focus groups, the focus on the use of formative assessments 

seemed to have deepened in some schools—at 7 of the 12 schools we visited, staff reported using 

formative assessments on a regular basis. In the other five schools we visited, however, the use 

of assessments was growing somewhat more slowly. As with many of the other RTTT initiatives, 

time was cited as a challenge. As a curriculum coordinator observed, “The majority of the staff 

see it as another thing they have to do in the time they don’t have to do it in.” Other schools 

working with external providers also cited concerns about the frequency of assessments and their 

impact on available instruction time. In general, teachers described working collaboratively in 

data teams around common assessments—a process that could be challenging at times, but that 

was generally seen as valuable. 

While the use of formative assessments appeared to be happening regularly in seven of the 

schools we visited (and was growing in the other five), some concerns were raised about the 

extent to which teachers were using data to make real changes in their instruction. Staff at 

several schools suggested that more support is needed to help staff move past the assessment 

process and begin using the data produced by the assessments in a meaningful way that impacts 

their teaching practices. These concerns are described in more detail in the Data Use section of 

this report. 

Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (Smarter Balanced) assessment system. In the 

2012–2013 school year, schools used the Hawaii State Assessment for English language arts and 

mathematics. Next year, schools will use a “bridge assessment” that covers only the standards 

that overlap between the Common Core and HCPSIII, and the Smarter Balanced Assessment will 

begin in the 2014–2015 school year (see Exhibit 2 for the state’s assessment timeframe). In the 

second year of our study, state administrators described their efforts to communicate with 

schools regarding the Smarter Balanced Assessment and the use of a teacher coordinator to help 

recruit and select teachers to participate in the pilot test of the new system in the spring of 2013 

(which occurred after our site visits). 

In our 2013 site visits, many teachers across the 12 schools we visited described the challenge of 

trying to implement the CCSS while the HSA was still in place. Teaching to the HSA while 

transitioning to the new standards was a difficult balancing act for many, and teachers look 

forward to having the standards, new curriculum, and assessments aligned and officially in place. 
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Exhibit 2. Assessment Timeframe 

School Year Assessment 

2012–2013 
Hawaii State Assessment (HSA) for English language arts and mathematics. Smarter Balanced Pilot test. 
Schools administered end-of-course exams in Biology. 

2013–2014 
Bridge HSA in English language arts and mathematics covers the overlap between Common Core and 
HCPSIII. Schools administer end-of-course exams in Algebra I, Algebra II, Biology, Expository Writing, 
and U.S. History.  Smarter Balanced Pilot test. 

2014–2015 
Smarter Balanced Assessment replaces the HSA for English language arts and mathematics. 
Schools administer end-of-course exams in Algebra I, Algebra II, Biology, Expository Writing, and U.S. 
History.  

2015–2016 
Smarter Balanced Assessment. Schools administer end-of-course exams in Algebra I, Algebra II, Biology, 
Expository Writing, and U.S. History.  

*Adapted from http://doe.k12.hi.us/curriculum/commoncore/CCSSFAQfinal.pdf 

In addition, the state rolled out a new statewide college and career readiness assessment system 

in April 2013 to help students “better prepare for future education opportunities and explore 

careers based on their skills, interests and ambitions.”
12

 This assessment will be given in addition 

to the Smarter Balanced Assessments. The college readiness assessments will include the ACT 

suite of assessments in grades 8 through 11. ACT scores are also part of the new Strive HI 

Performance. The plan is to use these assessments to collect college and career readiness data in 

English language arts, mathematics, and science to inform programming and track student 

progress. 

Response to Intervention 

The state’s comprehensive student support system includes a variety of programs, including 

response to intervention (RtI); positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS); the 

electronic comprehensive student support system (eCSSS); and comprehensive proactive student 

support (CPSS). In our interviews, we primarily focused on RtI, as detailed below. 

The first evaluation revealed mixed levels of understanding and approaches to RtI at the state, 

complex area, and school levels. Following our data collection in the first evaluation, HIDOE 

provided statewide training on components of the RtI system and has delivered additional, 

individualized complex area- and school-level professional development. HIDOE staff described 

ongoing efforts that involve working directly with schools and complex areas and “training them 

on how to conduct a self-assessment relative to the whole child.” According to state staff, they 

are working to build the capacity of complex area staff to support schools in RtI, given the 

limited capacity that exists at the state level. 

                                                 
12

 HIDOE, U.S. Department of Education Progress Update, March–May 2013. 
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STANDARDS AND 

ASSESSMENTS: EVALUATION 

SUMMARY  

 In the first year of the evaluation, 
implementation of the CCSS was 
widespread in the required grades (K–2 and 
11–12). By the second year of the 
evaluation, many teachers in other grades 
were beginning to explore the CCSS in 
preparation for implementation the 
following year. However, both teachers and 
leaders expressed a strong need for more 
hands-on professional development and 
planning time in order to effectively use the 
new standards.  

 Teachers found it challenging to transition 
to the CCSS while at the same time 
preparing students for the Hawaii State 
Assessment.  

 Implementation of RtI varied widely across 
the 12 schools we visited, indicating a need 
for additional professional development 
and supports to ensure fidelity to the 
model.  

 The use of formative assessments has 
continued to expand. Challenges in this area 
include a lack of time to focus on formative 
assessments, a need for more support in 
using data to make changes in instructional 
practices, and, in a few cases, concerns 
about “over testing” and a reduction in 
instruction time.    

 

 

In our 2013 site visits, school-level implementation of 

RtI was mixed, but most of the schools demonstrated a 

basic understanding of it. Staff members at four schools 

described RtI efforts as in the early implementation 

stages. For example, these four schools mentioned 

using universal screeners and/or tiered instructional 

levels but, when asked, they were unable to articulate 

how the data from the universal screener were then 

used. Furthermore, these four schools appeared to lack 

policies that outlined when a student should receive 

additional support, what the support should be, and 

how long the student should receive that support for. 

Staff in secondary schools reported challenges in 

scheduling these additional student supports within the 

confines of the master schedule. In contrast, in 2 of the 

12 schools we visited, RtI appeared to be more fully 

implemented. Staff discussed using screenings and 

providing comprehensive supports, including frequent 

student progress monitoring and tiered levels of 

supports for students. Staff members from 5 of the 12 

schools we visited mentioned that they would benefit 

from additional RtI training and/or supports. For 

example, one principal noted that receiving information 

from complex area staff about how other schools were 

using RtI had been invaluable. 

College and Career Ready Diploma 

The state is implementing a new college and career 

readiness diploma that will be required for the class of 

2016.  The diploma has three honors credentials, 

academic, Career and Technical Education (CTE), and 

STEM, in addition to the base requirements. 

In the first evaluation, the majority of respondents 

reported that a change was pending in the state’s 

diploma requirements but did not know or understand 

any details. Since then, HIDOE has disseminated 

several memos to the field with information pertaining 

to the new diploma following a presentation to the 

Board of Education in January 2012. 

In this year’s interviews, CASs indicated that they had received information on the new diploma 

requirements through multiple forms of communication, including HIDOE memos, emails, 

brochures, complex area meetings, the HIDOE website, and the high school principal forum 

meetings. Two of the CASs we interviewed expressed some concern over the sequencing 
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requirements for the honors designation in CTE, with one CAS stating that “sometimes it’s 

impossible to schedule courses the way that the office of curriculum and instruction and student 

support for career tech wants.” The end result, the CAS explained, was that “they [HIDOE] 

won’t afford us completers [for the CTE honors designation] unless it’s done in exact sequence.” 

This CAS continued to explain that providing some flexibility with the sequencing of classes 

would be helpful to ensure that students receive the appropriate designations on their diplomas 

for CTE (note: this issue does not impact the basic diploma requirements or the school’s 

graduation rate as the CTE sequence is a component of the CTE honors designation). In general, 

based on our 2013 site visits, knowledge of the new diploma requirements varied among 

secondary school teachers. Given the timing of the diploma rollout (required for the class of 

2016), variation in teacher understanding of the new system is understandable, but this may 

represent an area for HIDOE to target in the near future. 
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Data Systems and Data Use 

 

In our first study, the major accomplishments within the Data Systems and Data Use reform area 

were the development and refinement of the two main data systems—the Longitudinal Data 

System (LDS) and the Data for School Improvement (DSI) system. The DSI was launched in the 

2010–2011 school year and it enables teachers to develop assessments and access real-time data 

on students’ progress. The LDS was first introduced in 2009. Since Race to the Top began, the 

state has worked on improving the system’s functionality. In the first year of the evaluation, site 

visits revealed challenges with both systems—usage of the LDS and the DSI system was limited, 

and the DSI system experienced technological issues that made it difficult to use. 

Beyond the creation of these data systems, the state provided other supports to schools—such as 

data coaches, a focus on instructional leadership teams, and improvements to the schools’ 

technology—to improve the use of data to drive instruction. Overall, while there were some 

challenges with the DSI system and the LDS, we found that schools and complex areas seemed to 

be adopting or advancing a general culture of data use in the first year of the study, especially with 

an increased focus on formative assessments. Challenges in this area revolved primarily around a 

lack of time to analyze data, and a lack of opportunities to use data collaboratively as a team. 

The following section summarizes the key themes that emerged during the past year in our 

interviews and site visits in regard to Data Systems and Data Use and highlights the progress 

made since the first year of the evaluation, as well as areas for potential improvement. 

Longitudinal Data System 

The LDS combines information from several databases and includes teacher- and student-level 

data from kindergarten through secondary school. The system allows specific users to monitor 

individualized student progress and to track teachers. In the second year of the study, state 

administrators emphasized their continued work to revise the LDS to better meet the needs of the 

field, including additional and enhanced reporting functions. New school- and student-level 

reports for the LDS have been developed to provide staff with richer and more extensive data, 

including integrating ACT, SAT, and early childhood subsidy data, as well as implementing a 

report to flag students at risk of not graduating. As one state official noted, “I think [we’ve] done 

a lot of work… worked really hard to listen to what teachers want, what principals want, what 

the state needs and tried to accommodate all the different requests.” 

Specific state-level accomplishments reported in second year of the evaluation include the 

following: 

DATA SYSTEMS AND DATA USE 

Access to, and use of, data is the third key area of reform embedded in RTTT, and it is a 
required strategy for all of Hawaii’s schools. The state is focusing on the implementation of 
two major data systems—the Longitudinal Data System (LDS) and the Data for School 
Improvement (DSI) system—and the provision of supports for data use, including data 
infrastructure, data coaches, trainings, school structures, and data teams. 
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 Reorganized the LDS to better respond to requests from the field, and to be more user-

friendly and easier to navigate. 

 Developed “Teachers’ Dashboards” to help teachers manage their classroom information. 

 Completed the “single sign on” project, which enables users to sign into one account in 

order to access twelve different applications, including the LDS. 

 Conducted extensive training of complex area staff to help build capacity throughout the 

state and provided other training and support to school-level staff, including curriculum 

coordinators and school data teams. 

Progress at the state level in regard to the LDS was recognized among the CASs and school 

leaders we interviewed in the second year of the study. One CAS described the LDS as a “one 

stop shop” for data, emphasizing the state’s responsiveness to the needs of schools and complex 

areas. Another CAS commented, “It informs our decisions. It allows us to step back and look to 

see what’s working and what’s not working and why.” Only two CASs provided critiques of the 

LDS in our interviews. One CAS reported that the system was large and cumbersome, and one 

reported that limited Internet capacity hindered their ability to use the system nimbly. 

At the school level, 10 schools provided feedback on the LDS. Among those, only two schools 

indicated that they were not using the system on a regular basis. In general, principals were 

supportive of the system and encouraged staff 

to use the data. Two principals were 

somewhat frustrated with the system 

(reporting, for example, that it was 

cumbersome). In general, it seemed that 

school leaders regularly accessed the LDS. 

However, teachers did not appear to be using 

classroom-level reports regularly at the time 

of our second year site visits. While the state 

has made significant improvements to the 

system, active use of the LDS directly by 

teachers was not evident among the schools 

we visited. 

Data for School Improvement 

The DSI system is an online system that provides teachers with support and content for 

formative assessments. The system is intended to inform teachers about students’ understanding 

of the classroom instruction they have received and student progress toward meeting the state 

standards of Hawaii. The system includes an item bank with thousands of questions aligned with 

current Hawaii state standards that teachers can use to create their own assessments. Students 

complete these online, teacher-developed assessments, providing teachers with real-time data on 

their students’ progress toward the standards. 

The DSI system was launched in the 2010–11 school year. Initial challenges impeded use of the 

DSI system, including bandwidth problems that caused the program to run very slowly or to 

The LDS has really improved over the last 
several years. We had all of our 
principals trained in using the LDS and 
every principal had to develop a 
performance dashboard which identified 
the indicators for their school and their 
analysis of the data and trying to link it to 
what their academic plan was going to 
prioritize based on the data. 
 
– Complex Area Superintendent 
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crash frequently; incorrect linkages between teachers and students and log-in problems that 

prevented teachers from viewing their students’ results; design issues with the user interface; and 

system failures that lost either the teachers’ tests (created from the item bank) or students’ 

responses entered into the system. 

In our conversations with state leaders in the past year, they acknowledged the challenges with 

the DSI and discussed the technical issues that they have worked to address. In particular, the 

state has taken a number of steps to address these challenges and to improve the system, 

including the continued use of data coaches, development of a DSI training module, continued 

school-level technical support, and upgrades to the network to address technology issues. 

HIDOE also has worked with the DSI vendor to address issues with the user interface and 

customer service. The state has also developed a resource that presents DSI usage “success 

stories”—strategies that teachers have used to make the most effective use of the DSI system. 

The state does not require schools to use the DSI. Rather, their goal is that schools use formative 

assessments, either through the DSI or another system. For example, several schools we visited 

use formative assessments developed through their external provider. Among the 12 schools we 

visited this past year, staff in only one school reported that they were using the DSI on a regular 

basis. Five of the 12 schools appeared to have mixed use of the system (some teachers were 

using the DSI, but others were not using it at all) or were in the initial stages of exploring it. It 

appeared that the DSI was more commonly used to print hard copy assessments, and staff at only 

one school discussed using the system online (scheduling time in the computer lab was a 

common challenge). Staff at three schools reported that their external provider’s (for example, 

Edison) assessment system was used and that they did not perceive a need for the DSI system. 

Six of the 12 schools did not show any indication of using the DSI. When asked why, staff at 5 

of these schools most frequently cited technology issues. As state staff themselves acknowledge, 

the challenge of the original rollout of the DSI system remained fresh in teachers’ minds and 

they did not appear motivated to return to it.  

Data Teams 

Perhaps the most significant activity in relation to data use, compared to the first year of our 

study, was an increased focus on school-level data teams. As we reported in our first report, 

schools were adopting or advancing a general culture of data use. This year’s data collection 

suggests that this trend has continued and seems to have strengthened. For example, among the 

schools we visited, the vast majority of teachers described participation in data teams. At 7 of the 

12 schools, staff made comments that emphasized the positive impact of an increased use of 

data. As one principal commented: 

I think people have accepted the fact that data-driven instruction is here, it’s important, 

it’s necessary. I think many of them saw that we’ve had this before, it’s just now a little 

more comprehensive. Five or six years ago you had to wait until the following year to get 

the results to find out where your kids were… now… we get results almost 

instantaneously. Teachers like it. We like it. It’s a real benefit for the kids. 

Another teacher commented on data teams, noting that they “give me the chance to be able to 

collaborate with my colleagues. Before we didn’t really have that chance; but now we have the 

time to really talk with each other.” In the other five schools we visited, the use of data was 
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mixed across teachers within the school (for example, some teachers were committed to the data 

team process, others were not) or was seen as a “work in progress” with room for improvement. 

When asked about the impact of data use, staff at six of the schools described a range of positive 

outcomes, including helping teachers gain an accurate picture of their students’ progress. As one 

teacher noted, “Data doesn’t lie. Data will tell us exactly where we’re at. I think it’s helped us to 

get all on the same page.” Another teacher said that the emphasis on data teams has significantly 

changed her teaching practices—she now is open with students about their learning targets and 

tailors instruction based on the results of formative assessments. One positive outcome to note is 

the increase in collaboration, with both teachers and leaders commenting that teachers are 

working more intensely together and are less isolated. 

While data teams were in place in schools, some concerns were raised about how to use data 

once a teacher returned to his or her classroom. For example, one teacher said, “We have a lot of 

data… the next steps, that’s what we have issues with.” Specifically, staff at 3 of the 12 schools 

we visited directly articulated a need for additional support in using the results of their data 

review and analysis to change classroom practice. One vice principal reported, “I see the 

disconnect… because even though they may be analyzing it, nothing is happening as far as 

changing the curriculum or what’s happening in the classrooms.” In general, in our conversations 

with teachers across many of the schools we visited, staff often had a difficult time articulating 

changes in their teaching practices due to an increased emphasis on data. Our discussions with 

teachers often “stopped” with the data team process (for example, how often staff met in data 

teams, the types of data elements they reviewed), and we heard less feedback regarding teachers’ 

personal use of data in their classrooms. 

In regard to the challenges associated with data use, the most commonly cited challenge was lack 

of time (cited at 9 of the 12 schools we visited), which echoed the feedback we received in the 

first year of our study. Teachers stated that they were overwhelmed with the range of 

expectations that had been placed on them and that they lacked adequate time to effectively 

focus on the use of data. This feedback—teachers expressing challenges in finding the time to 

implement new activities—was heard repeatedly, not only in regard to data use but to other 

RTTT reforms as well.  
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Technology 

A statewide effort to upgrade the technology 

infrastructure of public schools is occurring, with priority 

for upgrades in the ZSIs. In the 2012–2013 interviews, 

state staff described their progress and the challenges 

they faced in this area. For example, the state has 

improved videoconferencing technology to connect 

highly effective teachers to students located in remote 

and rural island schools. In addition, the state has 

continued its work to connect all public schools with 

high-speed fiber. However, this work has been slower 

than anticipated (the contract is managed by the 

University of Hawaii, rather than HIDOE) and there have 

been challenges with local contractors responsible for 

laying cable. As an intermediate step, the state has done a 

wide area network upgrade to schools to improve 

Internet access. In addition, the state has standardized the 

network equipment in schools to prevent issues that may 

result from factors such as incompatible equipment in 

classrooms. HIDOE now also has the capacity to monitor 

bandwidth in real time, which helps them “understand 

the traffic patterns we need to deal with.” Finally, the 

state is working on a “converged infrastructure” project 

that will combine data and phone systems to improve 

performance. In interviews, the state acknowledged the 

struggles some schools have faced with slow Internet 

connections and described their work to address these 

challenges. In our site visits to schools, it appeared that 

the status of their specific upgrades varied, and they had 

not all been completed at the time of our visits (for 

example, staff at one ZSI school noted that although Wi-

Fi was recently installed throughout the school campus, 

the computer equipment is dated and slow, which particularly affects their ability to conduct 

online assessments; another school said they were in the process of getting electrical upgrades 

that would help support technology). 

  

DATA SYSTEMS AND DATA 

USE: EVALUATION 

FINDINGS AT A GLANCE 
 The state has continued to revise the LDS to 

better meet the needs of the field. While 
complex area staff and school leaders 
reported using the LDS, most teachers in 
the schools we visited were not directly 
accessing the system.  

 Technology challenges that hindered the 
original DSI rollout continue to negatively 
impact teachers’ motivation to revisit the 
system. The majority of staff we spoke with 
were not using the DSI.  

 Data teams were widespread across the 
schools we visited, although some staff 
suggested that more intensive supports 
were needed to help teachers use data to 
make real changes in their classroom 
instruction.  

 As with many other RTTT activities, teachers 
and leaders stated that they had insufficient 
amounts of time to focus on the use of 
data.  
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Great Teachers and Leaders 

 

In the first evaluation, we found that the state had made progress in developing new policies and 

procedures as part of its efforts to build and support great teachers and leaders. Successes from 

the first two years of the RTTT grant included the development of new recruitment procedures 

for teachers and principals, a statewide induction and mentoring program for new teachers, and 

the pilot test of the Educator Effectiveness System (EES). In terms of areas of growth, the first 

study identified a lack of clarity among teachers regarding the components of the new 

performance system. Furthermore, many of the projects within the Great Teachers and Leaders 

Assurance Area appeared to be in their foundational stages and therefore had not yet impacted 

practice at the complex area and school levels. Progress made over the last year in regard to each 

major project within this Assurance Area is included below. 

Teacher Recruitment and Alternative Certification 

In the first two years of RTTT, improvements to the teacher recruitment process focused on two 

main areas: streamlining the application process and providing incentives to hard-to-staff schools. 

In addition, ZSI schools received prioritized access to teacher applicants before other complex 

areas, giving them a head start on recruiting highly qualified staff. The state also focused on 

ensuring that new teachers or teacher transfers—especially relative to Title I schools, schools in 

Zones of School Innovation, and STEM subjects—are “highly qualified,” as defined by Title II of 

the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

State administrators acknowledged that adjustments made to the recruitment process for the 

2011–2012 school year had not had the full impact they had hoped for. They reported that the 

changes were implemented late in the recruitment process and that this did not provide adequate 

time to impact school-level practices that had been in place for many years. Site visits conducted 

in the first year of our evaluation confirmed these reports—school staff did not indicate any 

significant changes in regard to teacher recruitment from their perspective. 

For the 2012–2013 school year, state administrators emphasized that they were approaching the 

recruitment process differently and were building on the lessons learned the previous year, as 

well as input from the field. For example, there has been an increased emphasis on 

communication with the field in the 2012–2013 school year, including principals and the 

regional personnel staff, to ensure they understand the revised recruitment process. 

GREAT TEACHERS AND LEADERS 

Ensuring schools have great teachers and leaders is a top priority for the state, with Race to 
the Top serving as the catalyst for reforms in the recruitment, training, and evaluation of 
school staff. In the third year of Hawaii’s RTTT grant, work in the Great Teachers and 
Leaders Assurance Area has focused on executing, and in some cases refining, initiatives to 
build and maintain a strong workforce, including: (1) recruitment, alternative routes to 
certification, and the equitable distribution of effective teachers and leaders; (2) induction 
and mentoring supports for new teachers; (3) teacher and principal performance 
evaluations; and (4) systems of support focused on effective professional development.  
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In our site visits, the impacts of these improvements to the recruitment process were challenging 

to detect. As in the first evaluation, the majority of school leaders we interviewed said that they 

had not yet observed any significant changes in regard to identifying and hiring qualified 

teachers. That being said, 5 of the 10 schools that spoke about recruitment said that the talent 

pool seemed to be improving, with one school noting an increase in the number of available 

special education teaching candidates. Given the timing of our school site visits (prior to the 

year’s recruitment process), the real impact of these reforms may not be identified until the third 

evaluation report based on the 2013–2014 school year. 

In addition to changes in its recruitment policies, the state has focused on more effective ways to 

expand the pool of qualified teaching staff. In the summer of 2012, the state selected two 

vendors—Teach for America (TFA) and the University of Hawaii at Manoa—to provide 

alternative certification services. Based on conversations with state administrators in the second 

evaluation, the TFA contract was much larger than anticipated (94 teachers versus a goal of 60). 

A state administrator reported, “We grew our Teach for America core by thirty percent this year. 

They’re distributed across a wider number of schools and geographies. The TFA program is 

providing much stronger mentorship and coaching than they did in years past.” For the next 

school year (2013–2014), TFA provided approximately 100 participants for placement in 

schools. 

In regard to the University of Hawaii at Manoa program, which focuses on special education, 

state staff indicated that, in comparison with the TFA contract, this program has had a slower 

start. During the last school year (2011–2012), the state reported that the university program was 

limited because of conflicts between the timing of the state contract and the university’s own 

admissions, which caused delays that impacted recruitment. For the 2012–2013 school year, the 

state began the process with the university earlier in the year in order to avoid these issues and in 

the hope of increasing interest in the program. By June 2013, the program had recruited 41 

participants, 15 of whom have been forwarded to HIDOE for placement. 

Principal Recruitment and Alternative Certification 

In the first two years of the RTTT grant, Hawaii completed a number of steps to improve the 

system for recruiting and training high quality principals and vice principals. These included 

streamlining the process to help principals certified on the mainland move more seamlessly into 

the Hawaii system by allowing them to receive credit for prior service on the state’s salary 

schedule, and by creating an online application process. Legislation now allows the state to 

attract leaders from outside the field or the state to be administrators in its public schools, 

including the acceptance of principal candidates into its administrator training program. In 

addition, out-of-state vice principals who have three years of service can now be placed as a vice 

principal in the Hawaii school system. 

In the spring of 2012, HIDOE and Chaminade University launched a new program for training 

school administrators, which involves a residency period as a vice principal to gain experience 

and coursework offered by the university, with an emphasis on managing change and 

spearheading school turnaround. In second year interviews, state staff reported that the first 

cohort in this program began in late September 2012 with a smaller than anticipated number of 

participants (6 out of the 55 who applied). Two state administrators suggested that the non-
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traditional nature of the program and its rigorous screening process may be the cause of the 

lower-than-expected enrollment figures. One administrator said, “It takes a different type of 

person, other than somebody we would take normally through our principal academy route. So I 

think a lot of it was they needed a little bit more different requirements than what a usual 

candidate would come through our regular ACE program with.” Another state administrator said, 

“That is a very big cultural shift that the department has to make because there’s a lot of 

resistance to bringing in people from the outside, whether they’re trained administrators, 

experienced administrators from the mainland or not.” 

Based on conversations with state staff for the second evaluation, the state has also focused on 

the content of training programs for administrators, including changing the curriculum to be 

more focused on instructional leadership and change management, with the hope that the 

program results in leaders who are able to manage these challenging reforms. Moving forward, 

plans to support school principals include revising the leadership induction program to align with 

the teacher induction and mentoring project, partly to ensure that new school administrators 

understand the expectations placed on new teaching staff as well the state’s strategic direction for 

reform. 

Induction and Mentoring 

The state’s induction and mentoring program is designed to increase effectiveness in teaching, 

serve as a means of retaining high-quality staff, and provide ongoing, job-embedded professional 

development. The state’s teacher induction standards describe a 15:1 mentee/mentor ratio and 

guidelines for mentor selection, mentor training, teacher professional growth plans, and program 

completion requirements. 

As of April 2012, more than 400 mentors have been trained statewide, and by April 2013 this 

number has increased to more than 500 mentors. In the second evaluation, the vast majority of 

comments regarding the program from state, complex area, and school staff were positive, 

echoing feedback we gathered the previous year. For example, one CAS noted, “I think it helps 

to save brand new teachers. All these changes are tremendous for teachers who never were 

exposed to it and so with a brand new teacher it’s having someone there to support, encourage, 

show them how to do things, the how and the what, I think is extremely important. Otherwise we 

lose first-year teachers, we lose them.” 
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The only major critiques of the induction and mentoring program related to concerns about 

adequately funding the program and the burden it placed on both mentors and “mentees” in 

terms of the time it required to fully participate. Specifically, 6 of the 13 CASs who spoke about 

the program in the second year of our evaluation voiced these concerns. One CAS said, “The 

lack of resources and the unreasonable expectations of the model the state has adopted has made 

it very difficult. And because we provided no supports for the teachers who are involved by way 

of stipend, professional credits, release time, we have not had a very solid or significant 

response.” Other concerns focused on the extensive time the program requires. One CAS, for 

example, said, “For the mentor, it’s really hard to find that time. We’re tapping into, in some 

cases, the same people. The same people that are going to be mentors within the teacher 

induction and mentoring program as well sometimes they’re the grade level chair or the 

department head or they had a leadership capacity in the school.” 

At the school level, the program’s benefits and 

drawbacks were described in similar terms. 

Administrators and teachers alike admired and 

supported the induction and mentoring program, but 

some (four schools) expressed concerns about funding 

and/or time requirements. Comments from school staff 

included the following: “I really believe in the 

mentoring program. I know it’s one of our Race to the 

Top initiatives. I've seen teachers that had mentoring, 

had participated in mentoring and they are soaring now 

as a second year teacher.” 

Teacher Performance Evaluation 

Improvement of the educator performance evaluation 

system is a critical and central component of Hawaii’s 

overall education reform strategy. The development of 

a new teacher evaluation system—known as the 

Educator Effectiveness System (EES)—reached a 

milestone in 2013, when the state and the Hawaii State 

Teachers’ Association (HSTA) agreed to a new teacher 

contract. The rollout of the EES had been hampered by 

contract negotiations between the HSTA and HIDOE 

over the last several years due to the proposed link 

between teacher compensation and performance 

evaluation. In April 2013, a new contract was 

successfully negotiated and ratified by the union. The new four-year contract includes annual pay 

increases for teachers who are rated as effective; a new performance evaluation that considers a 

teacher’s professional practice and their contribution to student learning and growth in 

determining a rating of effectiveness; more rigorous probation for new teachers and professional 

recognition when beginning teachers complete their performance-based probation; and additional 

THE EDUCATOR 

EFFECTIVENESS SYSTEM 
 Demonstration of student progress based 

on student outcomes on assessments in the 
tested grades (Grades 3–8 and 10)  

 Classroom observations using the Charlotte 
Danielson Framework 

 Student perception surveys (Tripod 
Survey)  

 Student learning objectives (SLOs), aligned 
with the CCSS, will cover every subject area 
and grade level and will capture student 
learning beyond standardized testing  
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hours of training and professional support for teachers.
13

 The new four-year contract will take 

effect on July 1, 2013. A key component of the new contract is the relationship between 

compensation and performance. Beginning in July 2015, all pay increases will be tied to a 

satisfactory or effective evaluation rating. The EES pilot test began in the 2011–12 school year. 

It included three components of the system (the observation model, student surveys, and student 

growth measures) in 18 schools in the Zones of School Innovation (ZSIs). The pilot test was 

expanded in the 2012–13 school year to an additional 63 schools and included SLOs in addition 

to the other components of the system. 

In the first year evaluation, interviews revealed limited understanding and considerable anxiety 

among teachers regarding the proposed teacher evaluation system. While principals seemed 

generally supportive of the state’s plans, teachers’ comments focused primarily on concerns about 

linking performance to pay and the inclusion of student achievement in the evaluation system. 

Since these initial interviews in 2011, the state took a number of steps to improve communication 

about and training for the teacher evaluation system, including extensive training around the EES 

system in general and specifically in regard to the Danielson Framework. The level of 

communication from the state to the pilot schools to improve understanding of the purpose and 

goal of the pilot process also increased. 

In our conversations with state staff for the second 

evaluation, administrators described their 

continued work on the EES. Specifically, in the 

third year of their RTTT grant, the state has built 

the capacity of the complex areas to strengthen 

their skill and fluency with the EES and to 

encourage CASs and their staff to take ownership 

of the new performance evaluation process. This 

entailed monthly, intensive training on the EES 

with complex area staff to prepare them to deliver 

training and support schools, as well as monthly 

capacity building sessions that were intended to 

address implementation challenges, increase 

knowledge about the system, and identify 

potential issues as they emerged. 

Discussions with CASs in the second year of the 

study indicated that they were supportive of the 

new evaluation system, particularly as it provides 

a mechanism to help teachers and administrators 

come to consensus on how high quality teaching is defined. While supportive of the EES, four 

CASs expressed concerns regarding the burden it would place on principals in terms of the high 

number of classroom observations they would be expected to conduct. Two CASs were worried 

about how their offices could successfully train the required number of staff on the system. For 

example, one CAS was aware that the state was focused on building complex area capacity, yet 

                                                 
13

 http://governor.hawaii.gov/blog/governor-board-of-education-department-of-education-and-hawaii-state-teachers-

association-sign-4-year-teachers-contract/ 

The thing that we learned is, it is 
communication, communication, 
communication. People need to be 
reassured and reassured again and again 
that this is a process of improvement. It 
is a challenge to delink people from the 
old No Child Left Behind mindset of 
everything is an “I gotcha.” Getting 
people to change their mindset around 
looking at things over a continuum 
instead of a yes or no is a challenge and 
it’s going to take some time for us to 
really institutionalize that culture 
change. 
 
– State Administrator 
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still anticipated that the training component of the new system would remain a significant 

challenge. 

During our visits to ZSI schools, we asked administrators and teachers about their experiences 

pilot testing the EES. Typically, teachers and principals spoke first about their experiences with 

the Danielson Framework, which were generally positive. Concerns about the Danielson 

Framework focused on implementation rather than the content of the framework itself (for 

example, some teachers did not receive both a pre- and post-observation discussion with a school 

administrator; teachers at one school were concerned about conducting observations right before 

a school break; and others were unclear about how the observation process specifically worked). 

In particular, administrators and some teachers were concerned about the time requirements of 

the observation system, and in the case of one school, the EES technology. At this school, the 

leader said the system would not consistently save the information inputted by the administrators 

(and in some cases, by teachers), which compounded the time burden on the staff. 

Administrators from the three ZSI schools we visited noted how time intensive it was to conduct 

the required meetings and observations, and that this was further compounded by the additional 

time it takes to input information from the observations and meetings into the EES systems. In 

addition, concerns were voiced at two “non-ZSI” schools regarding the time required to 

implement the Danielson Framework. When asked if there was anything that they needed in 

order to better understand and work with the Danielson Framework, the principal said, “I think 

it’s time. Time and people. I don't think there’s anything that we do that’s come down that we 

couldn’t see value in. It’s just time and people.” 

There were mixed reactions to the Tripod survey. ZSI teachers were supportive of soliciting 

feedback from students, but some staff (at three schools) voiced specific concerns about the use 

of the tool with young children, students with disabilities, and English language learners. For 

example, one teacher said “the Tripod was way too long and the questions were given in a way 

that was confusing to kindergarteners, so it needs to be shortened and needs to be short and 

sweet.” One teacher said that while she appreciates that the new system gathers data from 

multiple points of view, she is worried about the subjectivity of student feedback. The vice 

principal at one of these schools echoed these thoughts. While generally receptive to the use of 

the Tripod Survey, the administrator expressed concerns regarding its potential subjectivity. 

In general, when we asked teachers about the EES in the second year of the study, they did not 

view it as a “system,” but rather characterized the Tripod survey, the Danielson Framework, and 

the Student Learning Objectives as discrete and separate components. Underscoring the need to 

help staff “connect the dots,” teachers and principals suggested that more information and 

training about the EES would be beneficial. State administrators also pointed to the importance 

of continued communication about the system. As an example, one state staff member noted: 

It’s not just a new evaluation system that you’re putting in. You’re really changing values 

and beliefs and behaviors. That’s the harder challenge. What we learned from the initial 

pilot was that we had to really put a lot more effort into building a common 

understanding across the schools and teachers and administrators as well about what 

we’re trying to do… That’s an area we’re now looking at a lot more seriously. 
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It is important to note the timing of the site visits, which occurred in January and February 2013. 

Since these visits were conducted, the state has continued to provide monthly training to 

complex area staff and has developed training videos that will be used in the 2013–2014 school 

year. 

Principal Performance Evaluation 

While teacher evaluations have received the most media attention, another reform embedded in 

RTTT aims to implement a new principal evaluation system, known as the Comprehensive 

Evaluation System for School Administrators (CESSA). The new effectiveness measures for 

principals incorporate best practices in school leadership, updated Interstate School Leaders 

Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards, and outcome measures such as student growth. The 

state entered into a memorandum of understanding with the principals’ union to pilot the new 

system in the 2012–13 school year. Complex area superintendents were generally supportive of 

changes to the principal performance system, although at the time of our interviews they were 

not aware of specific details. Similar reports were voiced by principals among the schools we 

visited during site visits. 

Professional Development  

Access to high-quality professional development (PD) to develop and support effective teachers 

and leaders is another component of the state’s Great Teachers Great Leaders reform strategy. In 

the first three years of the RTTT grant, the state has focused on coordinating its PD offerings to 

staff. This work has included developing Professional Learning Community (PLC) guidelines, 

and streamlining and consolidating professional development plans across several areas—

including induction and mentoring, teacher evaluation, and highly qualified teachers—so that 

teachers will only have one professional development plan. 

Professional Development Management System (PDMS). In the first study, we reported that 

state administrators were in the midst of planning efforts related to improvements around 

professional development, with the goal of having components of the new PDMS in use by the 

fall of 2012. The state’s vision was a coordinated professional development system that offers 

differentiated training to support individual teachers’ needs, as identified through performance 

evaluation and other means. The PDMS is intended to integrate existing but separate systems and 

functions, such as course and transcript management, teacher and administrator evaluation, and 

professional development content. 

By the time of this second evaluation, progress had been made on the system but it was still not 

complete. Interviews with state staff indicated that they had moved into the technical design 

phase. An administrator described the process that was needed to develop the system carefully 

and intentionally: “The challenge was taking all that input and figuring out okay, what’s doable 

in terms of putting it into a system and having it work cohesively… We wouldn’t want to just 

overhaul everything and push that out to the schools and have it be a totally different system that 

what we’ve got now. The work now is about prioritizing and strategically rolling things out in 

terms of a professional development management system.” The system will eventually include 

teacher EES data in order to develop professional growth plans that are based on appropriate and 

targeted professional development. State administrators plan to complete and release the PDMS, 
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including training tools, by the beginning of the 2013–2014 school year. In addition, the state has 

created a resource teacher position, to begin on July 1 and lasting for one year, to support project 

management and training for PDMS implementation. 

Professional Development Opportunities 

for Teachers. In the first study, we found 

that most of the work around professional 

development was in the planning stages. For 

example, in our conversations with state 

administrators and CASs in late 2011, many 

did not believe that the state’s approach to 

professional development had changed 

significantly since the award of the Race to 

the Top grant. By the 2012–2013 school 

year, professional development offerings 

had significantly increased (although staff 

expressed frustration that paid professional 

development days had been reduced). When 

asked about changes in the professional 

development system over the last year, all 

six of the CASs who spoke to this topic 

commented on the significant push to roll out training. One CAS commented: 

There’s been a huge amount of professional development for teachers on Danielson, on 

the Tripod, on student growth, on student learner outcomes or objectives. That’s been our 

focus, to get our teachers into a place where they are successful in the classroom so kids 

could be successful in the classroom. 

In our 2013 site visits to schools, teachers were asked what topics they would want to focus on if 

they had two to three extra days of professional development. By far the most common request 

among teachers was additional training on the Common Core (staff at eight schools requested 

training in some aspect of the Common Core). Many staff across schools wanted practical, job-

embedded training on the CCSS that they could use in their classrooms immediately. 

In addition, staff at 8 of the 12 schools also expressed a desire for more planning and preparation 

time during the school day, rather than training on specific topics (although often, staff wished 

for planning time in which they could delve into the CCSS on their own or in collaboration with 

their colleagues). As one teacher explained, “Instead of having more professional development 

where we just get more fragmented, I would like to actually have a day where we actually sit and 

look, what do we have? What’s working? What’s not? What can we develop at grade level? 

What can we develop as a department?” One teacher complained about the changing focus of 

professional development over the years and expressed a desired for more time to plan within 

grade level teams. “We want to look at the standards, the benchmarks. And we want to be able to 

plan the best lesson, refine lessons that we already have to address those standards.” 

“We need time to really digest and 
understand all that’s going on with the 
Race to the Top initiative and then have 
the time to plan our Common Core 
standard units. That’s my biggest 
challenge and concern…everything is 
coming down so fast, that we’re all trying 
to make sense of it and trying to organize 
our thoughts and to understand it and 
then have the time to implement all that 
we’ve been learning.” 
 
–Teacher 
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Others identified professional development needs 

included developing common formative assessments 

(staff at three schools), providing differentiated 

instruction to students (staff at three schools), and data 

team training/using data effectively (staff at two 

schools). However, the greatest areas of agreement 

across the schools we visited in 2013 related to the 

need for more training in the CCSS and the need for 

additional time for planning and collaboration with 

their peers, both in regard to the CCSS and in general. 

This may be addressed in the coming school year, as 

the new teacher contract includes 21 additional hours 

of job-embedded professional development each year, 

to be used towards furthering state priorities. 

  

GREAT TEACHERS AND 

LEADERS: EVALUATION 

FINDINGS AT A GLANCE: 
 Improvements to the teacher recruitment 

process have not yet impacted school-level 
hiring, according to principals from our site 
visits. It appears to be too early to gauge 
the outcome of reforms to the recruitment 
process.  

 Similar to last year, the induction and 
mentoring program was viewed as a highly 
valuable and successful initiative. 
However, concerns were voiced among 
CASs and school staff regarding its cost and 
the time it required for participation.  

 Ratification of a new teacher contract has 
helped pave the way for the new EES 
system. While state-level communication 
about the new system has significantly 
improved, many teachers among the 12 
schools we visited did not yet view the EES 
as a cohesive system and ongoing training 
and support were requested.  

 Many teachers described a significant need 
for more planning and preparation time 
during the school day. In regard to specific 
professional development needs, staff 
requested more practical, hands-on 
training on the CCSS.  
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Zones of School Innovation 

 

In the first evaluation, we found that the state was channeling many resources and services into the 

ZSI schools, including early childhood subsidies to increase participation in early care and education, 

extended learning time, professional development for ZSI teachers, wraparound services, and 

technology upgrades. In addition, the new teacher evaluation pilot test focused on the ZSI schools, 

with accompanying training and supports. In site visits to three ZSI schools for the first evaluation, 

teachers reported a high level of uncertainty and anxiety regarding the new EES and said they were 

generally overwhelmed and frustrated by work demands. Recognizing these issues, the state 

increased its support to the ZSIs last year, including personnel changes to ensure effective staffing 

of support positions (such as coaches) at each ZSI school. Additional personnel were also 

targeted to support the ZSIs, including human resources and wraparound services. 

Support of the Zones of School Innovation 

In describing the general status of the two ZSIs in the 2012–2013 school year, a state official 

reported that they “have really taken off,” particularly in regard to one ZSI’s use of data to 

inform instruction. According to state staff, the pace of reform has been somewhat slower in the 

other ZSI, but efforts are underway at the complex area level to build infrastructure and capacity, 

including extending executive authority to the CAS to make personnel and strategic decisions. 

In the second evaluation, we found that the state was continuing to improve its support of the ZSIs 

and provide them with greater operational flexibility. State administrators described ongoing 

efforts to customize policies and procedures for the ZSIs to facilitate reform efforts. The deputy 

superintendent now serves as the ZSI sponsor, which helps to effectively address barriers, 

facilitate resources to the ZSIs, and make relevant policy decisions that impact the ZSIs. State 

respondents also reported on specific state supports to the ZSIs in the 2012–2013 school year 

that included Common Core workshops, technical assistance regarding student behavioral 

supports, and training on the EES. In addition, this year the state has continued to provide ZSI 

schools with the focused instructional leadership training that began last year. Finally, one of the 

state officials described the distance learning initiative in the ZSI, which is intended to provide 

students with access to courses that schools would not otherwise be able to provide. The 

initiative will move into the second phase of the pilot test in the 2013–2014 school year and a 

statewide implementation plan is being developed. 

ZONES OF SCHOOL INNOVATION 

As part of its RTTT efforts, the state established two Zones of School Innovation, which 
include low-performing schools as well as the schools that either feed into or feed from 
them (a total of 18 HIDOE schools and seven public charter schools). This approach captures 
the feeder school system and attempts to address the problem of non-alignment within 
systems of schools serving the same students as they move through their education. In 
addition to a higher level of monitoring from the state, Zone-specific programs include 
increased access to early childhood education, extended learning opportunities, and 
leadership training. 
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In our 2012–2013 interviews, the two CASs leading the Zones of Innovation indicated that they 

felt supported by the state and that, in particular, their direct contact with HIDOE senior 

leadership helped them to make links between state-level work and their own ZSI plans and 

activities. Both state respondents, as well as the two complex area superintendents, viewed the 

partnership between the ZSI CASs and senior state leadership as a successful collaboration. 

While state- and CAS-level respondents reported progress in communication and support to the 

ZSIs, school-level staff appeared to continue to struggle—as they did in the first year of the 

evaluation—with the pace of education reforms. Staff at many of the schools we visited in the 

second year of the study, both in ZSIs and non-ZSIs, reported high levels of stress as a result of 

the new initiatives rolled out by the state. As the principal at a Zone school reported, “I hear from 

my teachers it’s overwhelming constantly. We’re doing so much… The one thing that we have 

complained about the most as a teacher unit is time.” Similarly, a ZSI teacher noted that 

“Everything just came down really fast and furious and teachers are getting burned out, 

everybody’s getting burned out.”  

Another common theme that emerged from our visits to the three ZSI schools in the second 

evaluation related to the perceived usefulness of working with external technical assistance 

providers. Specifically, many of our conversations with teachers from two of the three ZSI 

schools focused on the use and frequency of formative assessments required by their external 

provider. There were significant concerns among teachers regarding the frequent testing schedule 

and the corresponding reduction in instructional time. In contrast, the principal and vice principal 

at the third Zone school we visited were positive about the support they receive from various 

sources, although this school did not work with an external provider, such as Edison, but instead 

received assistance from the complex area. 

Early Childhood Education 

In an attempt to promote children’s school readiness, Hawaii is providing subsidies to families 

living in the ZSI neighborhoods to support their children’s participation in early childhood 

education programs. Originally, Hawaii planned to use RTTT funds for this effort, but the state 

was denied this authority by the U.S. Department of Education and has been using the general 

fund budget to support the initiative. Since the 2011–2012 school year, HIDOE has provided 

approximately 200 subsidies each year to young children living in ZSI neighborhoods. In 

addition, staff at the complex area and school levels described efforts to expand ECE 

opportunities for children in the ZSIs through a variety of funding mechanisms and partnerships, 

including the state’s P3 taskforce,
14

 Head Start, or foundations. These efforts can be viewed 

within the larger early childhood policy movement in Hawaii—the Office of Early Learning, 

created in 2012, spearheaded a movement to develop a statewide early childhood development 

and learning system, signed into law by the Governor in June 2013. 

                                                 
14

 As described on the website (http://p3hawaii.org), “The Hawai‘i P-3 Initiative, supported by generous grants from 

the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, the Harold K.L. Castle Foundation, the Samuel N. and Mary Castle Foundation, and 

Kamehameha Schools, establishes partnerships with early learning providers to promote a cohesive continuum of 

experiences from birth to age eight. Through the lessons learned by these partnerships, the P-3 Initiative is able to 

improve the alignment and integration of programs, strengthening the Hawai‘i P-20 educational pipeline.” 
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Extended Learning Time 

Another priority specific to the ZSI schools is extended learning time (ELT)—an effort to 

provide additional instructional opportunities to help improve student achievement. ELT was 

intended to be a true extension of the school day, with contractual agreements for teachers to 

work a longer day and mandatory participation by students. 

Over the last two years of RTTT, ELT has undergone a number of transitions. In the first half of 

the 2011–2012 school year, the use of extended learning time was not an official component of 

the school day (for example, in first year school site visits to three Zone schools, we found that 

ELT was being implemented fully in one school but less so in the other two schools). In 

February 2012, the state reached an agreement with the Hawaii State Teachers’ Association to 

fund extended learning time in the ZSI schools (an extra hour of instructional learning time for 

approximately 150 schools, as well as 12 additional professional development days for staff in 

these schools). Summer ELT was offered in 2012 at all 18 ZSI schools, and many schools used 

some of their weighted student formula general funds to provide additional courses. In the 2012–

2013 school year, each ZSI school selected its focus for ELT when the initiative was rolled out. 

Programming included regular courses, transition to kindergarten programs, and credit recovery. 

Schools were responsible for setting their own targets for ELT, and extended programming 

varied widely across schools in the 2012–2013 school year. One state official reported that “The 

schools offer a range… that start from credit recovery all the way through enrichment and AP 

advanced learning opportunities.” 

Given that each individual ZSI school determined how it would use ELT, we cannot report on 

experiences across the state. Based on our site visits to three ZSI schools in 2012–2013 (different 

schools than those visited in the first year evaluation), implementation of extended learning time 

appeared to be working well in one school but faced challenges in the other two. For example, 

the first school used ELT to provide reading interventions to students based on their needs, and 

staff felt very strongly that the longer school day was one of the key reasons they had been able 

to raise student achievement scores. In the other two ZSI schools, teachers said they lacked 

guidance on how to use the time effectively. At one school, teachers noted that they had only 

limited preparation time to determine how to use ELT, and students themselves described ELT 

as not being useful. Staff generally seemed open to the idea of ELT but wanted more guidance in 

how to use the time effectively, as well as adequate time to prepare. At the other school, ELT 

content varied by grade level and the teachers seemed confused about whether the extra time was 

supposed to be used for extracurricular activities (for example, cheerleading and flag football) or 

for academic intervention. 

State administrators acknowledged the obstacles they faced in implementing ELT for the 2012–

2013 school year, including limited clarity regarding its goals as well as inadequate time for 

teachers to effectively collaborate and plan. Some of the ELT implementation variation across 

the schools may be attributed to when the initiative was rolled out. As one complex area 

superintendent explained, “ELT is well intended, but there was little planning time at the end of 

the school year. The principals were told that the purpose of the ELT was to minimize the 

achievement gap and that there wasn’t a set of indicators to determine the success of the ELT. It 

was left up to the school to come up with something. So that was problematic in itself.” 
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As reported in HIDOE’s May 2013 update to 

the U.S. Department of Education, the state is 

changing its approach to ELT for the 2013–

2014 school year, based on lessons learned this 

past year. Students who require additional time 

and support, as determined by schools, beyond 

the regular school day will be given ELT 

(funded by HIDOE block grants) before 

school, after school, and during intersessions, 

including direct instruction and online learning 

opportunities. In addition, RTTT will fund 

2013 summer ELT (with schools augmenting 

programming with weighted student formula 

funds). 

Communication with the ZSIs 

The effectiveness of communication between 

the state and the ZSIs emerged as a theme in 

both the first and second years of the 

evaluation. In site visits to three ZSI schools 

for the first evaluation, there seemed to be a 

lack of clarity among teachers on what it meant 

to be a “Zone school.” In this second 

evaluation, state officials described their 

attempts to improve communication with the 

ZSIs during 2012–2013. These efforts included 

diversifying the strategies they use to share 

information with the ZSIs to incorporate video 

clips, a more robust RTTT website, and the (to 

be completed) portal system. In addition to 

written communication, the state has added 

what one official referred to as the “human 

component,” emphasizing the role of the CAS 

in conveying information to the school level. 

Another state official described “a greater level 

of articulation and togetherness in the [Zone] 

complex areas.” One state official explained 

that there have been attempts by state officials 

to visit ZSI schools more often, although the 

travel time and distance across islands can be challenging. The administrator also said that 

“there’s been more of an open ear [at the state level] to what the schools are saying. I think 

there’s more of an awareness that implementation is different from planning and design and that 

for things to be successful the implementers have to be listened to… I think that message has 

come across loud and clear from the implementers, whether it be Zone or non-Zone schools.” 

SUPPORTING THE ZONES OF 

SCHOOL INNOVATION: 
EVALUATION FINDINGS AT A 

GLANCE 

 The state has continued to increase its support of 
the ZSIs, including providing greater operational 
flexibility to address challenges at the school level.  

 ZSI teachers reported a high level of frustration and 
stress regarding the pace of reforms, as did 
teachers in others schools we visited. Similarly, 
while communication to all schools, including those 
in the ZSIs, appears to have improved since last 
year, teachers still described a lack of time to track 
and process information.  
 

 ZSI implementation of extended learning time 
(which served all students) varied, with many 
teachers reporting a lack of guidance and direction. 
The state has subsequently revised its approach to 
ELT for the coming year.  
 

 Among the three ZSI schools we visited, teacher 
knowledge about STEM training, and the 
resources available to them, varied considerably. 
Many teachers described STEM as an “add on” to 
regular instruction, rather than something that 
was integrated into the curriculum.  
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During our site visits to three Zone schools this past year, it appeared that administrators felt 

more informed about RTTT than the teachers. Teachers received information through their 

administrators, their peers, or through state memos or emails. In general, the reported feeling 

among ZSI staff (as well as non-ZSI staff) was “overwhelmed.” When asked if they received 

enough information about state reform efforts, the most common response focused instead on a 

perceived lack of time, both to process updates from the state and to implement them. 
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Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) 

An important component of Hawaii’s RTTT work is integrating STEM subjects (science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics) into schools’ curriculum—and increasing the emphasis 

schools place on these subjects—in order to foster students’ ability to problem-solve, think 

critically, and collaborate. To achieve this, the state intends to provide STEM-focused 

professional development for teachers, increase the number of high school graduates who pursue 

STEM-related college degrees and careers, and engage community and corporate partners to 

promote real-world STEM-related learning experiences for students. While the intent is to 

increase STEM proficiency statewide, many of the STEM-related resources have been invested 

in the Zones for School Innovation.  

The various STEM efforts that are underway include the development of new curriculum 

materials, online resources, and professional development. Under the new CAST structure, 15 

STEM resource teachers will be embedded at the complex area levels (with one teacher located 

at the state level) and will work on moving STEM efforts forward in conjunction with the state’s 

six “priority strategies.” Schools are also offering STEM-related learning opportunities for 

students, such as the New Tech High academies implemented by two high schools in the Nanakuli-

Waianae complex area (which focus on cross-disciplinary, project-based learning and incorporate 

academic standards into projects that are grounded in real-life scenarios). In addition, the state has 

funded 15 STEM resource teachers who are members of CASTs and responsible for developing 

STEM units, modeling classroom lessons, offering STEM-related professional development, and 

working on the Virtual STEM Center (an online resource that provides students with information 

about STEM careers and postsecondary degrees and facilitates collaboration among teachers). 

Our conversations with state staff (as part of the second year evaluation) also highlighted a 

variety of other STEM-related activities that have been initiated or expanded over the last year, 

including the expansion of the Hawaii P20 STEM portal, which connects students to 

postsecondary STEM opportunities; new professional development for teachers in STEM; after-

school STEM activities and a new STEM resource teacher who supports the integration of 

STEM subjects into curriculum (funded in part by additional non-RTTT grant funds); and 

partnerships with external groups—such as Kamehameha Schools, Maʻo Farms, and the 

Department of Transportation Airports Division—that allow schools to offer a variety of STEM-

related programming to students.  

Despite this progress, however, our visits to schools revealed that teacher knowledge about 

STEM training, and the resources available to them, varied, and the extent to which STEM was 

integrated into the curriculum was unclear. Many teachers described STEM as an “add on” to 

regular instruction, rather than something that was integrated into the curriculum. As one school 

staff member reported, “I see more technology being used… but I still see a disconnect. It’s just 

a few innovated teachers… it hasn’t been as a school or department [saying] let’s really work on 

the STEM programs and connecting them with UH or [other] partnerships.” Although some 

teachers were aware of STEM resources or professional development, they indicated that they 

lacked the time to access them. 
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Changes to Education Policy  
and Professional Practice 

The following section integrates data from multiple sources to provide a picture of the policies 

and practices associated with Hawaii’s RTTT. The primary source of data was a statewide 

teacher and principal survey, which was administered in both the first and second years of the 

evaluation to all principals in the state, and to a sample of approximately 3,000 teachers located 

in 60 representative schools across the state. In the second year of the evaluation, the overall 

response rate was 70 percent for teachers and 87 percent for principals. All 60 schools sampled 

for the teacher survey were represented in both years’ samples; among principals’ responses, 247 

of 285 schools (87 percent) had responses this year, and 206 of 285 schools (72 percent) had 

responses in both years. Appendix B provides additional detail on the composition of each year’s 

teacher and principal response sample.
15

 Sampling weights were applied to the teacher survey 

results in order to make general statements about teachers’ perceptions in schools across the state 

as a whole. In addition, analyses of other relevant extant data are integrated into this chapter to 

provide a comprehensive picture of RTTT, including the Beginning Teacher Online Survey, LDS 

usage data maintained by HIDOE, and the Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment. 

First, we present the scores for the different survey constructs, each of which is based on 

multiple survey items that focus on a particular topic. This approach allows us to summarize the 

survey data and provide an overall picture of how teachers’ and principals’ perceptions and 

practices have changed since the first year of the study. After presenting the broad survey 

constructs, we then present findings for selected individual survey items (organized by 

Assurance Area). As noted above, other extant data are woven into this section where relevant. 

Survey Findings by Construct 

Our teacher and principal surveys were designed to reliably capture larger underlying constructs, 

and to achieve this we included multiple questions that explored different aspects of each 

construct. Survey items were analyzed using an approach called “Rasch modeling.”
16

 The 

principal sample includes every school in the state, and principal values for each construct are 

therefore representative of principals across the state. However, because teacher survey 

responses were drawn from a systematic sample of schools in the state, sampling weights have 

                                                 
15

 In order to use all data gathered in each year’s survey, all survey results presented in this chapter draw on the full 

samples from each year. Thus, year-to-year differences may be due to changes in the composition of the respondent 

sample. However, as shown in Appendix B, the samples are very similar in terms of key school characteristics, 

supporting the assumption that year-on-year differences in aggregate survey responses are driven primarily by 

changing school conditions rather than sample composition.  
16

 For the teacher and principal survey data, we created continuous scale scores for each survey construct from the 
ordered response categories available to the sample members (e.g., strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree) 
using a program called WINSTEPS, which follows the principles of the Rasch model. The resulting scale scores, 
composed of multiple items that fit together from a theoretical perspective, provide a quantitative measure of frequency 
and intensity of an individual’s responses for the entire construct. The scale score units are log odd units (logit), which 
makes them suitable for use in concise descriptions and as outcome variables in statistical models. Some survey items 
were not included in the Rasch scaling, either by design or because the Rasch analysis showed that they do not, in fact, 
belong in a scale. These items were analyzed individually.  
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been applied to school-level means of teacher construct values in order to make them 

representative of teachers’ perceptions of implementation in schools across the state.
17

 The rating 

scale model was applied separately to each construct on the teacher and principal survey, and the 

scores are therefore not directly comparable across constructs within a survey, or across teacher 

and principal surveys. For this report, both years’ survey data were scaled together so that the 

scores for a particular construct can be compared over time within either the principal or the 

teacher survey.
18

 

Exhibit 3 provides a guide to the survey constructs, as well as a summary of the items that are 

included in each construct. The summary is not meant to be inclusive of all the survey items that 

are included within each construct but rather is intended to help the reader gain a basic 

understanding of each construct. 

Exhibit 3. Guide to the Survey Constructs 

Construct Sample Survey Items 

Readiness to implement the CCSS Participation in CCSS training, and extent to which staff have modified 
assessments, instructional materials, and pacing guides to align with the CCSS; 
staff reports of feeling prepared to implement the CCSS. 

Challenges to standards-based 
instruction  

Challenges to implementing standards-based instruction, such as lack of 
training on instructional strategies; limited availability of aligned instructional 
materials; and lack of time to learn about standards  

School’s use of data to improve 
instruction  

Extent to which the school engages in the analysis of data; uses a data system; 
meets in data teams; and uses data to make changes in practice.  

Comfort with analyzing and acting 
on student data  

Staff comfort working with data, translating data into practice, and 
development of interventions based on data.  

Challenges using data to make 
instructional decisions  

Challenges such as lack of time to focus on data or collaborate with others; 
limited confidence in data systems; not enough or too much data.  

Use of HSA data  Extent to which staff use HSA data to identify students needing support; tailor 
instruction to individual needs; identify/correct gaps in the curriculum. 

Use of formative assessments  to 
inform instruction 

Extent to which staff use formative assessments to tailor instruction to 
individual students’ needs; examine the performance of student subgroups; 
assign students to classes or groups.  

Challenges with having a qualified 
teaching force  

Challenges such as lack of PD or mentoring for new teachers; difficulty 
retaining teachers; insufficient compensation.  

                                                 
17

 In our survey sampling, we oversampled some teachers (for example, in the ZSI schools). In order to make the 

survey results representative of the full Hawaii teacher population, we assigned those teachers a smaller weight and 

we gave under-sampled teachers a larger weight, so that the distribution of teachers in the weighted survey sample 

closely resembles the distribution of teachers in the state as a whole. Hypothesis tests of differences in teacher 

construct values across years are conducted using school means with sampling weights applied, thus creating a 

distribution of observations that closely resembles the population of schools in the state as a whole.  
18

 In order to make the Rasch scores comparable across both years of the survey, the scores from the first year were 

rescaled. As such, the mean scores reported here for the first year of survey data may differ slightly from those 

reported in the first year report. The underlying survey data have not changed nor have the relative scores between 

subgroups; further, the level of statistical significance of between-group differences changed in only 2 of the 75 

comparisons between teacher or principal subgroups. The rescaling process thus allows comparisons across years 

while introducing only minimal changes to the first year Rasch scores.   
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Construct Sample Survey Items 

Satisfaction with professional 
development  

Satisfaction with PD opportunities, including the extent to which PD activities, 
professional growth plans, participation in learning communities, and 
guidance from a mentor teacher are considered useful. 

Effectiveness of activities and 
resources to improve the school 

Extent to which staff find activities/resources effective in improving school 
performance, such as teacher incentives, improved technology infrastructure; 
targeted assistance from external providers.  

Resource-based challenges to 
improving school performance 

Challenges such as a lack of resources, large class sizes, insufficient number of 
textbooks, materials that are not aligned with standards, limited funding.  

People-based (staff, students, 
parents) challenges to improving 
school performance  

Challenges related to school staff, students, and parents, such as student 
behavior problems, a high rate of student turnover, low staff morale, lack of 
support from parents.  

Perception of positive school 
environment  

Extent to which teachers agree with statements regarding a common school 
vision and shared values and philosophies of education.  

Perception of RTTT 
implementation 

Perception of RTTT implementation, including the state’s communication, 
changes in practice and new resources due to RTTT, the value of RTTT, the 
transparency of RTTT funding.  

Value of academic and financial 
planning* 

Perceived value of AcFin Plans, alignment with complex area and state 
priorities, impact on school’s planning/decision making, the utility of ARTs. 

Engagement and effectiveness of 
data teams*  

Extent to which principals believe data teams impact on instruction, increase 
teacher collaboration, help staff discuss common formative assessment.  

*These two constructs apply to principals only. In addition, these two constructs were added to the second year survey and 
thus first year data are not available. 
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Change Over Time: A Comparison of 2012 and 2013 Survey Results 

The following section describes survey findings for 

principals and teachers (more detailed reporting of 

subgroup means for each construct is included in Appendix 

C.)
19

 We begin by describing how schools have changed 

since 2012. We then focus specifically on the results from 

this year’s survey, and we answer three key questions: 

 What has changed for teachers and principals since 

the first survey was administered? 

 What has changed specifically for ZSI teachers and 

principals? 

 What differences do we observe this year between 

teachers and principals in the ZSIs and those outside 

the ZSIs? 

Statewide Results. Relative to 2012, principals this year 

were more ready to implement the Common Core, but they 

also reported more challenges in their efforts to improve 

school performance. These included “resource-based” 

challenges (such as a lack of resources, large class sizes, an 

insufficient number of textbooks, and/or limited funding) 

and staff-, student-, and parent-related challenges (such as 

student behavior problems, a high rate of student turnover, 

low staff morale, and/or a lack of support from parents). In 

addition, principals experienced more challenges in 

building and maintaining a qualified teaching force 

(including a lack of professional development or mentoring 

for new teachers, difficulty retaining teachers, low teacher 

compensation). Finally, principals viewed their school 

environments less positively this year (relative to last year). 

As an example, principals were less positive about the 

extent to which staff share a common school vision, 

common values, and common philosophies, relative to last 

year (a finding that is also true for teachers). 

Relative to the 2012 survey, teachers were also more ready 

to implement the Common Core, and they viewed RTTT 

more favorably. At the same time, however, the extent to 

                                                 
19

 Survey contracts are presented in this section, using Rasch scores, which were computed using survey results from 

principals who responded to the survey in Year 1 and principals who responded in Year 2, regardless of whether a 

principal responded in both years. Similarly, the scores for teachers include survey results from teachers who 

responded in Year 1 and teachers who responded in Year 2, regardless of whether a teacher responded in both years. 

The mean teacher scores are computed using school-level means, weighted at the school level. 

Statistically 
significant changes: 
2012 to 2013 
 

Statewide Findings 
 Teachers reported a more positive 

perception of RTTT.  

 Teachers and principals reported 
increased readiness to implement 
the Common Core. 

 Principals reported facing a greater 
level of challenges in their efforts 
to improve school performance. 

 Teachers and principals reported a 
more negative perception of their 
school environment. 

 Teachers reported a decrease in 
the use of formative assessments 
to inform instruction. 

 

ZSI Findings 
 ZSI principals reported an increase 

in the use of data in their schools, 
and in their own comfort with 
using data to inform decisions. 

 ZSI teachers reported greater 
readiness to implement the 
Common Core 

 ZIS teachers reported a more 
positive perception of RTTT.  
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which teachers used formative assessments to inform their instructional practices decreased 

significantly, and teachers were significantly less positive about their school environments, relative 

to last year. 

ZSI Schools. Among ZSI principals, only 2 of the 11 constructs that were measured in both 

survey administrations exhibited statistically significant changes (relative to last year). First, ZSI 

principals reported a significant increase in their schools’ use of data to improve instruction, 

relative to last year; and second, they reported a significant increase in their own comfort with 

analyzing and acting on student data, relative to last year. For ZSI teachers, there were only two 

constructs that showed statistically significant change relative to last year: First, teachers 

exhibited a greater readiness to implement the Common Core, relative to last year; and second, 

teachers viewed RTTT implementation more positively, relative to last year. 

Effect Sizes, Year-on-Year Changes. Exhibits 4 and 5 illustrate changes in mean construct 

values that have occurred since 2012. These year-to-year differences are expressed using “effect 

sizes,” which are standardized measures of change that allow for rough comparisons across 

constructs. For each group (all schools, ZSI schools, and non-ZSI schools), the year-to-year 

change in each construct is presented as an effect size, and asterisks indicate whether the change 

is statistically significant. (Two asterisks indicate that a change is statistically significant at a 

more stringent test level, which means that there is an even lower probability that the observed 

difference is due to chance.) Positive effect sizes tell us that principals’ and teachers’ perceptions 

have become more favorable or positive since 2012, while negative effect sizes tell us that 

principals’ and teachers’ perceptions have become less favorable or less positive since 2012. 

Exhibit 4. Year-on-Year Changes in Principal Perceptions, All Schools, Non-ZSI, and ZSI  

Construct All Schools Non-ZSI Schools  ZSI Schools 

Readiness to implement the CCSS +0.3** +0.4**  +0.1 

Challenges to standards-based instruction  -- --  -- 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  +0.0 - 0.0  +0.6* 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  +0.0 - 0.0  +0.6* 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  - 0.0 - 0.0  +0.3 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data -- --  -- 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction - 0.1 - 0.1  +0.1 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  - 0.2* - 0.2*  - 0.1 

Satisfaction with professional development  -- --  -- 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school - 0.2 - 0.2  - 0.1 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  - 0.4** - 0.4**  - 0.0 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  - 0.3** - 0.3**  - 0.3 

Perception of positive school environment  - 0.2* - 0.2*  +0.1 

Perception of RTTT implementation +0.2 +0.2  +0.3 

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01. Changes are expressed as an effect size (that is, a proportion of the standard deviation of the same 

measure in 2012). Constructs marked with “” are reverse-coded, relative to their source items, so that higher values on all 
constructs represent more positive perceptions, regardless of the coding of individual survey item response options underlying 
each construct. Constructs without effect sizes (marked “--”) reflect that the items included in these constructs were not 
included in the principal surveys. 
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Exhibit 5. Year-on-Year Changes in Teacher Perceptions, All Schools, Non-ZSI, and ZSI 

Construct All Schools Non-ZSI Schools  ZSI Schools 

Readiness to implement the CCSS     +0.4**      +0.4**  +0.3* 

Challenges to standards-based instruction  - 0.1 - 0.1  +0.1 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  +0.0 - 0.0  +0.2 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  - 0.3 - 0.3  - 0.0 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  +0.0 +0.0  - 0.2 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data - 0.3 - 0.3  +0.0 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction  - 0.4* - 0.4*  - 0.3 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  +0.1 +0.1  - 0.1 

Satisfaction with professional development  - 0.0 - 0.0  - 0.1 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school +0.1 +0.1  +0.2 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  - 0.1 - 0.1  +0.1 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  +0.0 +0.0  - 0.1 

Perception of positive school environment   - 0.4**     - 0.4**  +0.1 

Perception of RTTT implementation   +0.8**     +0.8**  +0.4* 

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01. Changes are expressed as an effect size (that is, a proportion of the standard deviation of the same 

measure in 2012). Constructs marked with “” are reverse-coded, relative to their source items, so that higher values on all 
constructs represent more positive perceptions, regardless of the coding of individual survey item response options underlying 
each construct. 

Differences between ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools in 2013 

In this section, we focus specifically on the 2013 survey and discuss statistically significant 

differences between ZSI and non-ZSI schools, which are presented in Exhibit 6. Among 

principals, we found significant differences between those who work in ZSI schools and those 

who work outside the ZSIs for 6 of the 14 constructs measured in the second year survey. For 

five of these six constructs, ZSI principals reported more positive or favorable conditions 

compared to their non-ZSI colleagues. Specifically, ZSI principals reported significantly greater 

use of data to improve instruction in their schools, more comfort analyzing and acting on student 

data, more use of formative assessments to inform instruction, a greater level of engagement and 

effectiveness in regard to data teams, and they viewed RTTT implementation more positively. 

However, ZSI principals also reported more “people-based” challenges (related to staff, students, 

and parents) to improving school performance, compared to non-ZSI principals. In 2013, there 

were more significant differences between ZSI and non-ZSI principals than in 2012, when ZSI 

principals differed from their non-ZSI peers on only two constructs (a more positive perception 

of RTTT and more staff-, student-, and parent-related challenges to school improvement among 

ZSI principals). 

Compared to principals, there were fewer significant differences between teachers at ZSI and 

non-ZSI schools in the 2013 survey. Compared to non-ZSI educators, ZSI teachers—like ZSI 

principals—reported more staff- and student-related challenges to improving school performance 

(which was also a significant difference in 2012). In addition, ZSI teachers were less satisfied 
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than non-ZSI teachers with professional development opportunities (which was not a significant 

difference in 2012). 

There were also fewer differences between ZSI teachers and non-ZSI teachers in 2013, relative 

to 2012. In 2012, for example, ZSI teachers reported lower rates of using data to improve 

instruction; they believed that activities and resources for school improvement were less 

effective; they viewed their school environment less positively; and they viewed RTTT 

implementation more positively than non-ZSI teachers. By 2013, these differences were no 

longer statistically significant, and ZSI and non-ZSI teachers exhibited greater similarities (in 

terms of their perceptions and their practices) than in 2013. 

Effect Sizes, Within-Year Comparisons. Similar to Exhibits 4 and 5 above, Exhibit 6 (below) 

presents differences between ZSI and non-ZSI teachers, as well as differences between ZSI and 

non-ZSI principals, using effect sizes. In this case, the effect sizes are standardized measures of 

differences between groups, which make between-group differences roughly comparable across 

constructs. Positive effect sizes indicate that respondents at ZSI schools have more positive 

perceptions than respondents at non-ZSI schools. 

Exhibit 6. Within-Year Comparisons of ZSI Versus Non-ZSI Teachers, Principals 

Construct 

ZSI - Non-ZSI 
2012 

ZSI - Non-ZSI 
2013 

Teachers  Principals Teachers  Principals 

Readiness to implement the CCSS - 0.4  +0.0 - 0.6  - 0.3 

Challenges to standards-based instruction  +0.2      -- +0.6      -- 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  - 0.8*  +0.0 - 0.5  +0.8** 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  - 0.3  - 0.3 - 0.0  +0.4* 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  - 0.4  - 0.1 - 0.6  +0.3 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data - 0.9*      -- - 0.3      -- 

School use of formative assessments  - 0.5  +0.3 - 0.4  +0.5* 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  - 0.6  +0.1 - 0.6  +0.2 

Satisfaction with professional development  - 0.6      -- - 0.6*      -- 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school - 0.7*  +0.0 - 0.6  +0.0 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  - 0.7  +0.2 - 0.6  +0.6 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  - 1.5**  - 0.7** - 1.6**  - 0.8** 

Perception of positive school environment  - 0.9**  - 0.3 - 0.3  +0.1 

Perception of RTTT implementation +1.3**  +0.5* +0.8  +0.7* 

Value of Academic and Financial Planning     --      --     --  +0.1 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams     --      --     --  +0.9** 

Note: *p<0.05, **p<0.01. Differences are expressed as an effect size (that is, a proportion of the standard deviation of the same 

measure for non-ZSI Schools). Constructs marked with “” are reverse-coded, relative to their source items, so that higher 
values on all constructs represent more positive perceptions, regardless of the coding of individual survey item response 
options underlying each construct. The survey items that inform the final two constructs listed in this table were only included 
on the Year 2 principal survey. Other constructs without effect sizes (marked “--”) are due the fact that the items included in 
these constructs were not included in the principal surveys. 
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Survey Findings by Assurance Area 

The following sections of this chapter offer a more detailed look at the survey data, organized by 

RTTT Assurance Areas: Aligned State Systems, Standards and Assessments, Data Systems and 

Data Use, Great Teachers and Leaders, and Zones of School Innovation. 

For the purposes of this section of the report, we refer to the first year evaluation survey as the 

“Year 1 survey” and the second year evaluation survey as the “Year 2 survey.” The Year 1 

survey was administered in the spring of 2012, and the Year 2 survey was administered in the 

spring of 2013. In charts comparing teachers and principals, teacher responses to a given survey 

item are labeled “T” and principal responses are labeled “P.” Similarly, the labels “ZSI” and 

“Non-ZSI” distinguish between responses from members of each group. 

Aligned State Systems 

Perceptions of Race to the Top. In Year 2, teachers viewed every aspect of RTTT listed in 

Exhibit 7 more favorably, relative to Year 1. In particular, the proportion of teachers who 

responded favorably to (i.e., moderately or extensively agreed with) survey items that asked 

about state communication of RTTT plans, RTTT impact on school practices and resources, and 

understanding of RTTT plans increased by at least 10 percentage points, relative to 2012. 

Despite this improvement, however, no more than half of all teachers typically agreed with the 

positive statements about RTTT implementation listed in Exhibit 7 to a moderate or great extent. 

As an example, only 40 percent of all teachers agreed they “understood RTTT plans.” This 

suggests that although teachers’ perceptions of RTTT are becoming more positive, there is still 

considerable room for growth. 

Principals’ perceptions of RTTT—which were more positive than teachers’ perceptions in both 

Year 1 and Year 2—have also improved since last year. In particular, the proportion of principals 

who agreed that RTTT is “making a difference” and is “changing school practices and/or 

resources” increased significantly (by 16 percentage points and 18 percentage points, 

respectively, since Year 1). 

When we compared ZSI and non-ZSI teachers in Year 2 (Exhibit 8), we found that both groups 

of teachers viewed RTTT implementation more positively (as measured by the survey items in 

Exhibit 8), relative to last year. Although this improvement was greater among non-ZSI teachers, 

ZSI teachers typically rated RTTT implementation higher than their non-ZSI colleagues. 

While almost 80 percent of ZSI teachers indicated that resources and practices have changed as a 

result of RTTT, only 42 percent agreed (to a moderate or great extent) that RTTT is making a 

difference. This is a significant gap (and a similar gap exists for non-ZSI teachers), and it may 

reflect that educators believe there are considerable challenges to improving student performance 

(see Exhibit 40). 
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Exhibit 7. Perceptions of RTTT, All Teachers and Principals 

 

Exhibit 8. Perceptions of RTTT, Non-ZSI and ZSI Teachers 
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Aligned Planning. In the 2012–2013 school year, the state intensified its effort to align planning 

across its tri-level system through the use of Academic Review Teams (ART) and the alignment 

of Academic and Financial Plans (AcFin Plans) with complex area and state priorities. As noted 

earlier in this report, ARTs are intended to review performance data, set priority strategies, 

manage and monitor practices using structured routines, and target supports and resources. AcFin 

Plans are partially pre-populated by HIDOE with individualized goals to increase alignment 

across schools, complex areas, and the state. 

As shown in Exhibit 9 (below), a very high proportion of principals agreed or strongly agreed 

with statements on the alignment and usefulness of the Academic and Financial Plan and the 

Academic Review Team. 

Exhibit 9. Aligned Planning, Principals 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?  

Percent who indicated "agree" or 
"strongly agree" 

Y2 

Academic and Financial Plan aligned with Complex and State Priorities (%) 96 

Academic and Financial Plan informs school's planning and decision making (%) 100 

Academic Review Team provides me with valuable support (%) 90 

Academic and Financial Plan informs decisions about what PD to offer teachers (%) 97 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Standards and Assessments 

Common Core State Standards. Implementing the Common Core is a central component of the 

state’s work in the area of Standards and Assessment. As described in detail in earlier sections of 

this report, teachers in grades K–2 and 11–12 have been implementing the Common Core since 

the 2011–2012 school year, while grades 3–10 will be required to implement it in the next school 

year (2013–2014). Many teachers in grades 3–10 have been preparing to implement these 

standards by participating in training, collaborating with peers, and reviewing pacing guides and 

lesson plans. In general, survey data indicate that teachers in grades K–2 and 11–12 feel more 

ready, prepared, and trained to implement the CCSS than their peers in grades 3–10—a finding 

that is not surprising given that this group has been implementing the standards for several years. 

We also observed that the proportion of teachers in grades 3-10 who feel prepared to implement 

the CCSS has increased significantly, although there is still room for growth. 

The following section includes results from the teacher and principal survey that relate to the 

Common Core in both ELA/Literacy and mathematics. We specifically present results for 

teachers who indicated that they taught ELA and mathematics, organized by grade level groups 

(grades K–2 and 11–12 versus grades 3–10). 

Readiness to Implement the Common Core in English Language Arts and Literacy. More 

than three quarters of teachers who teach ELA in grades K–2 and 11–12 indicated (through the 

survey items listed in Exhibit 10) that they felt ready to implement the Common Core in 

ELA/Literacy. In addition, their feelings of preparedness have grown since the Year 1 survey. 

The proportion of teachers who felt they had had sufficient exposure to the ELA/Literacy 

standards has grown by 18 percentage points since Year 1, while the proportions of teachers who 
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felt prepared to implement these standards and to identify instructional strategies that align with 

CCSS ELA have both increased by 13 percentage points. 

In contrast, teachers in grades that are not required to implement the standards until the 2013–

2014 school year (grades 3–10) felt less ready to implement the Common Core in ELA/Literacy. 

For example, only 56 percent of these teachers agreed or strongly agreed that they had had 

enough exposure to the standards, compared with 82 percent of teachers in grades K–2 and 11–

12 (although the rate of growth in their readiness from Year 1 to Year 2 was similar for both 

groups of teachers). 

Exhibit 10. ELA Teacher Readiness to Implement CCSS in ELA/Literacy, by Grade  

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Activities to Prepare for ELA/Literacy CCSS Implementation. Among ELA educators, those 

who teach in grades K–2 and 11–12 are substantially more likely to have participated in 

preparations to implement the standards. However, teachers in grades 3–10 have made 

impressive gains since the Year 1 survey. In four of the six activities listed in Exhibit 11, the 

proportion of teachers who indicated that they had participated in preparations to a moderate or 

great extent has increased by at least 20 percentage points since Year 1. 

Exhibit 11. ELA Teacher Participation in Activities to Prepare for CCSS in ELA, by Grade 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

  

 Teaching ELA 

 Grades 3–10  Grades K–2, 11–12 

  Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Had enough exposure to ELA standards (%) 36 56 20  64 82 18 

Identify instructional strategies that align with CCSS ELA (%) 60 76 16  75 88 13 

Prepare lessons aligned with CCSS ELA (%) 67 83 17  84 93 9 

Understand differences between HCPS and CCSS ELA (%) 65 83 18  86 90 4 

Feel prepared to implement the CCSS ELA (%) 40 61 20  69 83 13 

 Teaching ELA 

 Grades 3–10  Grades K–2, 11–12 

  Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Learned about the content of the CCSS ELA (%) 57 75 18  82 90 8 

Made changes in instruct. materials to align with the CCSS 
ELA (%) 

41 66 25 
 

79 87 8 

Created new instructional pacing guides for CCSS ELA (%) 37 60 23  73 83 10 

Made changes in assessments to align with the CCSS ELA (%) 33 57 24  76 84 9 

Used resources from the state's database website (%) 32 46 13  62 69 7 

Been trained on the CCSS ELA (%) 24 53 29  52 70 18 
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Readiness to Implement the CCSS in Mathematics. Among educators who reported that they 

teach mathematics, around eighty percent of the teachers in grades currently required to 

implement the CCSS standards (grades K–2 and 11–12) felt that they had had enough exposure 

to the mathematics standards and were prepared to implement them. In comparison, slightly less 

than two thirds of the teachers in grades that are not currently required to implement the 

standards (grades 3–10) felt that they had had enough exposure to the mathematics standards and 

were prepared to implement them (Exhibit 12). The extent to which teachers’ perceptions about 

exposure and preparedness have become more positive since 2012 was noticeable, but it was 

larger among teachers in grades 3–10. 

Exhibit 12. Mathematics Teacher Readiness to Implement CCSS in Mathematics, by Grade 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Activities to Prepare for CCSS Mathematics Implementation. More than eighty percent of 

teachers in grades K–2 and 11–12 indicated that they had learned about the content of the CCSS 

in mathematics, made changes in instructional materials and assessments to align with the 

standards, and created new pacing guides. Overall, we observed large increases in the 

proportions of teachers in grades 3–10 who had undertaken activities to prepare for CCSS 

mathematics implementation, while the increases in the proportions of teachers in grades K–2 

and 11–12 who had undertaken these activities were more modest. 

Exhibit 13. Mathematics Teacher Participation in Activities to Prepare for CCSS in 

Mathematics, by Grade 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Teacher Uses of Formative Assessments. Teachers are encouraged to use formative 

assessments to guide instructional decisions and identify, on a continuous basis, where students 

 Teaching Math 

 Grades 3–10  Grades K–2, 11–12 

  Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Had enough exposure to math standards (%) 41 63 22  67 80 12 

Identify instructional strategies that align with CCSS math (%) 61 74 13  80 87 7 

Prepare lessons aligned with CCSS math (%) 70 80 10  86 91 5 

Understand differences between HCPS and CCSS math (%) 73 83 10  84 89 5 

Feel prepared to implement the CCSS math (%) 44 63 18  70 83 14 

 Teaching Math 

 Grades 3–10  Grades K–2, 11–12 

  Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Learned about the content of CCSS math (%) 48 71 23  78 85 6 

Made changes in instruct. materials to align with CCSS math (%) 37 58 21  78 85 7 

Created new instructional pacing guides for CCSS math (%) 33 50 17  73 81 8 

Made changes in assessments to align with CCSS math (%) 32 48 16  75 83 8 

Used resources from the state's database website (%) 29 44 15  59 63 5 

Been trained on the CCSS math (%) 31 52 21  53 65 11 
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are struggling and where they are excelling. In the 2013 survey, approximately 60 to 70 percent 

of teachers reported using the results from formative assessments for the various purposes listed 

in Exhibit 14, including tailoring instruction, correcting gaps in curriculum, and examining the 

performance of subgroups of students. In fact, we observed a slight decrease in the proportion of 

teachers who use assessment data (to a moderate or great extent) for these purposes. The 

proportion of teachers who use these assessments to tailor instruction to meet the needs of 

individual students has decreased by six percentage points since Year 1, and the proportion of 

teachers who use the information to identify areas for their own professional development has 

decreased by seven percentage points. 

Exhibit 14. Teacher Uses of Formative Assessments, Teachers 

To what extent do you use formative assessments for the following 
activities? 

Percent who indicated a "moderate" or 
"great" extent 

Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Change 

Tailor instruction to individual students' needs (%)  77% 70% -6% 

Identify and correct gaps in the curriculum for all students (%) 76% 71% -5% 

Recommend tutoring or other educational services (%) 67% 62% -5% 

Examine performance of subgroups (%) 61% 60% -1% 

Identify areas where I need to strengthen my content knowledge or 
teaching skills (%) 

78% 71% -7% 

Assign or reassign students to classes or groups (%) 62% 60% -2% 

Report progress to administrators (%) 64% 60% -3% 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Data Systems and Data Use 

Access to, and use of, data is the third key area of reform embedded in RTTT. The following 

section presents survey findings regarding teachers’ use of data, challenges to using data, and 

data teams. In addition, we analyzed information gathered by HIDOE regarding teachers’ and 

principals’ engagement with the Longitudinal Data System (LDS) and data on educator 

employment drawn from the state’s Electronic Human Resources system. 

Use of Data. HIDOE considers the use of data a priority strategy to support classroom 

instruction and student performance. In the Year 1 and Year 2 surveys, a large majority of 

principals and teachers indicated that they engaged extensively in all aspects of data use at their 

school (as shown in Exhibit 15). While the proportion of teachers who reported that they 

engaged in data use has increased only marginally since last year, data use was already relatively 

high among teachers in Year 1 (e.g., 75 percent or more of teachers typically indicated that 

various activities related to data were in place). Relative to non-ZSI teachers, the proportion of 

ZSI teachers who engaged in every aspect of data use measured by the survey increased slightly 

between Year 1 and Year 2. Of these aspects of data use, the proportion of ZSI and non-ZSI 

teachers who participated in teacher teams to analyze data (Exhibit 16) increased the most. 

Generally, ZSI and non-ZSI teachers engaged in data use to a similar extent in Year 2. 
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Exhibit 15. Use of Data, Teacher and Principal Perceptions 

To what extent do the following characterize your school's use of 
data? 

Percent who indicate a "moderate" to "great" extent 

All teachers  Principals 

Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Staff are engaged in systematic analysis of student perform. data (%) 78 78 0  86 85 -1 

Use of data system to support data analysis (%) 72 70 -1  80 80 0 

Grade level teams/departments meet to analyze data (%) 74 79 5  86 86 1 

Culture of data use at the school (%) 73 75 1  82 80 -3 

Assessment of student performance leads to change in practice (%) 89 87 -2  78 75 -3 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit 16. Data Use Activities, ZSI and Non-ZSI Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Comfort with Analyzing and Acting on Student Data. Teachers reported high levels of 

comfort with various data use activities (as shown in Exhibit 17) and we observed little 

difference between ZSI and non-ZSI teachers. However, principals’ perceptions of their 

teachers’ level of comfort with data use were somewhat less positive (see Exhibit 18). For 

example, only 67 percent of principals indicated that roughly half of their teachers were 

comfortable with changing instruction based on data and creating interventions for lower or 

higher performing students. 
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Exhibit 17. Teacher Comfort With Data Use, Teachers 

To what extent are you comfortable with the following 
activities? 

Percent who indicate "moderately" or "completely" 
comfortable 

Non-ZSI teachers  ZSI teachers 

Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Comfort using data from student assessments (%) 95 93 -1  92 94 2 

Comfort analyzing individual student performance over time (%) 95 93 -2  93 93 1 

Comfort analyzing classroom level performance over time (%) 94 93 -2  92 92 0 

Comfort translating data into knowledge about students' 
strengths and weaknesses (%) 

93 90 -2  91 91 0 

Comfort creating interventions for lower or higher performing 
students (%) 

84 85 1  82 84 2 

Comfort changing instruction based on data (%) 93 91 -2  89 88 -1 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit 18. Teacher Comfort with Data Use, Principals 

What percentage of teachers at your school feel comfortable with the following 
activities? 
 

Percent who indicated over 
half their teachers are 

comfortable 

Principals 

Y1 Y2 Change 

Comfort using data from student assessments (%) 80 82 2 

Comfort analyzing individual student performance over time (%) 78 80 2 

Comfort analyzing classroom level performance over time (%) 76 80 4 

Comfort translating data into knowledge about students' strengths and weaknesses (%) 73 74 1 

Comfort creating interventions for lower or higher performing students (%) 63 67 3 

Comfort changing instruction based on data (%) 68 67 -1 

 Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Challenges to Data Use. In both the Year 1 and Year 2 surveys, the most common challenges to 

data use reported by teachers all related to time—a lack of time to collaborate with peers (76 

percent of teachers rated this was a moderate or great challenge in both years), and a lack of time 

to analyze data (75 percent of teachers rated this as a moderate or great challenge in both years). 

In fact, teachers and principals reported these challenges to data use more than any other 

challenges (by a wide margin) in Year 2. 

In addition, more teachers reported that data analysis and their lack of confidence with data 

systems were moderate/major challenges to data use in Year 2, relative to Year 1 (a 5 percent 

and 6 percent increase, respectively). As shown in the bottom panel of Exhibit 19, this growth 

was driven by non-ZSI teachers. Moreover, a higher proportion of principals cited insufficient 

data and too much data as challenges to data use in Year 2, relative to Year 1 (a 7 percentage 

point and 10 percentage point increase, respectively). 
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Exhibit 19. Challenges to Using Data, Teachers and Principals 

To what extent are the following factors a 
challenge when using data to make 
instructional decision? 

Percent who indicated a "moderate" or "major" challenge 

All teachers  Principals 

Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Lack of time to analyze (%) 75 75 0  73 74 1 

Lack of time to collaborate (%) 76 76 0  74 76 2 

Not confident with data analysis (%) 33 38 5  41 37 -4 

Not confident with data system(s) (%) 38 43 6  41 40 -1 

Technology problems (%) 43 41 -2  43 41 -2 

Insufficient data (%) 24 26 2  14 20 7 

Too much data (%) 32 35 3  30 40 10 

Lack of DOE communication (%) - - -  41 41 0 

Data too late (%) 31 35 4  31 36 5 

Data use not encouraged by the state (%) - - -  10 5 -5 

Leaders don't encourage data use (%) 14 16 1  - - - 

Other challenges (%) 0 0 0  0 0 0 

 Non-ZSI teachers  ZSI teachers 

  Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Lack of time to analyze (%) 75 75 0  73 73 0 

Lack of time to collaborate (%) 76 77 0  77 71 -7 

Not confident with data analysis (%) 33 38 6  34 34 -1 

Not confident with data system(s) (%) 38 44 6  38 40 1 

Technology problems (%) 43 41 -1  46 42 -4 

Insufficient data (%) 24 26 3  31 28 -3 

Too much data (%) 32 34 3  31 38 7 

Data too late (%) 30 35 5  34 39 5 

Leaders don't encourage data use (%) 14 16 2  15 15 0 

        

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 
Note: Items with no results reported (marked with “-”) were not included in the survey where they appear. For example, 
teachers were not asked whether “lack of DOE communication” was a challenge. 

Data Teams. The Year 2 survey included new items related to data teams (staff who meet 

regularly in department or grade-level groups to review and analyze data), including items on the 

impact of data teams on assessment and instruction (see Exhibit 20). In Year 2, a large majority 

of principals (more than three quarters) agreed to a moderate or great extent that data teams had 

an impact on instruction, increased teacher collaboration, and facilitated the design and 

discussion of common formative assessments. A smaller majority of principals indicated that 

weekly data team meetings were used extensively (60 percent), and less than half reported that 

regular data team meetings with a data coach occurred to a moderate or great extent (44 percent). 
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Exhibit 20. Reported Use of Data Teams, Principals 

To what extent do your schools' data teams engage in the following 
activities? 

Percent who indicated a 
"moderate" or "great" extent 

 

Principals Y2 

Data teams have an impact on instruction (%) 81 

Data teams increase teacher collaboration (%) 90 

Data teams analyze student data at least weekly (%) 60 

Data teams design and discuss common formative assessments (%) 77 

Data teams meet regularly w/data coach assigned to school (%) 44 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Longitudinal Data Systems. In addition to our survey responses, we analyzed information 

gathered by HIDOE regarding teachers’ and principals’ engagement with the Longitudinal Data 

System (LDS) and data on educator employment. Data were available for the 2010–11, 2011–12, 

and 2012–13 school years.
20

 

Although more educators are using the LDS, LDS users still represent only a small percentage of 

school-level educators in the state. LDS use grew between the 2010–11 and 2012–13 school 

years, with the number of unique users rising from 494 in 2010–11 to 1,211 in 2011–12 and 

1,580 in 2012–13. This number represents a limited (yet growing) portion of the population of all 

Hawaii public school educators (4 percent in 2010–11, 10 percent in 2011–12, and 12 percent in 

2012–13). Usage was most common among principals and vice principals—69 percent of whom 

logged into the system in the 2012–13 school year (up from 56 percent in 2011–12)—and other 

administrative school staff (e.g., student service coordinators, registrars), 37 percent of whom 

logged in during the past school year. Usage among counselors increased from 10 percent in 

2011–12 to 19 percent in 2012–13, and usage increased very slightly among teachers (from 

seven percent in 2011–12 to eight percent in 2011–12). 

Although administrators were the primary users of the LDS in the 2010–11 school year, they 

were surpassed in number by teachers (who gained access to the system that year). Exhibit 21 

shows how the proportion of user types has changed over time. Principals and vice principals 

accounted for roughly two thirds of LDS users in the 2010–11 school year, but by the following 

year, they accounted for only a quarter of users (59 percent of LDS users were teachers, and 

other school staff made up the additional 11 percent). These percentages were similar in the 

                                                 
20

 School employment totals included only employees active at the end of each school year (excluding temporary 

assignments), and employee status and location were set using data from May of each year. Both LDS usage and 

employment data were provided for school, complex area, and district staff. A small percentage of employees in the 

eHR data were not associated with a specific school or complex area (78 employees in the 2011–12 school year, 

representing 0.7 percent of the total number of employees). These employees were included in the overall analyses 

but were not included in the school-level and complex area-level analyses. In addition, a few users in the LDS usage 

data were associated with a community school (0.6 percent of all users in the 2010–11 school year and 0.1 percent 

of users in the 2011–12 school year). For 2010–11 and 2011–12, these schools are not included in school-level 

calculations of percent employee usage, as the eHR file did not contain staff listings associated with these schools. 

For 2012–13, one community school campus is included in school-level and total calculations of employee usage 

because it had staff listings for two potential users, one of whom used the LDS system. 



 

 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Second Evaluation Report—59 

2012–13 school year (23 percent and 60 percent, respectively). The absolute number of principal 

and vice principal users rebounded to 366 in 2012–13, after falling from 332 in 2010–11 to 297 

in 2011–12. The number of teacher users increased from 714 in 2011–12 to 953 in 2012–13. 

Exhibit 21. LDS Users by Job Type 

 

 

Source: HIDOE LDS Data: 2010–2013. 

Regardless of the proportion of LDS users they represent, principals were the most active users 

of the system in all three years (defined by the number of page views per user). The average 

number of page views per user was generally lower in the 2011–12 school year than in the 

previous year (see Exhibit 22), but this may be related to the fact that there were more users in 

2011–12 than in 2010–11 (that is, teachers might be more frequently viewing pages directly 
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rather than receiving them from principals).
21

 However, the page views per user increased again 

in 2012–13 for all user types. 

Exhibit 22. Average Number of Page Views Per User, by Job Type 

 
Source: HIDOE LDS Data: 2010–2013. 
Note: No counselors used the LDS system in 2010–11. 

Most Hawaii schools made use of the LDS in the 2011–12 school year, although in general not 

all educators in each school used the system. Of the 283 Hawaii schools represented in the 2011–

12 HR dataset,
22

 84 percent (238) had at least one employee who used the system. In 16 percent 

of schools (45), no employees logged in.
23

 Of the 286 Hawaii schools represented in the 2012–13 

HR dataset, 89 percent (254) had at least one employee who used the system. In 11 percent of 

schools (32), no employees logged in. 

Teachers’ Reported Use of the Data for School Improvement (DSI). As noted earlier in this 

report, the DSI is an online system that provides teachers with support and content for formative 

assessments. The system is intended to inform teachers about students’ understanding of the 

classroom instruction they have received, as well as student progress toward meeting the state 

standards of Hawaii. As shown in Exhibit 23 (below), few ZSI and non-ZSI teachers report using 

the DSI to a large extent to prepare printed or computer-based formative assessments. However, 

the state does not require schools to use the DSI to develop or administer formative 

                                                 
21

 Note that the distribution of page views per user is likely skewed. Although the LDS usage data included views 

per job title within each school, rather than views per user, it is not possible to calculate the median number of views 

per user. However, the median of the average page views per school was 27 page views in the 2011–12 school year, 

which suggests that most users view a more modest number of pages each year than these averages suggest. 
22

 There were 286 public schools in Hawaii in 2011–12 (http://165.248.6.166/data/myschool/index.asp). However, 

the human resources dataset included only 283 schools. 
23

 In 2011–12, over half of these 45 schools (25 schools; 56 percent) were charter schools. According to HIDOE, 

many charters previously used non-HIDOE data systems that could not be integrated into the LDS; therefore, the 

LDS offered these schools little or no relevant data.  
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assessments—schools can prepare these assessments using any system, and the DSI is merely 

provided as a tool. 

A large proportion of both ZSI and non-ZSI teachers reported that they use either formative 

assessments they have prepared on their own or assessments other than those developed through 

the DSI. There was little difference between ZSI and non-ZSI teachers in the extent to which the 

DSI was used; however, more non-ZSI teachers reported extensive use of results from non-DSI-

based formative assessments to inform instruction. 

Exhibit 23. Reported Use of DSI, Teachers 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Great Teachers and Leaders 

A significant focus of the state’s RTTT efforts is recruiting, training, and supporting effective 

teachers and leaders. The following section presents AIR survey data, as well as extant data 

provided by HIDOE, relating to a number of aspects of the Great Teachers and Leaders reform 

strategy, including the Educator Effectiveness System, professional development, teacher 

recruitment and alternative certification, and mentoring and induction. 

Educator Effectiveness System. Since 2012, the proportion of respondents that feel that they 

have received clear communication about the Educator Effectiveness System, that they 

understand the EES components, that they understand the Danielson Framework, and that think 

that the EES is fair has increased significantly since Year 1 (see Exhibit 24). For both teachers 

and principals, the number of respondents that agreed with positive statements about the EES 

increased by up to 32 percentage points. Despite these gains, the Year 2 survey indicated that 

only 41 percent of all teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the EES seems fair, while only 42 

percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that they understand the components of the EES. 

Overall, teachers’ opinions of the EES remained less positive than principals’ perceptions in 

Year 2 (as in Year 1). As shown in Exhibit 25, teachers working in the ZSIs—where the EES 

rollout began two years ago, before the pilot was expanded to a subset of non-ZSI schools in the 

2012–2013 school year—were more likely to report that they had received clear communication 

about the EES, relative to non-ZSI teachers (57 percent and 38 percent agreed or strongly agreed 

with this survey item, respectively). 

  

To what extent do the following statements reflect your use of formative 
assessments?  

Percent who indicated a "moderate" or 
"great" extent 

Non-ZSI Teachers ZSI Teachers 

Y2 Y2 

I prepare formative assessments, which I print out and give to students (%) 22 16 

I prepare formative assessments, which students take on the computer (%) 17 14 

I prepare my own formative assessments separate from the DSI (%) 46 38 

I use results from the DSI to inform my instruction (%) 26 20 

I use results from other formative assessments to inform instruction (%) 53 43 
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Exhibit 24. Perceptions of the Education Effectiveness System, Principals and Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 
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Exhibit 25. Perceptions of the EES, Non-ZSI and ZSI Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Teacher Perceptions of the Danielson Framework. As shown in Exhibit 26, approximately 

two thirds of both ZSI teachers and non-ZSI teachers reported that they had changed their 

teaching practice in response to feedback from observers using the Danielson Framework. The 

proportion of non-ZSI teachers who reported that they found the Danielson feedback useful has 

increased significantly (by 18 percentage points) since Year 1. In contrast, the proportion of ZSI 

teachers who reported that they found the feedback useful has remained stable since last year, 

although this is not surprising given that ZSI teachers have been exposed to the framework for 

several years through the EES pilot test. 

Exhibit 26. Perceptions of the Danielson Framework, Teachers 

To what extent do you agree with the following 
statements? 

Percent who indicated "agree" or "strongly agree" 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Feedback from observers using the Danielson framework 
is useful (%) 

58 76 18  67 72 5 

Changed practice in response to feedback from observers 
using the Danielson framework (%) 

- 68 -  - 66 - 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 
Note: The item concerning changes in practice based on Danielson framework feedback was added in the Year 2 survey. 
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Teacher Supports and Resources. Teachers also reported on the usefulness of various supports 

and resources (Exhibit 27). In both the Year 1 and Year 2 surveys, activities involving peer 

collaboration received the highest positive ratings from teachers. Large majorities of teachers—

both inside and outside the ZSIs—described the exchange of feedback among peers, course 

planning with other teachers, and participation in learning communities as useful to a moderate 

or great extent. Of the activities listed in Exhibit 27, working with a data coach received the most 

positive ratings. The proportions of ZSI teachers and non-ZSI teachers that reported that this 

activity was useful has increased by 8 percentage points and 4 percentage points, respectively, 

since Year 1. Although ZSI teachers typically rated the various supports and resources as less 

useful in Year 1, relative to ZSI teachers, their ratings became more closely aligned with those of 

the non-ZSI teachers in Year 2. 

Exhibit 27. Teacher Supports and Resources, ZSI and Non-ZSI Teachers 

To what extent did you find the following activities useful? 
 

Percent who indicated a "moderate" or "great" extent 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

How useful was school orientation (%) 63 64 1  57 60 3 

How useful are one-on-one meetings with the principal (%) 69 70 1  64 69 5 

How useful is your professional growth plan (%) 64 65 1  60 59 -1 

How useful is lesson or course planning w/other teachers (%) 84 85 1  81 79 -2 

How useful is exchanging feedback with other teachers (%) 90 88 -1  83 84 1 

How useful is participation in a learning community (%) 80 80 -1  75 77 2 

How useful is guidance from a mentor teacher (%)  69 74 4  68 67 0 

How useful is working with a data coach (%) 53 57 4  53 61 8 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Professional Development Priorities. The reported professional development priorities of 

teachers at ZSI and non-ZSI schools were similar in both Year 1 and Year 2 (Exhibit 28). For 

both groups, we observed four professional development priorities: learning about the CCSS, 

collaborating with other teachers, using technology to improve instruction, and improving 

instructional strategies. 
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Exhibit 28. Professional Development Priorities, Teachers 

Indicate your top three PD priorities. 

Percent who selected topic as one of their top three PD 
priorities 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Using basic functions of the data system (%) 17 20 4  18 19 1 

Learning more about CCSS (%) 53 47 -6  50 44 -6 

Implementing tiered instruction (e.g., RTI) (%) 27 31 5  31 29 -2 

Understanding how data can guide instruction (%)  15 17 2  14 13 -1 

Collaborating with other teachers (%) 45 45 0  43 47 5 

Improving student discipline/classroom management (%) 18 20 2  24 29 6 

Engaging with parents/community (%) 18 19 1  26 26 0 

Using technology to improve instruction (%) 52 49 -3  48 46 -2 

Improving instructional strategies (%) 53 47 -6  44 41 -3 

Other (%) 3 4 1  4 5 1 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Principal Satisfaction with Teacher Workforce. In the Year 1 and Year 2 surveys, principals 

were asked to report on their satisfaction with the teaching workforce. Exhibit 29 shows that the 

percentage of principals that reported being moderately or greatly satisfied with the applicant 

pool for hiring teachers, and with the knowledge and skills of their current teachers, has 

remained relatively stable since Year 1. 

Exhibit 29. Principal Satisfaction with the Teacher Workforce 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Challenges to Having a Quality Teacher Workforce. The survey also asked teachers and 

principals to assess the extent to which eight different factors posed a challenge to having a 

quality teacher workforce (listed in Exhibit 30). Five of the eight factors were gauged to be 

moderate or major challenges by more than 50 percent of teachers. Of these five factors, more 

than three quarters of teachers indicated that two factors in particular—insufficient salary and 
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lack of time to collaborate with others—were moderate or major challenges. The proportion of 

teachers that rated each factor as a major or moderate challenge has not changed a great deal 

since Year 1. 

Similarly, more than three quarters of principals indicated that a lack of time to collaborate with 

other teachers was a moderate or major challenge. However, principals were less likely than 

teachers to indicate that not being able to retain teachers, teachers’ resistance to being evaluated, 

and ineffective use of observations were challenges. Principals were also more likely than 

teachers to indicate that a lack of professional development for teachers and an insufficient 

number of qualified teachers were challenges. Since Year 1, the proportion of principals that 

rated the lack of professional development for administrators and an insufficient number of 

qualified teachers as major or moderate challenges has increased by 10 percentage points. 
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Exhibit 30. Challenges to Having a Qualified Teaching Force 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Mentoring and Induction. HIDOE’s mentor and induction program is intended to function as a 

system of job-embedded support for beginning teachers that includes working with trained 

mentors to promote teacher effectiveness, facilitate student learning, improve teacher retention, 
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and strengthen teachers’ leadership skills. To gather feedback on the program, HIDOE 

administers an online survey each spring to beginning teachers, mentors, and principals 

regarding their experience and satisfaction with the program. In 2013, a total of 171 principals, 

442 mentors, and 905 teachers responded to the survey.
24

 The following section summarizes key 

findings from the 2013 survey and, in some cases, provides comparisons with the 2012 survey 

data.
25

 

Number of Teachers Mentored and Frequency of Contact. In spring 2013, 68 percent of 

mentors reported working with one or two teachers, and less than a quarter reported working 

with four or more teachers. Exhibit 31 shows that the majority of participants in the program (78 

percent of participating teachers and 85 percent of mentors) indicated that they interacted two or 

more times per month on average. Although the induction program standards state that mentors 

should meet with teachers for a minimum of one to two hours per week,
26

 only 47 percent of 

teachers and 57 percent of mentors reported making contact an average of four times per month 

or more in the 2013 survey, which suggests that many mentors may not be meeting the state’s 

benchmark. However, the percentage of teachers that reported making contact at least four times 

per month has increased by six percentage points since 2012. 

  

                                                 
24

 Two records from the teacher survey were excluded because all items were blank, and one record was excluded 

because the respondent reported being a third year teacher.  
25

 A total of 815 teachers responded to the 2012 Beginning Teachers Online Survey between April 24 and May 11, 2012. 
26

 http://www.nctq.org/docs/HI_Teacher_Induction_Program_Standards.pdf 
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Exhibit 31. Average Monthly Contact, Teachers and Mentors (2013) 

 
Source: Beginning Teacher Online Survey, 2013. 

Mentor and Induction Activities. Mentors are expected to use a variety of strategies to assist 

beginning teachers in advancing teacher practice and student learning, including observations. 

Exhibit 32 shows that 62 percent of teachers and 63 percent of mentors reported participating in 

observations at least quarterly. As Exhibit 33 shows, teachers reported that the most common 

assistance they received (beyond observation-related activities) included differentiating 

instruction and providing accommodations to meet the needs of diverse learners; developing a 

professional growth plan, reflecting on practices, and planning next steps; and analyzing student 

work and other classroom data to inform instruction. Since 2012, there has been a slight decrease 

in the percentage of teachers working with their mentors towards attaining Hawaii licensure 

and/or Highly Qualified (HQ) status; developing a professional growth plan, reflecting on 

practices, and planning next steps; and developing standards-based lesson plans. 
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Exhibit 32. Frequency of Observations by Mentors, Teachers and Mentors (2013) 

 
Source: Beginning Teacher Online Survey, 2013. 
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Exhibit 33. Mentor Support Activities, Teacher (2012 and 2013) 

 
 Source: Beginning Teacher Online Survey, 2012—2013. 

Satisfaction with the Induction and Mentor Program. Data from the survey suggest that 

teachers are satisfied with this support program. In Year 1 and Year 2, at least 80 percent of 

teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements: that they were satisfied with 

their complex area teacher induction program overall, that their mentors met their needs, and that 

their work with their mentor had helped them become more effective in teaching. However, a 

smaller proportion of teachers agreed that principals observed their teaching practices and 

provided supportive feedback to help them improve (see Exhibit 34). 
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Exhibit 34. Teacher Satisfaction with the Induction Program (2012 and 2013) 

 
Source: Beginning Teacher Online Survey, 2012—2013. 

Teacher Credentials. Hawaii’s RTTT aims to improve the supply of effective teachers via a 

greater number of teacher certification routes. One proxy of this desired outcome (an increase in 

the number of effective teachers) is the percentage of teachers who are fully licensed; another is 

the percentage of teachers with advanced degrees. 

As Exhibit 35 shows, the percentage of teachers who are fully licensed gradually increased from 

2007 onwards. Since the introduction of RTTT, this percentage has continued to increase, but it 

has done so at a slightly slower rate than during the baseline period. As a result, the 2012 

outcome estimate for the percentage of teachers who were fully licensed is below the 2012 

baseline prediction by approximately 1.2 percentage points, as shown in Exhibit 36. (We refer to 

the level of the outcome measure estimated by the ITS model in 2012  as the “2012 outcome 

estimate”, and the value of the outcome measure that we would have expected in 2012 if the 

outcome had continued to grow at the pre-RTTT rate as the “2012 baseline prediction”) This 

difference is marginally statistically significant, but it is relatively small in terms of magnitude. 

The percentage of teachers holding advanced degrees, however, has continued to increase at the 

same rate during RTTT as it did during the baseline period (see Exhibit 37). The difference 

between the 2012 outcome estimate and the baseline prediction for the percentage of teachers 

holding advanced degrees is negligible. 
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Exhibit 35. Percentage of Teachers Who Are Fully Licensed, All Schools 

 
Source: HIDOE Teacher Data, 2007 – 2012 

Exhibit 36. Percentage of Teachers With Advanced Degrees, All Schools 

 
Source: HIDOE Teacher Data, 2007 – 2012 
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Exhibit 37. Teacher Credentials 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 Baseline 
prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

% Teachers Fully 
Licensed 

89.5 97.8 96.6 -1.2 * -0.15 1.7 *** -2.9 *** 

% Teachers with 
Advanced Degree 

30.6 34.4 34.9 0.6 0.07 0.8 * -0.2 

Source: HIDOE Teacher Data, 2007 – 2012 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Zones of School Innovation 

Providing intensive resources and supports to the lowest performing schools in the ZSIs is a 

particular focus of Hawaii’s RTTT work. Results for the subgroup of ZSI teachers have been 

presented throughout earlier sections of this report, but in the following section we highlight 

some additional findings that are particularly relevant to ZSI schools, including strategies and 

challenges related to improving student performance. 

Strategies to Improve Student Performance. In Year 2, ZSI principals reported implementing 

a variety of strategies to promote student achievement. Eighty-two percent or more of these 

principals reported using the strategies listed in Exhibit 38 to a moderate or great extent, with the 

exception of increased exposure to STEM (which only 68 percent of ZSI principals indicated 

they were implementing to a moderate or great extent). 

In terms of change over time, a greater proportion of ZSI principals than non-ZSI principals 

increased instructional time (a 30 percentage point increase since the Year 1 survey versus 1 

percentage point), which likely reflects the implementation of extended learning time (ELT) in 

the ZSIs in the winter of 2013. ZSI principals’ use of parent involvement strategies has increased 

by 21 percentage points since Year 1, which has significantly reduced the gap between them and 

their non-ZSI peers. 

Similarly, a greater proportion of ZSI teachers have restructured the school day, increased 

instructional time, and introduced extended-time instructional programs since Year 1 (see 

Exhibit 39), compared to non-ZSI teachers (again, likely reflecting implementation of ELT). The 

proportions of ZSI and non-ZSI teachers that encourage college and career readiness have 

moderately increased since Year 1 (by 13 percentage points and 9 percentage point, 

respectively). 
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Exhibit 38. Strategies to Improve Student Performance, Non-ZSI and ZSI Principals  

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 
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Exhibit 39. Strategies to Improve Student Performance, Non-ZSI and ZSI Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Challenges to Improving Student Performance. Teacher responses to the Year 2 survey 

indicate that over 50 percent of all teachers consider 6 of the 10 items measured by the survey 

(see Exhibit 40) to be moderate or great challenges to improving student performance. The 

challenge most commonly identified by teachers was students’ unsupportive home environments 

(69 percent of teachers rated this as a moderate or great challenge), followed by large class sizes 

(cited by 65 percent of teachers) and limited funding (cited by 63 percent of teachers). In general, 

fewer principals rated these challenges as moderate or great (with the exception of limited 

funding and instructional materials that are not aligned with standards, which 75 percent and 62 

percent of principals rated as a moderate or great challenge, respectively). 
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In Year 2, a greater proportion of principals reported every challenge to improving student 

performance (except insufficient funding) as moderate or great. Furthermore, the proportion of 

principals that cited three particular challenges as moderate or great—lack of alignment between 

standards and instructional materials, an insufficient number of textbooks/instructional materials, 

and low/erratic student attendance—has increased by 10 percentage points since Year 1. 

Teachers’ perceptions of the challenges listed in Exhibit 40 have not changed as much since 

Year 1, although the proportion of teachers reporting low student attendance as a moderate or 

great challenge has increased significantly. 

Compared to their non-ZSI peers, a higher proportion of ZSI teachers reported substantial 

challenges to improving student performance, which continues the trend observed in the Year 1 

survey data. These challenges include student behavior problems, student turnover, low student 

motivation, low staff morale, unsupportive home environments, and low or erratic student 

attendance. The proportion of non-ZSI teachers that identified this last challenge—low or erratic 

student attendance—as moderate or great has increased by 10 percentage points since Year 1. 
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Exhibit 40. Challenges to Improving Student Performance, Principals, All Teachers, Non-

ZSI and ZSI Teacher 

To what extent are the following factors a challenge to your 
or your schools efforts in improving student performance? 

Percent who indicate a "moderate" or "major" challenge 

All teachers  Principals 

Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Large class size (%) 62 65 2  46 53 7 

Lack of text books or other instructional materials (%) 48 54 6  40 50 10 

Instructional materials not aligned with standards (%) 37 41 4  44 62 18 

Large number of student behavior problems (%) 51 53 2  24 31 6 

Large turnover of student population (%) 31 33 2  26 30 4 

Low student motivation (%) 58 59 1  33 42 9 

Low staff morale (%) 49 48 -1  24 32 8 

Low and/or erratic student attendance (%) 41 50 9  27 39 11 

Unsupportive home environments (%) 67 69 2  53 58 6 

Not enough funding for programs/materials (%) 67 63 -4  75 73 -2 

  Non-ZSI teachers  ZSI teachers 

  Y1 Y2 Change  Y1 Y2 Change 

Large class size (%) 62 65 3  65 61 -4 

Lack of text books or other instructional materials (%) 47 54 7  57 58 1 

Instructional materials not aligned with standards (%) 36 40 4  43 45 1 

Large number of student behavior problems (%) 49 52 3  71 69 -2 

Large turnover of student population (%) 28 31 3  56 55 -1 

Low student motivation (%) 56 58 2  73 73 -1 

Low staff morale (%) 49 47 -1  56 60 4 

Low and/or erratic student attendance (%) 37 47 10  78 78 1 

Unsupportive home environments (%) 65 67 2  88 87 -2 

Not enough funding for programs/materials (%) 67 63 -4  71 66 -5 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Early Childhood Education. Under RTTT, the state is providing parents of children in the ZSIs 

with tuition subsidies for early childhood education programs from pre-approved, non-public 

providers. To track participation in preschool over time, we analyzed data from the Hawaii State 

School Readiness Assessment (HSSRA). The HSSRA is administered annually, and it asks 

schools to report information related to the readiness of children to succeed in school, including 

the percentage of Kindergarten students who attended preschool. Exhibit 41 shows that 

statewide, pre-school attendance rates were relatively stable (with an average rate of 61 percent) 

in the baseline period. However, it appears that since beginning the RTTT initiative, pre-school 

attendance rates have declined slightly. As shown in Exhibit 43, the 2013 outcome estimate for 

the pre-school attendance rate was approximately three percentage points below the 2013 

baseline prediction. 
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Exhibit 41. Preschool Attendance Rates, All Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment: 2007–2013. 

 

Exhibit 42 shows that the preschool attendance rates of non-ZSI schools have a trend similar to 

the statewide rate: attendance rates were stable in the baseline period, and they have declined 

slightly since RTTT was introduced. Among ZSI schools, however, the outcome estimate for 

pre-school attendance rates in 2013 is nearly 13 percentage points above the 2013 baseline 

prediction. Additionally, the gap in pre-school attendance between ZSI and non-ZSI schools has 

closed by nearly seven percentage points since RTTT began. The change in pre-school 

attendance rates for ZSI schools and non-ZSI schools, and the decrease in the gap in attendance 

rates between these two groups of schools, are both statistically significant. 
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Exhibit 42. Preschool Attendance Rates, ZSI and non-ZSI schools 

 
Source: Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment: 2007–2013. 

Exhibit 43. Preschool Attendance Results 

Group 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

All Schools 60.3 56.7 58.5 -1.9 -0.11 0.5 -2.4 

ZSI 46.8 46.6 36.4 +10.2 * +0.64 -3.3 * 13.5 * 

Non-ZSI 61.4 57.5 60.3 -2.9 * -0.17 0.8 * -3.6 * 

Source: Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment: 2007–2013. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Impact of Hawaii’s RTTT on Student 
Achievement 

 

In the first evaluation report, baseline trends for achievement and other student outcomes were 

established. Although the report showed changes in outcomes following the introduction of 

RTTT, including positive trends for some outcomes, no attempt was made to attribute these 

changes to the RTTT initiative, as there were not yet enough post-RTTT data points to reliably 

estimate a post-RTTT trend. In this second year evaluation report, an additional year of data 

allows us to present estimates of the impact of RTTT on achievement and other student 

outcomes. As detailed in our design report and described below in the section “Guide to 

Interrupting Results”, these impact estimates are subject to various potential biases. Most 

importantly, we are unable to distinguish the impact of RTTT from other phenomena and shifts 

in underlying trends that coincided with the introduction of the RTTT reforms in Hawaii. 

Therefore, the evaluation design’s ability to support causal attribution of changes in outcomes to 

RTTT is limited.  

For this report, we calculated the impact of RTTT on student outcomes in 2013 by estimating the 

difference between each outcome measure and the outcome level we would have expected if the 

outcome had continued to grow at the pre-RTTT rate. We refer to the level of the outcome 

measure estimated by the model in 2013 as the 2013 outcome estimate. We refer to the value of 

the outcome measure that we would have expected in 2013 if the outcome had continued to grow 

at the pre-RTTT rate as the 2013 baseline prediction. 

We employed an interrupted time series analysis framework to estimate the impact of RTTT on 

student outcomes—that is, we ran a regression model that estimated student outcomes in each 

year before and after the interruption of RTTT and allowed for different slopes before and after 

the interruption. We tested whether the 2013 outcome estimate, modeled in this way, was 

statistically different from the baseline prediction. Because RTTT began after the 2010 school 

year, the pre-RTTT years are 2007 through 2010, and the post-RTTT years are 2011 through 

2013. 

                                                                          
 

We present our findings in both tabular and graphical formats. In the tables, we show the 

baseline average (a simple average of scores across the four pre-RTTT years of data) in order to 

provide a sense of what each outcome measure looked like in pre-RTTT years. We then report 

the 2013 outcome estimate and the 2013 baseline prediction. In the next column, we report the 

difference between the two predictions and whether this difference is statistically significant. 

Both prediction columns, as well as the difference column, are rounded to the tenth decimal 

place. We also report the difference as an effect size (by dividing the difference by the standard 

deviation of the outcome in the baseline period).
27

 For interventions measured at the student 

level, the What Works Clearing House: Procedures and Standards Handbook suggests that an 

                                                 
27

 Converting these differences into an effect size gives us a better sense of whether the observed differences are 

large or small.  
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effect size of a quarter of a standard deviation or larger is a “substantively important” effect.
28

 

Finally, we decompose the difference between the baseline prediction and the RTTT prediction 

into two components: the difference due to the estimated shift upward or downward (referred to 

in the table as the intercept) and the difference due to the direction and steepness of the estimated 

trend (referred to in the table as the slope). For analyses in which we examine student outcomes 

by subgroup, we report our results in a similar fashion.  

We also present our results graphically by plotting year-by-year averages across the study period 

and overlaying the estimated baseline trend as well as the estimated post-RTTT trend. For the 

years 2007 to 2010, the baseline trend appears as a solid line, and for years following RTTT 

(2011 to 2013), the line is dashed to indicate that it is a projection of how test scores might have 

changed in the absence of RTTT, if they had continued to follow the baseline trend. The post-

RTTT trend line is plotted from 2011 to 2013 and is solid to represent that it is estimated based 

on actual 2011 to 2013 test scores. The vertical dashed line between 2010 and 2011 represents 

the introduction of RTTT, the interruption in the time series. 

Guide to Interpreting Results 

Several factors should be considered when reviewing the findings in this chapter. First, we 

cannot rule out the possibility that the observed changes from the baseline trend are the result of 

other events that occurred during the period in which RTTT was implemented. In other words, 

this analysis cannot disentangle the introduction of RTTT from other contemporaneous events 

that may have influenced achievement and other student outcomes during this period. Second, 

for the subgroup comparisons, we cannot rule out the possibility that the trends we observe are 

an artifact of regression to the mean. Schools in restructuring or part of the Zone of School 

Innovation (ZSI) were among the lowest performing schools in Hawaii at a particular point in 

time (the introduction of RTTT), but they might have bounced back from that position by 

themselves, regardless of RTTT or other interventions. In addition, we cannot rule out the 

possibility that the changes we observed have occurred because of shifts in the distribution of 

different kinds of students across Hawaii’s schools since the year in which RTTT was first 

implemented. For example, ZSI schools may have more or fewer low-achieving students now 

than when they were selected for the ZSI program. 

Results from an interrupted time series analysis are highly sensitive to how the baseline trend is 

modeled (Bloom, 2003). The analyses in this chapter use a linear trend, which assumes that test 

scores increase (or decrease) by a constant amount each year. Although the linear trend generally 

fit the observed baseline patterns well, in cases in which it appeared that growth in test scores 

may have leveled off in later baseline years, predictions that followed a linear baseline trend may 

have been too high. For example, in Exhibit 44 (below), the rate of growth in the later baseline 

years appears to be less than the rate of growth in the earlier baseline years. If the baseline trend 

took this curvature into account, the level of test scores predicted in 2013 would most likely be 

lower. 

  

                                                 
28

 U.S. Department of Education. (2011b, September). What Works Clearinghouse: Procedures and Standards 

Handbook (Version 2.1). Retrieved from 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_procedures_v2_1_standards_handbook.pdf 
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Exhibit 44: Example Figure 

 
Finally, these results should be considered preliminary and subject to change as more data 

become available in future years. We cannot say whether the impacts we have documented 

during the first three years of the RTTT initiative will persist into later years of the initiative, 

especially as we collect more data to inform our estimates of the post-RTTT trends in outcomes.  

It is important to note that because some of the reforms introduced under RTTT have not yet 

been fully implemented, and others will take years to affect student test scores, longer-term 

trends in student achievement and other outcomes may offer a different and better perspective on 

the impacts of RTTT than the relatively short-term results presented here.  

Summary of Results 

Students enrolled in Hawaii Public Schools in Grades 3–8 and 10 take the Hawaii State 

Assessment (HSA) every spring. The assessments were scaled so that a score of 300 was the 

threshold for proficiency. Standards for the test were last set during the 2006–07 school year; 

therefore, scores from this year and later are comparable across time. Average reading scores 

tended to be higher than mathematics scores, and a larger proportion of students were proficient 

in reading than they were in mathematics. Approximately 12,000–15,000 students take the test in 

each grade.
29

 

The estimated impact of RTTT on fourth-grade HSA mathematics scores was positive and 

marginally statistically significant. There was no impact on fourth-grade reading scores. In 

eighth grade, however, test scores grew more slowly across the period in which RTTT was 

implemented than they had in the baseline period, resulting in estimated RTTT impacts that were 

negative and statistically significant in both reading and math.  

Findings by specific subgroups of schools and students show that there were positive results for 

some subgroups at the fourth-grade level, but at the eighth-grade level the estimated impact of 

                                                 
29

 See Appendix F for more information about the number of students and schools in the HSA analysis.  
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RTTT was consistently negative. In fourth grade, ZSI and restructuring schools, as well as 

disadvantaged students, saw positive impacts in both subjects. In eighth grade, reflecting the 

overall slowdown in pre-RTTT positive trends, the estimated impact of RTTT was negative 

across many different groups of schools and students.  

In the following sections we present findings for all schools and compare results for ZSI and 

non-ZSI schools. Results from other subgroup analyses, comparing Native Hawaiian and non-

Native Hawaiian students, disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged students, and schools in 

restructuring and non-restructuring schools, are presented in Appendix G.    

All Schools 

Fourth Grade  

Math. As shown in Exhibit 45, there was a positive trend in math scores during the baseline 

period (to the left of the vertical dotted line). In 2011, there was a noticeable upward shift in 

scores over the levels in earlier years, followed by a somewhat less positive trend than before 

2011. Extending the baseline trend plotted in Exhibit 45 out to 2013 results in a projected score 

of 308.8 (dashed trend line). However, the 2013 outcome estimate was 310.9, resulting in an 

estimated RTTT impact of +2.1 points, marginally statistically significant at the 10 percent level. 

This translated into a small effect size of +0.06 standard deviations.  

Reading. Exhibit 46 shows that fourth-grade reading, similar to mathematics, had a positive 

baseline trend and a positive post-RTTT trend. However, although reading scores increased 

between 2010 and 2011, there was not a noticeable upward shift as seen in math. The post-RTTT 

trend looks like an extension of the baseline trend, but slightly flatter. The table in Exhibit 47 

shows that the 2013 baseline prediction was 0.4 points less than the 2013 outcome estimate but 

that the difference was not statistically significant, with an effect size of almost zero (-0.01).  
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Exhibit 45. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit 46. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit 47. Fourth-Grade HSA Scale Scores: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 Baseline 
prediction 

(without 
RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 298.1 310.9 308.8 +2.1 * +0.06 +6.4 -4.3 *** 

Reading 305.3 319.0 319.4 -0.4 -0.01 +3.6 -3.9 *** 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Eighth Grade  

Math. Similar to the fourth-grade findings, the eighth-grade findings in Exhibit 48 show that 

there was a positive trend in math scores during the baseline period and a noticeable upward shift 

in scores in 2011. The positive post-RTTT trend, however, was not as steep as the baseline trend. 

The baseline projection for 2013 was a score of 312.4, which was somewhat higher than the 

2013 outcome estimate, as well as the actual 2013 score level. Thus, as shown in Exhibit 50, the 

estimated RTTT impact was -5.6 points, which was statistically significant and translated into an 

effect size of -0.14 standard deviations.  

Reading. Exhibit 49 shows that there was a positive trend in reading scores during the baseline 

period, followed by a downward shift in scores in 2011. The post-RTTT trend line was slightly 

less positive than the baseline trend. If the baseline trend is extended out to 2013, the projected 

score is 327.6 points, which is higher than the actual 2013 outcome estimate of 317.4 points as 

well as the 2013 actual outcome level. Because of the downward shift and slightly flatter post-

RTTT trend, the estimated RTTT impact was -10.1 points, which was statistically significant. 

This impact translated into a large effect size of -0.29 standard deviations.  
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Exhibit 48. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit 49. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit 50. Eighth-Grade HSA Scale Scores: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 Baseline 
prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 286.0 306.8 312.4 -5.6 *** -0.14 +6.3 -11.9 *** 

Reading 312.1 317.4 327.6 -10.1 *** -0.29 -6.6 *** -3.6 *** 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Next we looked at results for both grade levels and both subjects to compare the scores of 

students in ZSI schools with those of students in non-ZSI schools.  See Appendix G for a 

comparison of the scores of Native Hawaiian students with those of students who are not Native 

Hawaiians, disadvantaged students with those of students who were not identified as 

disadvantaged, and schools that were in the process of restructuring and schools that were not.  

 
  

HSA Analysis: Statewide Findings 
 
4th Grade 

 Due to a jump in scores between 2010 and 2011 and a steady 
positive trend, the estimated impact of RTTT was positive and 
marginally statistically significant for 4th grade math HSA scores. 

 For 4th grade reading scores, the estimated impact of RTTT was not 
statistically significant.  

 
8th Grade 

 Although 8th grade math HSA scores increased after the 
introduction of RTTT, they grew at a slower rate than the pre-RTTT 
period. As a result, the estimated impact of RTTT was negative and 
statistically significant. 

 For 8th grade reading, test scores dropped between 2010 and 2011, 
and then increased at a slower pace than the pre-RTTT period. As a 
result, the estimated impact of RTTT was negative and statistically 
significant. 
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ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools   

Fourth Grade  

Math. In both math and reading, fourth-grade students at non-ZSI schools had higher average 

scores than did students at ZSI schools. As shown in Exhibit 51, the scores for both groups of 

schools showed a positive trend during the baseline period. There was an upward shift in test 

scores between 2010 and 2011, which was especially noticeable among ZSI schools. The 2013 

baseline projections were 286.9 and 310.9 for ZSI and non-ZSI schools, respectively. The actual 

2013 score levels were both above the baseline projection. As a result, the estimated RTTT 

impact was +1.1 points for non-ZSI schools and +11.8 points for ZSI schools. The impact for 

ZSI schools was statistically significant and translated into a large effect size of +0.32 standard 

deviations, as shown in Exhibit 53. The estimated impact of RTTT for non-ZSI schools was 

small and not statistically significant. 

Reading. The baseline pattern for fourth-grade reading was similar to the pattern for fourth-

grade math. ZSI schools experienced noticeable gains due to a large upward shift between 2010 

and 2011, whereas the non-ZSI schools experienced no gains between 2010 and 2011, as shown 

in Exhibit 52. If we extend the baseline projection to 2013, the predicted score level for ZSI 

schools is 286.9 and for non-ZSI schools is 310.9. Actual 2013 score levels for ZSI schools were 

above the baseline projection by about 10 points, but for non-ZSI schools, 2013 score levels 

were slightly below the projection. As a result, the estimated impact of RTTT was statistically 

significant and translated into a large effect size of +0.24 standard deviations for ZSI schools, as 

shown in Exhibit 53. The estimated impact of RTTT for non-ZSI schools was small and not 

statistically significant.  
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Exhibit 51. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-

ZSI Schools 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit 52. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI 

Schools  

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit 53. Fourth-Grade HSA Scale Scores, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools: Interrupted Time 

Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  ZSI 281.1 298.7 286.9 +11.8 *** +0.32 +10.8 *** +1.0 

Non-ZSI 299.7 312.1 310.9 +1.1 +0.03 +6.0 *** -4.8 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  ZSI 286.2 305.9 296.1 +9.8 *** +0.24 +8.2 *** +1.6 

Non-ZSI 307.1 320.2 321.7 -1.4 -0.04 +3.1 *** -4.5 *** 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Eighth Grade  

Math. Although elementary ZSI schools showed RTTT gains in fourth-grade math assessments, 

middle schools did not fare as well with their eighth grade students, as shown in Exhibit 54. The 

baseline trends in math scores for both groups of schools were positive. Both groups of schools 

experienced upward shifts in scores between 2010 and 2011 but had post-RTTT trends that were 

positive but not as steep as their pre-RTTT trends. As a result, actual 2013 score levels were 

below 2013 baseline projections. The estimated impact of RTTT was negative and statistically 

significant for both groups of schools. The difference between the outcome estimate and the 

baseline projection was -4.9 points for non-ZSI schools and -13.0 points for ZSI schools and 

translated into effect sizes of -0.12 and -0.31, respectively.  

Reading. Eighth-grade reading scores for ZSI and non-ZSI schools showed a positive baseline 

pattern that was similar to that of the eighth-grade math scores. However, these were followed by 

noticeable negative shifts between 2010 and 2011. Exhibit 55 shows that the 2013 baseline 

projections for both groups were above actual 2013 score levels. As a result, the estimated 

impact of RTTT was -19.4 points for ZSI schools and -9.2 points for non-ZSI schools, and both 

were statistically significant.  
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Exhibit 54. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-

ZSI Schools 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit 55. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI 

Schools 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit 56. Eighth-Grade HSA Scale Scores, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools: Interrupted Time 

Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  ZSI 273.6 294.4 307.3 -13.0 ** -0.31 +5.5 ** -18.5 *** 

Non-ZSI 287.2 308.0 312.9 -4.9 *** -0.12 +6.2 *** -11.1 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  ZSI 297.0 306.9 326.2 -19.4 *** -0.54 -7.4 *** -12.0 *** 

Non-ZSI 313.6 318.5 327.7 -9.2 *** -0.26 -6.6 *** -2.6 * 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
 
 
 

 

  

  

Evaluation Findings at a Glance 
HSA Analysis:  ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 
RTTT had a positive impact for ZSI schools in 4th grade reading and math, but no 
impact for non-ZSI schools.  

 For ZSI schools, due to a jump in scores between 2010 and 2011 and a steady 
positive trend, the estimated impact of RTTT was positive and statistically 
significant for 4th grade reading and math. 

 For non-ZSI schools, the estimated impact of RTTT was not statistically 
significant in either subject.  

RTTT had a negative impact for both ZSI and non-ZSI schools in 8th grade reading 
and math.  

 For ZSI schools, test scores dropped between 2010 and 2011, and then 
increased at a slower pace than the pre-RTTT period in reading. In math, test 
scores grew at a slower rate than the pre-RTTT period. As a result, the 
estimated impact of RTTT was negative and statistically significant.  

 For non-ZSI schools, test scores exhibited a similar pattern. As a result, the 
estimated impact of RTTT was negative and statistically significant. 
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Other Education Outcomes 

In addition to HSA scores, we explored changes in other education outcomes, including the 

percentage of schools meeting adequate yearly progress (AYP), the percentage of students 

proficient in mathematics and reading, and graduation rates. Impact analyses of these data are 

presented below.  

Percentage of Schools Meeting AYP: As part of this evaluation, we examined the percentage of 

schools (including charter schools) in Hawaii that met AYP between 2007 and 2012 as a school-

level measure of student achievement. It is important to note that the AYP criteria became more 

challenging in 2008 and 2011, which may potentially explain changes in AYP rates during this 

period.
30

 As shown in Exhibit 57, the baseline trend for AYP was negative. Since RTTT, 

however, the trend has been positive, despite the AYP criteria continuing to become more 

stringent. 

Based on the negative trend in AYP rates prior to RTTT implementation, our statistical analysis 

assumes that AYP rates would have continued to fall if RTTT had not been implemented. This 

negative trend was likely driven in part by the change in AYP criteria between 2007 and 2008. It 

is possible that many schools that were meeting AYP in 2007 performed similarly in 2008 but 

did not meet the new, more stringent standards. Because AYP rates increased following the 

initial downward shift in AYP rates between 2010 and 2011, we found that the 2012 outcome 

estimate was 18.1 percentage points higher than the 2012 baseline prediction of 31 percent, as 

shown in Exhibit 59. However, this difference was not statistically significant, and although the 

effect size was large—+1.40 standard deviations—it should be interpreted with caution. The size 

of this difference was partially driven by the steepness of the negative baseline trend, which in 

turn could have been influenced by AYP criteria revisions. Nevertheless, this finding suggests a 

considerable turnaround in this important indicator of educational performance. 

The AYP analysis was examined only for the ZSI and non-ZSI subgroup comparison. Exhibit 58 

shows the baseline and post-RTTT trends for ZSI and non-ZSI schools, which were similar to the 

statewide trend, although the ZSI schools had lower scores than the non-ZSI schools in each 

year. Since the introduction of RTTT, results showed that both groups of schools had 2012 

outcome estimates that were much higher than 2012 baseline predictions.  

                                                 
30

 For example, between 2007 and 2008, the proficiency rate requirements increased from 44 percent to 58 percent 

in reading and from 28 percent to 46 percent in mathematics. Between 2010 and 2011, the proficiency rate 

requirements increased from 58 percent to 72 percent in reading and from 46 percent to 64 percent in mathematics.  
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Exhibit 57. Percentage of Schools Meeting AYP: All Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii AYP data: 2007–12. 
 ***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit 58. Percentage of Schools Meeting AYP: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii AYP data: 2007–12. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Exhibit 59. AYP: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Group 
2007–10 
average 

2012 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2012 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

All Schools 48.3 48.6 30.5 +18.1 +1.40 -7.0 +25.1 

ZSI 14.1 39.1 9.6 +29.6 +0.84 -16.5 +46.1 

Non-ZSI 51.1 49.4 32.4 +17.0 +0.34 -7.0 +24.0 

Source: Hawaii AYP data: 2007–12. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics and Reading: We now turn to a major 

component of AYP: school-level mathematics and reading proficiency rates. Our analysis 

revealed a steady positive trend in both mathematics and reading during the baseline period, as 

shown in Exhibits 60 and 61. Thus, while more stringent criteria made schools less likely to meet 

AYP during this period, more students became proficient in reading and mathematics.  

Between 2010 and 2011, there was an upward shift in proficiency rates in mathematics but a 

slight downward shift in proficiency rates in reading. For both subjects, the post-RTTT trend was 

positive but flatter than the pre-RTTT trend. As a result, as shown in Exhibit 62, the 2013 

outcome estimate for math proficiency was higher than the 2013 baseline prediction by +1.8 

percentage points because the shift between 2010 and 2011 outweighed the slightly steeper post-

RTTT slope. Likewise, the 2013 outcome estimate for reading proficiency was below the 2013 
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baseline prediction by 3.3 percentage points because of the downward shift and the flatter slope. 

The positive impact in mathematics was marginally statistically significant and translated into an 

effect size of +0.12. The negative impact in reading was statistically significant and translated 

into an effect size of -0.26.  

Exhibit 60. Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics: All Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit 61. Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: All Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit 62. Percentage of Students Proficient: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 45.2 61.3 59.5 +1.8 * +0.12 +6.7 *** -4.9 *** 

Reading 65.2 73.5 76.8 -3.3 *** -0.26 -2.6 *** -0.7  

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

 

 

Exhibits 63 and 64 illustrate changes in the percentage of students proficient in mathematics and 

reading for the ZSI and non-ZSI subgroups. The overall average student proficiency rate in ZSI 

schools was 20 percent lower than in non-ZSI schools. We observed similar positive baseline 

trends in mathematics and reading for both groups of schools.  

In mathematics, there was an upward shift in proficiency rates between 2010 and 2011, followed 

by a slightly less positively sloped post-RTTT trend. The shift outweighed the flattening of the 

post-RTTT trend for both groups of schools. As a result, the 2013 outcome estimates exceeded 

the 2013 baseline predictions, but neither impact was statistically significant, as shown in Exhibit 

65.  

Evaluation Findings at a Glance:  

Proficiency in Math and Reading 

 Between 2010 and 2011, there was an upward shift in proficiency rates in 
mathematics but a slight downward shift in proficiency rates in reading. 
For both subjects, the post-RTTT trend was positive but flatter than the 
pre-RTTT trend.  

 As a result,  the 2013 outcome estimate for math proficiency was higher 
than the 2013 baseline prediction by +1.8 percentage points because the 
shift between 2010 and 2011 outweighed the flatter post-RTTT slope. The 
positive impact in mathematics was marginally statistically significant  

 For reading proficiency, on the other hand, the 2013 outcome was below 
the 2013 baseline prediction by 3.3 percentage points due to the 
downward shift and the flatter slope. The negative impact in reading was 
statistically significant.  
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In reading, there was a downward shift in proficiency rates between 2010 and 2011 among non-

ZSI schools but not among ZSI schools. In the post-RTTT period, the slope flattened for both 

groups of schools. As a result, the 2013 outcome estimates were below the 2013 baseline 

predictions, but the differences were significant only for non-ZSI schools, mainly because of the 

downward shift. The 2013 outcome estimate was below the 2013 baseline prediction by 3.4 

percentage points, which translated into an effect size of -0.30. 

Exhibit 63. Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit 64. Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Exhibit 65. Percentage of Students Proficient, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools: Interrupted Time 

Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  ZSI 30.1 46.4 44.1 +2.3 +0.17 +6.4 *** -4.1 

Non-ZSI 46.5 62.7 61.0 +1.7 +0.12 +6.8 *** -5.2 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  ZSI 46.3 57.5 61.1 -3.6 -0.30 -0.6 -3.0 

Non-ZSI 67.0 75.0 78.4 -3.4 *** -0.30 -2.8 *** -0.6 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
 

See Appendix H for proficiency analyses comparing restructuring and non-restructuring schools. 
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High School Graduation Rates  

As shown in Exhibit 66, high school graduation rates had a slightly negative baseline trend. 

Since the introduction of RTTT, however, it appears that the trend has become slightly positive. 

As a result, the 2012 outcome estimate was 0.5 percentage points higher than the 2012 baseline 

prediction; however, the difference was small and not statistically significant, as shown in 

Exhibit 68. 

Exhibit 66. Student Graduation Rates: All Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data: 2007–12. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Because the analysis of graduation rates was at the school level, we were able to examine 

impacts only by subgroup for two of the four comparisons: ZSI and non-ZSI schools, as well as 

restructuring and non-restructuring Title I schools (see Appendix I for analysis of restructuring 

and non-restructuring schools). Graduation rates were higher at the non-ZSI schools, but both 

ZSI and non-ZSI schools had a negative trend in the pre-RTTT period and a slightly positive 

trend in the post-RTTT period. The post-RTTT trend was steeper among ZSI schools, and as a 

result, the difference between the 2012 outcome estimate and the 2012 baseline prediction was 

slightly larger for ZSI schools. However, for neither group of schools was the estimated effect of 

RTTT on high school graduation statistically significant.  
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Exhibit 67. Student Graduation Rates: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data: 2007–12. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Exhibit 68. Graduation Rates: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Group 
2007–10 
average 

2012 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2012 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

All Schools 82.0 81.8 81.3 +0.5 +0.05 -3.2 *** +3.7 ** 

ZSI 72.0 76.0 69.3 +6.7 +0.68 -3.7 +10.4 ** 

Non-ZSI 83.1 82.4 82.5 -0.2 -0.02 -3.1 ** +2.9 * 

        

Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data: 2007–12. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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What Has the Grant Bought So Far? 

In this section, we present a brief analysis
31

 of Hawaii’s RTTT expenditures from the start of the 

grant through June 2013 (which is nine months into the third year of the grant). In the following 

exhibits, Year 1 includes October 2010 through September 2011, Year 2 includes October 2011 

through September 2012, and Year 3 includes October 2012 through June 2013 (nine months). 

The Year 1 budget figures reflect the original budget, whereas the Year 2 and Year 3 budgets 

reflect revised budgets. First, we focus on total spending by year. 

A review of expenditures by year shows that spending has increased substantially since Year 1 of 

RTTT. The Year 2 budget called for $25.6 million to be spent in the second year of the grant. As 

Exhibit 69 shows, $18.5 million (72 percent of the Year 2 budget) was spent at the close of Year 

2. Considering only 18 percent of the projected Year 1 budget was spent, expenditure increases 

in Year 2 indicate strong progress toward the implementation of RTTT reforms. This growth has 

continued into the third year of the grant—after nine months, $20.8 million (70 percent of the 

revised Year 3 budget) has already been spent. 

Exhibit 69. Total Spending by Year: Budgeted Versus Actual 

 
Source: Item A-38 Budget Part I (revised October 2010 and approved by USDOE), HIDOE Budget Narrative as of June 25, 2012, 
RTTT Expenditure Report: June 2013. 

                                                 
31

 The budget data come from the following sources: Item A-38 Budget Part I (revised October 2010 and approved 

by USDOE); HIDOE Budget Narrative as of June 25, 2012; Race to the Top Expenditure Report: May 2013; RTTT 

Budget Stoplight Report as of April 30
th

, 2013; Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2013; and Race to the Top 

Expenditure Report: June 2013 (with encumbrances). 

$0

$5,000,000

$10,000,000

$15,000,000

$20,000,000

$25,000,000

$30,000,000

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 (partial)

Budgeted

Actual



 

 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Second Evaluation Report—104 

Exhibits 70 and 71 present the allocation of spending across reform areas by year. Specifically, 

Exhibit 70 displays budgeted versus actual spending, by assurance area, for each year of the 

grant, whereas Exhibit 71 shows assurance area spending as a percent of total spending. 

An examination of these data show that while all reform areas made progress toward meeting 

projected budgets in Year 2, Great Teachers and Leaders, Data Systems and Data Use, and Zones 

of School Innovation demonstrated the most headway. These reform areas reached 70 percent, 

88 percent, and 93 percent of their projected Year 2 budgets, respectively. Year 2 spending was 

the highest in the areas of Great Teachers and Leaders and Zones of School Innovation. 

Expenditures reached $7.6 million in the area of Great Teachers and Leaders and $4.7 million in 

the Zones of School Innovation. Together, spending in these areas accounted for nearly three 

quarters of total Year 2 expenditures (Exhibit 71). 

In addition, there was a substantial shift in spending across Data Systems and Data Use and 

Zones of School Innovation from Year 1 to Year 2. Exhibit 70 reveals a smaller percentage of 

funds is concentrated in the area of Data Systems and Data Use in Year 2 compared to Year 1 

(37 percent of total expenditures in Year 1 versus 14 percent in Year 2). Lower overall spending 

related to Data Systems in Year 2 may reflect a transition from developing and enhancing 

technology infrastructure to implementation, including training staff. Conversely, the percentage 

of total expenditures focused in the area of Zones of School Innovation increased substantially 

from Year 1 to Year 2 (4 percent of total expenditures in Year 1 versus 26 percent in Year 2), 

reflecting a greater focus on supporting ZSI schools in the second year of the grant.
32

 

Expenditures have remained relatively steady from Year 2 to June 2013 (which is nine months 

into the third year of the grant). All assurance areas have spent over half of their projected Year 3 

budgets, signaling continuing progress toward meeting goals in each reform area. Spending 

remains highest in the area of Great Teachers and Leaders and Zones of School Innovation. 
  

                                                 
32

 Seventy percent of ZSI Year 1 funds ($1,687,500) that were initially approved by the U.S. Department of 

Education for pre-kindergarten subsidies were not honored, despite commitments that HIDOE made to Hawaii’s 

Department of Human Services to implement the subsidies. HIDOE had to use general funds to cover the subsidies 

budgeted for Years 1–4 of the grant, and the U.S. Department of Education required the state to submit an 

amendment to repurpose the funds originally allocated for subsidies. In December 2011 (Year 2 of the grant), the 

U.S. DOE approved using $5.3 million of these RTTT funds (along with Year 2–4 subsidy funds) for data coaches 

and success coaches in the ZSI schools. The fact that most of Year 1 ZSI funds were frozen was one of the major 

reasons for the minimal spending in Year 1 and the major increase in spending during Year 2. 
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Exhibit 70. Spending by Year and Assurance Area: Budgeted Versus Actual33

 

 

Exhibit 71. Percent of Total Actual Spending by Year and Assurance Area 

Assurance Area Yr1 % of Actual Yr2 % of Actual 
Yr3 % of Actual 

(partial) 

State Systems 16 12 11 

Standards and Assessments 3 8 14 

Data Systems and Data Use 37 14 10 

Great Teachers and Leaders 39 41 40 

Zones of School Innovation 4 26 26 

Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2013. 
Note: Percentages may not round to 100% due to rounding error. 

Exhibit 71 showed spending by each assurance area for each year of the grant, and we turn now 

to look at spending by assurance area over the life of the grant to date (October 2012 through 

June 2013). Exhibit 72 presents the proportion of funds expended in each reform area through 

June 2013. To date, the greatest proportion of funds have been spent in the areas of Great 

                                                 
33

 Source: Item A-38 Budget Part I (revised October 2010-approved by USDOE); HIDOE Budget Narrative as of 

June 25, 2012; RTTT Budget Stoplight Report as of April 30
th

; Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2013. 
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Teachers and Leaders (40 percent of total spending to date) and Zones of School Innovation (24 

percent of total spending to date). It is important to note that data coaches that support formative 

assessments, the use of the DSI, and data use in general are budgeted and expended out of the 

Great Teachers and Leaders Assurance Area. In addition, the Standards and Assessments 

Assurance Area is using non-RTTT funding (Title II and general funds) to support their 

implementation efforts. 

Exhibit 72. Spending to Date: Percent of Total by Assurance Area 

 

Source: Race to 
the Top 

Expenditure Report: June 2013. 

In the following exhibits, we break down spending by expenditure type. First, Exhibit 73 

presents the proportion of spending through June 2013 by expenditure type. These data reveal 

that the largest percentage of spending is concentrated on personnel and fringe benefits
34

 and 

contractual expenditures. Spending on personnel and fringe benefits make up 38 percent of total 

expenditures to date ($16 million) and contractual expenditures make up 37 percent of the total 

spending to date ($15.6 million). Together, these two expenditure types account for three 

quarters of total spending through June 2013. 

To see the allocation of funds by expenditure type within each year, we turn our attention to 

Exhibit 74. While there were no contractual expenditures recorded in the first year (interview 

data from winter 2012 suggests this was due to challenges brought about by a slow procurement 

process at the state level), spending in this area ramped up in Year 2, with reported expenditures 

of $5.9 million (or 32 percent of Year 2 spending). Contractual expenditures have continued to 

rise from Year 2 with spending at $9.8 million in the third quarter of Year 3, accounting for just 
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under half of Year 3 expenditures to date. Spending on staff increased considerably from Year 1 

to Year 2 ($1.7 million in Year 1 to $7.3 million in Year 2) and reached $7 million at nine 

months into the third year of the grant. 

Exhibit 73. Percent of Spending to Date by Expenditure Type 

 
Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2013. 
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Exhibit 74. Spending by Year and Expenditure Type 

 
Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2013. 

A review of spending to date by expenditure type and Assurance Area (presented in Exhibit 75) 

reveals that most of the $16 million spent on personnel and fringe benefits to date has been 

focused in the areas of Great Teachers and Leaders and Zones of School Innovation ($6 million 

and $6.6 million, respectively), with spending representing 38 percent and 41 percent, 

respectively, of the total personnel and fringe expenditures to date. Similarly, $7.3 million of the 

$15.6 million spent on contractual expenditures has been focused in the areas of Great Teachers 

and Leaders, representing of 47 percent of contractual expenditures to date. 
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Exhibit 75. Expenditures to Date by Type and Assurance Area 

Budget 
Category  

State Systems 
Standards and 
Assessments 

Data Systems and 
Data Use 

Great Teachers and 
Leaders 

Zones of School 
Innovation 

Total 
% of 
Total 

Total 
% of 
Tota

l 
Total 

% of 
Total 

Total 
% of 
Total 

Total 
% of 
Total 

Personnel 
& Fringe  

$2,059,980 42 $457,908 10 $907,645 16 $6,001,211 35 $6,553,263 64 

Travel  $135,661 3 $255,810 6 $22,679 0 $161,920 1 $0 0 

Equipment 
& Supplies  

$42,604 1 $14,170 0 $2,688,224 47 $2,536,582 15 $1,157,972 11 

Contractual  $2,332,212 48 $3,522,813 80 $1,983,495 35 $7,282,280 42 $523,750 5 

Other  $82,959 2 $115,039 3 $20,658 0 $672,635 4 $1,566,442 15 

Indirect 
Costs 

$195,923 4 $60,860 1 $85,613 1 $482,661 3 $483,979 5 

Total  $4,849,339 100 $4,426,600 100 $5,708,313 100 $17,137,289 100 $10,285,406 100 

Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2013. 
Note: Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding error. 

Encumbrances by Assurance Area as of June 2013. Additional funds have been encumbered 

to payout obligations spanning the remainder of Year 3, as well as for Year 4 of the grant. A 

summary of encumbrances is shown in Exhibit 76. 

Exhibit 76. Encumbrances by Assurance Areas 

Assurance Area  
Encumbrances as 

of June 2013 

Aligned State Systems  $1,441,051 

Standards and Assessments  $2,581,706 

Data Systems and Data Use   $326,353 

Great Teachers and Great Leaders  $3,078,794 

Zones of School Innovation  $1,073,405 

Total $8,501,309 

Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2013 (with encumbrances). 
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Recommendations 

Based on the second year of the AIR evaluation, we offer HIDOE the following interrelated 

recommendations as the state moves into the fourth year of RTTT implementation: 

1. Continue to offer training in the Common Core State Standards. Since 2012, there has 

been a statistically significant increase in the proportion of teachers who report that they feel 

ready to implement the Common Core. In particular, teachers in grades K–2 and 11–12 

appear well positioned and appropriately trained to continue implementing the standards. 

Based on survey responses from teachers in grades K–2 and 11–12, state training efforts can 

be successful. As we near the end of the third year of the RTTT grant, 83 percent of both 

ELA and mathematics teachers who have been implementing the Common Core for several 

years have indicated that they felt prepared to do so. In addition, the state’s efforts to train 

staff over the last year have resulted in considerable success for teachers in grades 3–10. For 

example, the proportion of teachers in these grades who indicated that they teach ELA and 

agreed that they have had enough exposure to the ELA standards has increased by 20 

percentage points since 2012. Nonetheless, there is still work to be done. Despite these gains, 

only two thirds of ELA and mathematics teachers in grades 3–10 agreed that they felt 

prepared to implement the standards (61 percent and 63 percent, respectively). In site visits to 

schools, staff also voiced a strong desire for more intensive, job-embedded opportunities to 

explore the Common Core.  

The transition to the Common Core is a major undertaking and a significant shift for the 

state, and, as such, professional development remains an ongoing effort. The types of 

challenges that have emerged throughout the training and implementation process are not 

unique to Hawaii. A recent review of 40 states’ transition to the Common Core
35

 illustrated 

challenges in regard to professional development on the standards. Among the 40 states 

surveyed, researchers found that only 22 states indicated that more than half of their 

mathematics and ELA teachers had received some training on the Common Core. Only 10 

states reported that more than 75 percent of their teachers had participated in Common Core 

training. As is the case across many states that are transitioning to the Common Core, there is 

still a clear need for continued professional development in Hawaii. 

2. Embed opportunities for preparation time and teacher collaboration within Common 

Core professional development. A related issue focuses on the types of professional 

development that are offered to teachers on the Common Core. Teachers’ preferences for 

professional development topics have remained fairly stable over the last two years of the 

evaluation. The most commonly identified priorities (cited by a little less than half of the 

teachers surveyed) included learning more about the Common Core, collaborating with other 

teachers, using technology to improve instruction, and improving instructional practices. 

Although the proportion of educators who identified “learning more about the Common 

Core” as a priority PD topic has decreased by six percentage points since last year, it is still a 

substantial group. During our site visits, teachers continued to indicate a need for more 

training on the Common Core, but they specified that this training should be job embedded 

and should include paid PD time for staff to fully explore and prepare for implementation. In 
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other words, many teachers we interviewed during our site visits were equally concerned 

about the need to gain content knowledge in regard to the Common Core and the need for 

more time to effectively process that information.  

3. Monitor teachers’ skills and comfort with acting on student data. Using student data to 

inform instruction is a priority strategy for the state. The second year evaluation offered 

mixed results in this area that will be important to track over time. On the one hand, survey 

data showed that a large majority of principals and teachers reported extensive use of data at 

their school in both years of the RTTT evaluation. In addition, teachers reported a high level 

of comfort with data use, although principals’ perceptions of teacher comfort in this area 

were lower. 

However, while structures to facilitate data use have been established (data teams, academic 

review teams), the extent to which teachers are making meaningful changes to their 

instruction based on student data is less clear. An analysis of the survey constructs revealed a 

statistically significant decrease in the proportion of teachers that use formative assessments 

to inform instruction (i.e., that make changes or decisions based on the results of 

assessments) since 2012. Our 2013 site visits to schools revealed that while teachers could 

articulate the amount of time and the level of effort they committed to reviewing data, they 

were less comfortable describing what impact this focus had on their teaching practices. In 

part, this could be because there are a number of issues—for example, other major initiatives, 

such as the implementation of the Common Core—which are likely competing for teachers’ 

attention. In general, however, survey and site visit data appear to imply that teachers are 

using assessments less often to make changes in the classroom, despite evidence that various 

activities to promote data use are occurring as much as last year (if not more) at the school 

level. HIDOE might consider delving more deeply into this area in their dialogue with 

complex area superintendents, principals, and teachers. In addition, the state might explore 

using the new complex area support teams, which are intended to build the capacity of 

complex areas, to address this need. In the third year of the evaluation, we will continue to 

track this issue.  

4. Expand training and outreach regarding the Educator Effectiveness System among 

teachers. An analysis of survey data indicated that educators’ perceptions of the new teacher 

evaluation system have improved significantly since last year, and the proportions of teachers 

that reported understanding the components of the EES, understanding the Danielson 

Framework, and receiving clear communication from the state about the EES have all 

increased. Despite these gains, however, only 41 percent of teachers agreed or strongly 

agreed that the EES “appears fair,” which suggests that additional training and outreach may 

be needed to improve teacher awareness of, and comfort with, the system. 

5. Continue to focus on communication efforts. The survey data revealed a statistically significant 

improvement in teachers’ general perceptions of RTTT since the Year 1 survey. In particular, we 

found a number of impressive gains that reflect the state’s work to improve its communication 

strategies regarding its reform efforts. This shift is striking, given that school-level and complex area 

superintendents’ staff raised concerns about the quality of the state’s communication in the first year 

of our evaluation. Based on data gathered for the second evaluation, we recommend that the state 

continue their work to expand and strengthen its strategies for disseminating information to school 

staff.  Given 44 percent of teachers agreed the state has communicated their plans and 40 percent 
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agreed they understood state plans, effective communication strategies will be critical moving 

forward. 

6. Maintain a focus on comprehensive sustainability planning that includes 

communication and use of evaluation findings. In the second year of the evaluation, state 

administrators and complex area superintendents described the state’s ongoing sustainability 

planning to support RTTT-funded activities and personnel when the grant cycle ends. These 

efforts have included institutionalizing changes to education systems, providing training and 

technical assistance, and exploring alternative financing strategies, such as realignment of 

federal funds to determine if they can be used to sustain efforts currently supported through 

RTTT.  

Comprehensive sustainability planning can also build on the state’s increased emphasis on 

communication and use of data. Garnering support and buy-in from parents, school staff, and 

community members will be critical as the state moves forward with their strategic plan and 

continuation of core RTTT components. In addition, the use of data will be essential to 

identifying those services and supports that have been effective and should be sustained 

beyond RTTT funding. Success stories and impact data can be incorporated into the state’s 

communications targeted to the public, legislators, and other high-level decision makers, to 

ensure that effective components of RTTT have long-term viability in Hawaii. 
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Appendix A: Conceptual Framework 

 



 

 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Second Evaluation Report—114 

Aligned, Coherent System that Supports Reform and Builds Capacity
o Large grant to support systemic work at the state level
o Coordinated resource allocation aligned to priority areas
o Cross-division reorganization and collaboration at the state level, aligned with goals for student learning
o State-wide buy-in to reforms
o Coordinated support and collaboration with parents, community organizations and external partners
o Clear communication of goals, progress, challenges, and successes
o Performance-focused organizational culture

Standards and Assessment Use of Data for Continuous Improvement Effective Teachers and Leaders Support for Low Performing Schools

Fidelity of 
Implemen-
tation

Coherence of 
support of 
interaction of 
reforms

Capacity to 
implement 
reforms

-Adopt Common Core State Standards and
rigorous standards for science and social studies
-Develop/adapt curriculum, adopt instructional 
materials aligned to new standards
-Develop interim and summative assessments 
aligned to the new standards
- Provide ongoing professional development for 
new standards
- Monitor fidelity of implementation of the new 
standards
-Create additional supports and training for 
instruction and school supports that adapt to 
student need (RtI, PBIS))
-Create additional awareness around college and 
career-ready goals (e.g. new college and career-
ready diploma)
-Integration of Science Technology Engineering 
and Math (STEM) throughout this work
-Align secondary and post-secondary systems

-Develop formative benchmark 
assessments to monitor student 
progress throughout the year
-Improve infrastructure to enable 
data quality and access or all 
stakeholders to the state 
longitudinal data system (LDS)
-Use data for continuous 
improvement of state level 
processes
-Share effective research-based 
practices

-Create multiple avenues for teachers and leaders to 
enter the system (e.g, alternative certification)
-Implement training system  (e.g., induction, mentoring) 
for new teachers
-Design and provide training to schools on evaluation 
system (using student achievement as one component of 
the measurement) to measure effective teachers and 
leaders
-Design differentiated system of professional 
development aligned to the new evaluation system
-Increase supply of effective STEM educators
-Implement a system of incentives and sanctions based 
on the new performance evaluation

-Designate schools most in need of 
support (i.e., Zones of School Innovation)
-Develop a state system of support for 
ZSIs (e.g., Office of Strategic Reform, 
needs assessment, access to early 
childhood programs, external 
turnaround partner to support)
- Develop community support for 
improvements in ZSIs 
-Develop/revise plan to place and train 
effective teachers are in the neediest 
schools
-Increase monitoring & accountability 
for the  most struggling schools

State / Complex Level Policies and Supports

Improved  Student Learning, Increased 
College and Career Readiness, and 

Improve Student Outcomes

ALL SCHOOLS
-Implement rigorous college and career-ready 
standards in classroom instruction
-Use interim and summative assessments aligned 
to new standards to inform instruction
-Adapt instruction and school supports to student  
learning needs.
-Incorporate deeper understanding of college and 
career-readiness in supports for students

School Level Practices

ALL SCHOOLS
-Regularly collect data on student 
performance
- Create dedicated time to review 
and discuss data collaboratively
-Use data to inform instruction 
and for overall continuous 
improvement of the school

ALL SCHOOLS
-Evaluate teachers using new 
performance evaluation
- Participate in differentiated , high-
quality supports based on 
evaluation results (both teachers 
and leaders)
-Closely monitor struggling teachers 

ONLY IN ZONES OF SCHOOL INNOVATION (ZSI)
-Establish consensus on school goals (with guidance from the 
state and participation of the community) and track progress 
toward these goals
-Improve instructional quality by  implementing strategies to 
recruit, develop, and retain effective teachers
-Increase support for early childhood education
-Increase learning time
-Partner with community organizations / external support 
providers to build capacity for school-wide improvement

Contextual 
factors at the 
school, complex, 
and state level 
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Appendix B: 2012 and 2013 Survey Samples 
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2012 and 2013 Survey Samples 

This appendix provides information about the response rates and sample composition in each of 

the survey years. Principal surveys were sent to 285 schools in each year, and teacher surveys 

were sent to 60 schools in each year.
36

 Exhibit B-1 (below) summarizes response rates for each 

year, as well as the share of respondents who completed both surveys, among the subset of 

teachers and principals who received a survey in both years. The tables that follow in the 

principal and teacher sections of this appendix provide more detail on the composition of 

respondent samples in each year. A final section includes further detail on the share of survey 

recipients who received and responded to surveys in both years, among principals and teachers. 

Analysis samples used for this report include all completed responses from each year. This 

allows us to maximize the amount of information used when calculating aggregate responses for 

the state as a whole, as well as groups such as ZSI and non-ZSI teachers and principals. 

Exhibit B-1. Survey Response Rates in Years 1 and 2 

  Year 1 
 

Year 2 
 

Both Years 

  
Surveys 

Completed 
% 

 
Surveys 

Completed 
% 

 
Surveys 

Completed 
% of Two-Year 

Recipients 

School Response Rates 
        

Principals 230 81 
 

247 87 
 

206 72 

Teachers  60 100 
 

60 100 
 

60 100 

Individual Response Rates 
        

Principals 230 81 
 

246 87 
 

181 74 

Teachers 1,857 61 
 

2,446 70 
 

1,418 54 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 
Note: There are fewer principal respondents than schools in Year 2 because one principal filled out surveys for two schools. 

We believe that the changes in the survey responses since 2012 reveal genuine changes in 

opinion. Although it is hypothetically possible that the observed changes in aggregate responses 

between years may be due to the changing composition of respondent samples, rather than the 

changing conditions and overall perceptions that the survey is designed to measure, our  

examination of sample characteristics in each year (described below) indicates that the samples 

are highly similar on a number of measures. This supports the conclusion that changes in 

perceptions, averaged over large groups of respondents, are primarily due to changes in school 

conditions rather than systematic changes in the sample composition. 

In order to assess the likelihood that changes in sample composition are driving observed 

differences between years, exhibits B-2 through B-11 compare representations of a number of 

key characteristics in each year’s sample. The teacher and principal samples in Year 1 are 

remarkably similar to their counterparts in Year 2 in their representation of ZSI, charter, 

restructuring, and Title I recipient schools. They are also very similar in their representation of 

                                                 
36

 Two schools—Waikele Elementary and Puu Kukui Elementary—only received a principal survey in one year. 

Puu Kukui was a new school in Year 2, and there was no record of survey administration for Waikele Elementary in 

Year 2. These schools were removed from the principal analysis sample in order to maintain a consistent sampling 

frame between the two years.  
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schools serving the range of grade levels. Tables are presented without further commentary; none 

of the characteristics presented in the tables below exhibit cross-year differences in 

representation of more than three percentage points. 

Principal Sample Characteristics 

Exhibit B-2. Principal Analysis Sample, Charter and Non-Charter 

 
Charter Non-Charter Total 

Schools, Year 1 21 209 230 

% 9 91 100 

Schools, Year 2 20 227 247 

% 8 92 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit B-3. Principal Analysis Sample, ZSI and Non-ZSI 

 
ZSI Non-ZSI Total 

Schools, Year 1 23 207 230 

% 10 90 100 

Schools, Year 2 22 225 247 

% 9 91 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit B-4. Principal Analysis Sample, Title I and Non-Title I 

 
Title 1 Non-Title 1 Total

37
 

Schools, Year 1 163 66 229 

% 71 29 100 

Schools, Year 2 171 75 246 

% 70 30 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit B-5. Principal Analysis Sample, Restructuring and Non-Restructuring 

 
Restructuring Non-Restructuring Total 

Schools, Year 1 82 148 230 

% 36 64 100 

Schools, Year 2 81 166 247 

% 33 67 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

  

                                                 
37

 One school (Ewa Makai) did not have publicly available Title 1 information. This accounts for the two records 

missing in this summary and explains why schools do not total 230 and 247 for Years 1 and 2, respectively. 
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Exhibit B-6. Principal Analysis Sample, School Level 

 
Elementary Middle High Mixed Total 

Year 1 74 32 26 98 230 

% 32 14 11 43 100 

Year 2 75 32 28 112 247 

% 30 13 11 45 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Teacher Sample Characteristics 

Exhibit B-7. Teacher Analysis Sample, Charter and Non-Charter 

  Charter Non-Charter Total 

Year 1 119 1,738 1,857 

% 6 94 100 

Year 2 101 2,345 2,446 

% 4 96 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit B-8. Teacher Analysis Sample, ZSI and Non-ZSI 

  ZSI Non-ZSI Total 

Year 1 702 1,155 1,857 

% 38 62 100 

Year 2 855 1,591 2,446 

% 35 65 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit B-9. Teacher Analysis Sample, Title 1 and Non-Title 1 

  Title 1 Non-Title 1 Total 

Year 1 1385 472 1857 

% 75 25 100 

Year 2 1821 615 2446 

% 74 26 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit B-10. Teacher Analysis Sample, Restructuring and Non-Restructuring 

 
Restructuring Non-Restructuring Total 

Year 1 1274 583 1857 

% 69 31 100 

Year 2 1718 728 2446 

% 70 30 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 
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Exhibit B-11. Teacher Analysis Sample, School Level 

  Elementary Middle High Mixed  Total 

Year 1 310 245 605 697 1,857 

% 17 13 33 38 100 

Year 2 373 330 856 864 2,423 

% 15 14 36 35 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Two-Year Survey Respondent Detail 

Exhibits B-12 and B-13 (below) provide a full account of the overlap between Year 1 and Year 2 

survey samples, both for principals and teachers. Exhibit B-12 shows that 245 of the 324 total 

recipients of the principal survey (76 percent) received a survey in Year 1 and Year 2. Of these, 

181 completed a survey in both years (74 percent). Exhibit B-13 shows that 2,647 of the 3,883 

total recipients of the teacher survey (68 percent) received a survey in Year 1 and Year 2. Of 

these, 1,418 (54 percent) completed a survey in both years. 

For the principal and teacher survey samples, respondents were matched using employee IDs and 

a manual name match (for employees missing IDs). As a result, it is thought that the group of 

individuals that responded to the surveys does not correspond across years primarily because 

teachers and principals have left their jobs during that time (or, in the case of teachers, 

transferred schools) and therefore not received the survey. However, it is possible that the 

matching procedure failed to match some observations, such as for those who may have received 

new employee IDs between surveys. For this reason, the match rates described above should be 

considered conservative estimates of the overall rate of overlap between each year’s survey 

samples. 

Exhibit B-12. Principal Two-Year Response Detail 

Year 2 

Year 1 

  Not in Sample Incomplete Complete Total 

Not in Sample 0 6 33 39 

Incomplete 8 15 32 55 

Complete 32 17 181 230 

Total 40 38 246 324 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 
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Exhibit B-13. Teacher Two-Year Response Detail 

Year 2 

Year 1 

  Not in Sample Incomplete Complete Total 

Not in Sample 0 291 557 848 

Incomplete 205 502 471 1,178 

Complete 183 256 1,418 1,857 

Total 388 1,049 2,446 3,883 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 
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Appendix C: Rasch Analysis 
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In the body of the second year evaluation report, we provide a summary of the Rasch analysis for 

all schools, as well as ZSI and non-ZSI schools. This appendix includes the full results, including 

those for schools in restructuring and Title 1 schools. 

Teacher and Principal Survey Constructs 

Our teacher and principal surveys were designed to reliably capture larger underlying constructs 

by using multiple questions that explored different aspects of each construct. Specifically, survey 

items were analyzed using an approach called “Rasch modeling.”
38

 Principal values for each 

construct are representative of principals across the state because every school in the state was 

included in the principal sample. However, because teacher survey responses were drawn from a 

systematic sample of schools in the state, sampling weights have been applied to school-level 

means of teacher construct values in order to make them representative of teachers’ perceptions 

of implementation in schools across the state.
39

 The rating scale model was applied separately to 

each construct on the teacher and principal survey, and the scores are therefore not directly 

comparable across constructs within a survey, or across teacher and principal surveys. For this 

report, both years of survey data were scaled together so that the scores for a particular construct 

can be compared over time within either the principal or the teacher survey.
40

 

In this section, we present mean score comparisons for all survey constructs
41

 across the following 

groups: all teachers/principals, ZSI teachers/principals, and non-ZSI teachers/principals (the subset 

of teachers/principals that work in schools outside of the ZSIs). The comparisons were done using 

a Wald F test or t-test, and mean differences that were statistically significant at the 0.05 level are 

denoted with an asterisk. In addition, mean score comparisons are provided for teachers/principals 

in restructuring schools compared to teachers/principals in non-restructuring schools; and 

teachers/principals in Title I schools compared to teachers/principals in non-Title I schools. 

                                                 
38

 For the teacher and principal survey data, we created continuous scale scores for each survey construct from the 
ordered response categories available to the sample members (e.g., strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree) 
using WINSTEPS software, which follows the principles of the Rasch model. The resulting scale scores, composed of 
multiple items that fit together from a theoretical perspective, provide a quantitative measure of the frequency and 
intensity of an individual’s responses for the entire construct. The scale score units are log odd units (logit), which 
makes them suitable for use in concise descriptions and as outcome variables in statistical models. Some survey items 
were not included in the Rasch scaling, either by design or because the Rasch analysis showed that they do not, in fact, 
belong in a scale. These items were analyzed individually.  
39

 In our survey sampling, we oversampled some teachers (for example, in the ZSI schools). In order to make the 

survey results representative of the full Hawaii teacher population, we gave those teachers a weight smaller than 

one, and we gave under-sampled teachers a weight greater than one, so that the distribution of teachers in the 

weighted survey sample closely resembled the distribution of teachers in the state as a whole.  
40

 In order to make the Rasch scores comparable across both years of the survey, the scores from the first year were 

rescaled. This means that the mean scores for Year 1 reported here may differ slightly from the scores we reported in 

the first year report. The underlying survey data have not changed, nor have the relative scores between subgroups; 

further, the level of statistical significance of between-group differences has changed in only 2 of the 75 

comparisons between teacher or principal subgroups. The rescaling process thus allows comparisons across years 

while introducing only minimal changes to the first year Rasch scores.   
41

 The Rasch scores in this section were computed using survey results from principals who responded to the survey 

in Year 1 and principals who responded in Year 2, regardless of whether a principal responded in both years. 

Similarly, the scores for teachers include survey results from teachers who responded in Year 1 and teachers who 

responded in Year 2, regardless of whether a teacher responded in both years. The mean teacher scores are 

computed using school-level means, weighted at the school level.  
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Following a description of how schools have changed since 2012, we focus specifically on 

results from this year’s survey, with comparisons of ZSI and non-ZSI principal and teacher data. 

What has changed since the first survey for teachers and principals? What has changed 

specifically for ZSI teachers and principals? What differences do we observe this year between 

teachers and principals in ZSI schools and those outside the ZSIs? Corresponding analysis is 

presented for schools in restructuring and Title 1 schools. 

Statewide Results. As shown in Exhibit C-1, principals’ responses exhibited a statistically 

significant increase in readiness to implement the Common Core, in comparison with the 2012 

survey. However, there was also a significant increase in the extent to which principals reported 

facing various challenges. Compared to last year, principals reported that they were more 

challenged by resource-based and staff- and student-based factors in their efforts to improve 

school performance. In addition, they were more challenged in building and maintaining a 

qualified teaching force. Finally, principals had less positive perceptions of their school 

environments this year, relative to last year (a finding that is also true for teachers). 

As shown in Exhibit C-2, teachers’ responses—like those of principals—indicated a significant 

increase in readiness to implement the Common Core and in favorable perceptions of RTTT 

implementation, relative to the 2012 survey. Teachers exhibited a significant decrease in the 

reported use of formative assessments to inform instruction, as well as significantly less positive 

perceptions of their school environments, relative to last year. 

Non-ZSI Schools. Survey findings for the group of non-ZSI teachers and principals mirror 

results for the state as a whole. (Principal and teacher ZSI and non-ZSI construct means are 

presented in Exhibits C-1 and C-2, respectively.) Constructs with statistically significant changes 

(relative to last year) among the non-ZSI principals and non-ZSI teacher groups were the same as 

for the “all schools” groups for both principals and teachers. 

ZSI Schools. Among ZSI principals, there were statistically significant changes (relative to last 

year) for only 2 of the 11 constructs that were measured in both survey administrations. 

Specifically, ZSI principals reported a significant increase in their schools’ use of data, and in 

their comfort with analyzing and acting on student data, relative to last year. For ZSI teachers, 

there were only two constructs that showed statistically significant change relative to last year—

greater readiness to implement the Common Core and a more positive perception of RTTT 

implementation. 
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Exhibit C-1. Principal Perceptions: All Schools, Non-ZSI Schools, and ZSI Schools  

Construct 
All Principals  Non-ZSI Principals  ZSI Principals 

Y1 Y2 P>F   Y1 Y2 P>F   Y1 Y2 P>F 

Readiness to implement the 
CCSS  

0.152 1.296 *0.000  0.143 1.367 *0.000  0.240 0.566 0.765 

Use of data to improve 
instruction  

3.866 3.939 0.833  3.856 3.686 0.6359  3.957 6.561 *0.014 

Comfort with analyzing and 
acting on student data  

2.830 2.903 0.848  2.943 2.756 0.642  1.804 4.427 *0.037 

Challenges using data to 
make instructional 

decisions   

0.426 0.419 0.936  0.439 0.392 0.630  0.313 0.701 0.217 

Use of formative assessments 
to inform instruction 

1.315 1.079 0.210  1.263 0.991 0.167  1.772 1.923 0.813 

Challenges with having a 

qualified teaching force 
-0.117 -0.335 *0.026  -0.127 -0.354 *0.029  -0.036 -0.137 0.729 

Effectiveness of activities and 
resources to improve the 
school   

0.620 0.353 0.062  0.619 0.349 0.073  0.630 0.394 0.610 

Resource-based challenges to 
improving school 

performance 

0.048 -0.451 *0.000  0.015 -0.526 *0.000  0.362 0.335 0.956 

People-based challenges to 
improving school 

performance 

0.763 0.383 *0.005  0.863 0.494 *0.007  -0.172 -0.773 0.214 

Perception of positive school 
environment  

3.505 2.946 *0.022  3.576 2.929 *0.012  2.835 3.126 0.709 

Perception of RTTT 
implementation  

0.113 0.510 0.072  -0.008 0.360 0.097  1.238 2.055 0.364 

Value of academic & financial 
planning  

NA 4.031 NA  NA 4.019 NA  NA 4.165 NA 

Engagement and 
effectiveness of data teams  

NA 2.883 NA  NA 2.620 NA  NA 5.613 NA 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey, May 2012 and May 2013. 
Note: Constructs for which no Year 1 means are reported are based on survey items that were not part of the Year 1 survey. 
These items were added during survey revisions following the Year 1 evaluation. 

Exhibit C-2. Teacher Perceptions: All Schools, Non-ZSI Schools, and ZSI Schools 

Construct 
All Teachers  Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Year 1 Year 2 P>F  Year 1 Year 2 P>F  Year 1 Year 2 P>F 

Readiness to implement the 
CCSS 

-0.271 0.111 *0.000  -0.247 0.146 *0.000  -0.551 -0.284 *0.044 

Challenges of standards-

based instruction 
0.204 0.133 0.613  0.192 0.106 0.570  0.330 0.439 0.438 

School’s use of data to 
improve instruction  

3.019 3.043 0.888  3.114 3.113 0.998  1.936 2.253 0.361 

Comfort with analyzing and 
acting on student data 

5.236 5.01 0.181  5.254 5.010 0.186  5.020 4.982 0.872 

Challenges using data to make 

instructional decisions   
0.588 0.597 0.933  0.602 0.618 0.888  0.420 0.352 0.490 
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Construct 
All Teachers  Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Year 1 Year 2 P>F  Year 1 Year 2 P>F  Year 1 Year 2 P>F 

Use of HSA data  1.323 1.011 0.244  1.378 1.039 0.240  0.695 0.696 0.998 

Use of formative assessments 
to inform instruction 

1.180 0.780 *0.024  1.216 0.810 *0.034  0.777 0.441 0.232 

Challenges having a qualified 

teaching force  
-0.238 -0.200 0.641  -0.217 -0.171 0.609  -0.481 -0.519 0.689 

Satisfaction with professional 
development  

0.920 0.892 0.688  0.945 0.921 0.735  0.627 0.575 0.670 

Effectiveness of activities and 
resources to improve the 
school   

0.230 0.293 0.600  0.276 0.335 0.649  -0.287 -0.177 0.404 

Resource-based challenges to 
improving school 

performance 
0.064 -0.027 0.369  0.107 0.004 0.350  -0.404 -0.374 0.804 

People-based challenges to 
improving school 

performance 
0.022 0.022 0.999  0.114 0.113 0.996  -0.979 -0.998 0.808 

Perception of positive school 
environment 

2.300 1.550 *0.010  2.409 1.586 *0.008  1.058 1.372 0.683 

Perception of RTTT 
implementation 

-1.577 -0.842 *0.000  -1.656 -0.889 *0.000  -0.674 -0.319 *0.017 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey, May 2012 and May 2013. 

Differences between ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools in 2013 

In this section, we focus specifically on the 2013 survey and discuss statistically significant 

differences between ZSI and non-ZSI schools. Among principals, significant differences between 

those who work in ZSI schools and those who work outside the ZSIs were found for 6 of the 14 

constructs measured in the second year survey. (These subgroup estimates are presented in 

Exhibit C-3.) Compared to non-ZSI principals, ZSI principals reported significantly greater use 

of data to improve instruction in their schools, more comfort among teachers when analyzing and 

acting on student data, more use of formative assessments to inform instruction, a greater level of 

engagement and effectiveness in regard to data teams, and a more positive perception of RTTT 

implementation. In contrast, ZSI principals perceived that people-based factors were more of a 

challenge to improving school performance, as compared to non-ZSI principals. In 2013, there 

were more significant differences between ZSI and non-ZSI principals than in 2012, when ZSI 

principals differed from their non-ZSI peers on only two constructs (a more positive perception 

of RTTT and more people-based challenges to school improvement among ZSI principals). 

Compared to principals, there were fewer significant differences between teachers at ZSI and 

non-ZSI schools in the 2013 survey (see Exhibit C-4). Compared to non-ZSI educators, ZSI 

teachers—like ZSI principals—reported more people-based challenges to improving school 

performance (which was also a significant difference in 2012). In addition, ZSI teachers were 

less satisfied than non-ZSI teachers with professional development opportunities (which was not 

a significant difference in 2012). 

There were more differences between ZSI teachers and non-ZSI teachers in 2012, relative to 

2013. In 2012, for example, ZSI teachers reported lower rates of data usage to improve 
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instruction, perceived that activities and resources for school improvement were less effective, 

had a less positive perception of their school environment than non-ZSI teachers, and had a more 

positive perception of RTTT implementation. These differences were not statistically significant 

in the 2013 survey. In other words, ZSI and non-ZSI teachers looked more similar to each other 

in 2013, based on survey data, than in 2012. 

Exhibit C-3: 2013 Survey, ZSI Principals to non-ZSI Principals 

Construct 
Principals 

ZSI Schools  Non-ZSI Schools  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  0.566  1.367  0.289 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  6.561  3.686  *0.000 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  4.427  2.756  *0.048 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions    0.701  0.392  0.177 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.923  0.991  *0.046 

Challenges with having a qualified workforce  -0.137  -0.354  0.329 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.394  0.349  0.866 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance 0.335  -0.526  0.057 

People-based challenges to improving school performance -0.773  0.494  *0.000 

Perception of positive school environment  3.126  2.929  0.741 

Perception of RTTT implementation 2.055  0.360  *0.019 

Value of academic and financial planning 4.165  4.019  0.831 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams  5.613  2.620  *0.000 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey, May 2013. 

Exhibit C-4: 2013 Survey, ZSI Teachers to Non-ZSI Teachers 

Construct 
Teachers 

ZSI Schools  Non-ZSI Schools   P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  -0.284  0.146  0.084 

Challenges of standards-based instruction 0.439  0.106  0.154 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  2.253  3.113  0.205 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  4.982  5.010  0.920 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   0.352  0.618  0.176 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data  0.696  1.039  0.419 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 0.441  0.810  0.367 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.519  -0.171  0.081 

Satisfaction with professional development 0.575  0.921  *0.033 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   -0.177  0.335  0.111 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance -0.374  0.004  0.108 

People-based challenges to improving school performance -0.998  0.113  *0.000 

Perception of positive school environment 1.137  1.586  0.357 

Perception of RTTT implementation  -0.319  -0.889  0.059 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey, May 2013. 
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Schools in Restructuring 

Change Over Time: A Comparison of 2012 and 2013 Survey Results 

The following section compares mean scores from the 2012 and 2013 surveys for teachers and 

principals in schools in restructuring and teachers and principals in schools that are not 

restructuring. 

Schools in Restructuring.
42

 Comparing mean scale scores from the first and second year 

surveys shows that in 2013, teachers from schools in restructuring reported that they faced more 

challenges to standards-based instructions, and were less comfortable analyzing and acting on 

student data, than they had reported in the previous year (shown in Exhibit C-5, below). 

Nevertheless, teachers in these schools did report a more positive perception of RTTT 

implementation compared to the first year of the evaluation. Unlike teachers, principals from 

schools in restructuring reported more readiness to implement the CCSS compared to the first 

year of the evaluation, as shown in Exhibit C-6. However, they also reported more resource-

based challenges to improving the school, compared to the previous year. 

Exhibit C-5. Schools in Restructuring: Teachers, 2012 and 2013 Surveys 

Construct 
Schools in Restructuring 

Teachers (Y1)  Teachers (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  -0.832  -0.534  0.074 

Challenges to standards-based instruction   0.632  0.222  *0.007 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 2.067  1.967  0.635 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 4.710  4.213  *0.013 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions     0.390  0.239  0.071 

Hawaii State Assessment data   0.642  0.590  0.610 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 0.233  -0.077  0.099 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force    -0.438  -0.506  0.119 

Satisfaction with professional development   0.556  0.506  0.606 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   -0.512  -0.492  0.864 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  -0.294  -0.367  0.444 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  -0.605  -0.745  0.099 

Perception of positive school environment  1.190  1.194  0.969 

Perception of RTTT implementation -1.430  -0.617  *0.001 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey, May 2012 and May 2013. 
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 For the purposes of this analysis, restructuring is defined as any school labeled as “in restructuring” or “planning 

for restructuring.” 
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Exhibit C-6. Schools in Restructuring: Principals, 2012 and 2013 Surveys 

Construct 
Schools in Restructuring 

Principals (Y1)  Principals (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  -0.411  1.278  *0.001 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 3.517  3.370  0.807 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 1.647  1.798  0.821 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   0.459  0.452  0.967 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.164  1.082  0.788 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.123  -0.361  0.124 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.381  0.493  0.639 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance 0.126  -0.452  *0.013 

People-based challenges to improving school performance 0.310  0.0396  0.209 

Perception of positive school environment  3.023  2.825  0.623 

Perception of RTTT implementation 0.137  0.682  0.171 

Academic financial planning  NA  4.074  NA 

Engagement and Effectiveness of Data*  NA  2.764  NA 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey, May 2012 and May 2013. 
Note: Constructs for which no Year 1 means are reported are based on survey items that were not part of the Year 1 survey. 
These items were added during survey revisions following the Year 1 evaluation. 

Non-Restructuring Schools. In the second year of the evaluation, teachers in non-restructuring 

schools (Exhibit C-7) reported that they were more ready to implement the CCSS and had a more 

positive perception of RTTT implementation than they reported in the first year of the 

evaluation. However, teachers reported a decreased perception of positive school environment 

compared to the first year of the evaluation. Principals from non-restructuring schools had more 

statistically significant differences between the first and second year of the evaluation than the 

teachers from non-restructuring schools (Exhibit C-8). Like teachers, principals reported that 

they were more ready to implement the CCSS than they had reported in the first year of the 

evaluation. However, compared to last year, principals of non-restructuring schools reported 

feeling a decreased sense of the effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school, 

as well as greater resource- and people-based challenges to improving school performance. 

Moreover, principals at non-restructuring schools felt a decreased perception of positive school 

environment compared to the first year of the evaluation. 
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Exhibit C-7. Non-Restructuring Schools: Teachers, 2012 and 2013 Surveys
43

  

Construct 
Non-Restructuring Schools 

Teachers (Y1)  Teachers (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  -0.027  0.398  *0.002 

Challenges to standards-based instruction 0.016  0.093  0.656 

School use of data to improve instruction 3.435  3.522  0.711 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 5.466  5.362  0.640 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   0.674  0.756  0.561 

Hawaii State Assessment data  1.621  1.199  0.261 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction  1.595  1.161  0.071 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force   -0.151  -0.064  0.444 

Satisfaction with professional development   1.079  1.065  0.867 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.555  0.643   0.586 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance 0.223  0.124  0.487 

People-based challenges to improving school performance 0.300  0.364  0.732  

Perception of positive school environment  2.785  1.708  *0.004 

Perception of RTTT implementation -1.641  -0.942  *0.002 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey, May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit C-8. Non-Restructuring Schools: Principals, 2012 and 2013 Surveys  

Construct 
  Non-Restructuring Schools 

Principals (Y1)  Principals (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  0.466  1.305  *0.021 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 4.060  4.216  0.709 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 3.486  3.443  0.926 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions    0.409  0.403  0.960 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.400  1.077  0.177 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force    -0.114  -0.322  0.094 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.756  0.286  *0.008 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  0.006  -0.451  *0.004 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  1.012  0.552  *0.007 

Perception of positive school environment  3.769  3.005  *0.012 

Perception of RTTT implementation 0.100  0.426  0.219 

Value of academic and financial planning  NA  4.010  NA 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams*  NA  2.942  NA 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey, May 2012 and May 2013. 
Note: Constructs for which no Year 1 means are reported are based on survey items that were not part of the Year 1 survey 
because they were added during survey revisions following Year 1. 
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 Indicates a survey item that has been reverse-coded. Mean scale scores of reverse-coded items can be 

interpreted as follows: lower scores represent greater challenges and higher scores represent lesser challenges. 
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A Comparison of Survey Results Between Schools in Restructuring and Non-Restructuring 

Schools in 2013 

Below, we compare non-restructuring schools and those that are in restructuring and outline the 

statistically significant results from the 2013 survey. 

Schools in Restructuring. A comparison of schools in restructuring (under the No Child Left 

Behind Act) and those not in restructuring (Exhibits C-9 and C-10) reveals a number of 

significant differences for teachers and fewer significant differences for principals. Comparing 

the mean scale scores from the second year survey for teachers in each group shows that there 

were multiple significant differences. Compared with teachers in restructuring schools, teachers 

in non-restructuring schools reported that they were more ready to implement the Common Core, 

that they were more satisfied with professional development, and that they perceived activities 

and resources used to improve the school to be more effective, and they reported fewer resource- 

and people-based challenges to improving school performance. In regards to data management 

and use, teachers in the non-restructuring schools reported that they used data to improve 

instruction to a greater extent than those in restructuring schools. Moreover, non-restructuring 

teachers reported more comfort with analyzing and acting on student data, fewer challenges in 

using data to make instructional decisions, and greater use of formative assessments to inform 

instruction than teachers from schools in restructuring. There were fewer statistically significant 

differences among principal groups. Compared to principals of schools in restructuring, 

principals from non-restructuring schools reported more comfort with analyzing and acting on 

student data and fewer people-based challenges to improving education. 

Exhibit C-9. Restructuring and Non-Restructuring Schools: Teachers, 2013 Survey 

Construct 

Teachers 

Restructuring 
(Y2) 

 
Non-Restructuring 

(Y2) 
 P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  -0.534  0.398  *0.001 

Challenges to standards-based instruction 0.222  0.0933  0.600 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 1.967  3.522  *0.013 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 4.213  5.362  *0.000 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions 0.239  0.756  *0.033 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data  0.590  1.200  0.099 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction -0.771  1.161  *0.001 

Challenges with having a qualified workforce  -0.506  -0.064  0.064 

Satisfaction with professional development  0.506  1.065  *0.004 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school -0.492  0.643  *0.002 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance -0.367  0.124  *0.036 

People-based challenges to improving school performance -0.745  0.364  *0.000 

Perception of positive school environment 1.194  1.708  0.373 

Perception of RTTT implementation -0.617  -0.942  0.281 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey, May 2013. 
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Exhibit C-10. Restructuring and Non-Restructuring Schools, Principals, 2013 Survey  

Construct 

Principals 

Restructuring 
(Y2) 

 
Non-Restructuring 

(Y2) 
 P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  1.278  1.305  0.949 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 3.370  4.216  0.103 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 1.796  3.443  *0.003 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   0.452  0.403  0.722 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.082  1.077  0.984 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.361  -0.322  0.757 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.493  0.286  0.251 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance -0452  -0.451  0.993 

People-based challenges to improving school performance 0.040  0.552  *0.009 

Perception of positive school environment  2.825  3.004  0.583 

Perception of RTTT implementation 0.682  0.426  0.470 

Value of academic and financial planning*  4.074  4.010  0.855 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams*  2.764  2.942  0.697 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey, May 2013. 

Title 1 Schools 

Title 1 Schools. As shown in Exhibit C-11 (below), teachers from Title 1 schools reported 

greater readiness to implement the CCSS and had a greater positive perception of RTTT 

implementation in the second year of the evaluation, compared to the first year. Title 1 teachers 

also reported that their use of formative assessments to inform instruction had decreased since 

the first year of the study. Comparing mean scale scores from the first and second year surveys, 

principals of Title 1 schools showed more statistically significant differences. Principals 

reported—as teachers did—that they were more ready to implement the CCSS in the second 

year, compared to the first year (Exhibit C-12). In the second year, principals reported more 

people-based and resource-based challenges to improving school performance, as well as a 

decrease in the amount of technical assistance and additional school supports received. 
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Exhibit C-11. Title 1 Schools: Teachers, 2012 and 2013 Surveys  

Construct 
Title 1 Schools 

Teachers  (Y1)  Teachers (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  -0.302  0.300  *0.005 

Challenges to standards-based instruction 0.355  0.036  0.999 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 2.938  3.022  0.670 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 5.120  4.892  0.304 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   0.518  0.587  0.568 

Hawaii State Assessment data  1.214  0.888  0.370 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.122  0.598  *0.010 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.323  -0.272  0.609 

Satisfaction with professional development   0.766  0.766  0.998 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school 0.059  0.246  0.157 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance -0.012  -0.073  0.632 

People-based challenges to improving school performance -0.258  -0.174  0.619 

Perception of positive school environment  1.809  1.140  0.073 

Perception of RTTT implementation -1.664  -0.816  *0.000 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey, May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit C-12. Title 1 Schools: Principals, 2012 and 2013 Surveys  

Construct 
Title 1 Schools 

Principals (Y1)  Principals  (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  0.0002  0.991  *0.004 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 3.912  4.142  0.575 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 2.855  2.759  0.831 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions    0.441  0.436  0.963 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.345  1.190  0.488 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force    -0.175  -0.360  0.086 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.599  0.238  *0.024 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  -0.048  -0.524  *0.003 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  0.460  0.062  *0.006 

Perception of positive school environment  3.195  2.785  0.127 

Perception of RTTT implementation 0.090  0.533  0.080 

Value of academic and financial planning  NA  3.843  NA 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams  NA  2.955  NA 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey, May 2012 and May 2013. 
Note: Constructs for which no Year 1 means are reported are based on survey items that were not part of the Year 1 survey. 
These items were added during survey revisions following the Year 1 evaluation. 

Non-Title 1 Schools. Teachers from schools not receiving Title I funding reported more 

readiness to implement the CCSS and a more positive perception of RTTT implementation in the 

second year of the evaluation, relative to the first year (as shown in Exhibit C-13). Compared to 

the first year of the survey, these teachers also reported more people-based challenges to 

improving school performance, more challenges to standards-based instruction, a decreased 

perception of the effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school, and a decreased 
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perception of positive school environment in the second year. Comparing mean scale scores from 

the first and second year surveys, principals of non-Title 1 schools showed fewer statistically 

significant differences compared to teachers from non-Title schools (Exhibit C-14). Principals 

reported—as teachers did—a greater readiness to implement the CCSS this year, compared to 

last year. However, they also reported more resource-based challenges to improving school 

performance this year, compared to last year. 

Exhibit C-13. Non-Title I Schools: Teachers, 2012 and 2013 Surveys 

Construct 
Non-Title 1 Schools 

Teachers   (Y1)  Teachers  (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  -0.179  0.354  *0.002 

Challenges to standards-based instruction 0.716  0.425  *0.030 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 3.265  3.105  0.640 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 5.589  5.355  0.076 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   0.801   0.624  0.108 

Hawaii State Assessment data   1.655  1.381  0.205 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.359  1.325  0.884 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  0.019  0.016  0.980 

Satisfaction with professional development   1.390  1.272  0.485 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.754  0.437  *0.006 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance 0.299  0.111  0.181 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  0.883  0.610  *0.002 

Perception of positive school environment  3.786  2.780  *0.003 

Perception of RTTT implementation -1.309  -0.919  *0.019 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 

Exhibit C-14. Non-Title I Schools: Principals, 2012 and 2013 Surveys  

Construct 
Non-Title 1 Schools 

Principals (Y1)  Principals  (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  0.521  1.995  *0.012 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 3.753  3.473  0.660 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 2.769  3.234  0.531 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   0.391  0.381  0.951 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.237  0.793  0.204 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  0.261  -0.277  0.145 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.678  0.617  0.842 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance 0.284  -0.286  *0.018 

People-based challenges to improving school performance 1.503  1.113  0.146 

Perception of positive school environment  4.266  3.314  0.062 

Perception of RTTT implementation 0.169  0.457  0.515 

Value of academic and financial planning  NA  4.462  NA 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams*  NA  2.719  NA 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012 and May 2013. 
Note: Constructs for which no Year 1 means are reported are based on survey items that were not part of the Year 1 survey. 
These items were added during survey revisions following the Year 1 evaluation. 
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Comparison of Survey Results Between Title 1 Schools and Non-Title 1 Schools in 2013 

Title I schools. Exhibit C-15 compares the mean scale scores for teachers in Title 1 schools with 

teachers in non-Title I schools and shows that teachers from schools not receiving Title 1 

funding reported having less people-based challenges and had a greater perception of a positive 

school environment. Principals from schools not receiving Title 1 funding also reported having 

less people-based challenges to improving school performance compared to principals from Title 

1 schools (Exhibit C-16). Additionally, principals of non-Title 1 schools felt more ready to 

implement the CCSS than principals at Title 1 schools. 

Exhibit C-15. Title 1 and Non-Title Schools: Teachers, 2013 Survey 

Construct 
Teachers 

Title 1 (Y2)  Non-Title (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  0.295  0.354  0.255 

Challenges to standards-based instruction 0.036  0.425  0.109 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 3.022  3.105  0.910 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 4.892  5.354  0.156 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions 0.587  0.624  0.893 

Hawaii State Assessment data  0.888  1.381  0.331 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 0.598  1.325  0.055 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force   -0.272  0.016  0.344 

Satisfaction with professional development  0.766  1.272  0.140 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.246  0.437  0.622 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance -0.073  0.111  0.496 

People-based challenges to improving school performance -0.174  0.610  *0.044 

Perception of positive school environment  1.140  2.780  *0.003 

Perception of RTTT implementation -0.816  -0.919  0.787 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey, May 2013. 

Exhibit C-16. Title 1 and Non-Title 1 Schools: Principals, 2013 Survey  

Construct 
Principals 

Title 1 (Y2)  Non-Title 1 (Y2)  P>F 

Readiness to implement the CCSS  0.991  1.995  *0.027 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 4.142  3.473  0.210 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 2.759  3.234  0.395 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   0.436  0.381  0.731 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 1.190  0.793  0.165 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.360  -0.277  0.613 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school   0.238  0.617  0.053 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance -0.524  -0.286  0.267 

People-based challenges to improving school performance 0.062  1.113  *0.000 

Perception of positive school environment  2.785  3.314  0.176 

Perception of RTTT implementation 0.533  0.457  0.826 

Academic and financial planning  3.843  4.462  0.068 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams*  2.955  2.719  0.605 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey, May 2013. 
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Appendix D: Implementation Index 
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Implementation Index 

Hawaii’s RTTT grant represents a comprehensive reform of its public education system, based 

on significant system change efforts at the state level. Given the scope and scale of the grant, 

implementation is occurring over multiple years as various elements of the reform are rolled out 

to schools. To help the state understand how RTTT efforts are playing out at the school level, we 

have developed an index to gauge the overall level of implementation for core components of the 

grant. In the third year of the evaluation, the schools’ scores on this index will serve as a 

covariate for our student achievement analysis to assess the relationship between implementation 

and outcomes. 

The index is composed of survey questions that address some (but not all) of the core 

components of RTTT. We selected items based on a review of the RTTT Conceptual Model (see 

Appendix A), our understanding of what has been rolled out to date, and what could reasonably 

have been expected to impact school-level practice at this stage of the grant. Some of these 

elements are directly attributable to Race to the Top and are new to Hawaii, such as awareness of 

the reform, Common Core implementation, and a strong emphasis on the use of data. However, 

that other elements assess strategies that are being implemented as part of RTTT but may have 

existed in some form prior to RTTT. Finally, we selected survey items that reflect strategies and 

behaviors that should be applicable to all schools in the state, not only those schools in the ZSIs. 

Our intent was to develop a proxy to reflect the current status of implementation across schools. 

The implementation index includes the following survey items:
44

 

Exhibit D-1: Implementation Index Survey Items 

 

Implementation Index Survey Items 

My school has changed practices or brought in new resources as part of the Race to the Top work this year. 

I understand the plans associated with Race to the Top. 

This school year, to what extent are you implementing Common Core for ELA and Literacy?  

This school year, to what extent are you implementing Common Core for mathematics?  

I have seen and used the DSI.  

How important are benchmark assessments for your school in judging how well students are learning?  

In the current school year, to what extent is your school implementing tiered instructional interventions? 

In the current school year, to what extent is your school implementing behavioral interventions? 

To what extent is there a culture of data use at your school? 

In the current school year, to what extent is your school encouraging a greater focus on college/career readiness? 

In the current school year, to what extent is your school increasing exposure to STEM content for students at the 
school?  

Each teacher/principal response to these survey questions was assigned a value of Low, Medium, 

or High (for example, response categories such as “strongly disagree” and “minimally” were 

                                                 
44

 These items come from the teacher survey; parallel items were selected from the principal survey for most of the 

items. The Common Core implementation questions were not perfectly parallel between teachers and principals; we 

asked principals about their staff’s comfort in implementing Common Core State Standards. 
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coded as Low, while “strongly agree” and “to a great extent” were coded as High). The index 

consists of two sub-indices—one for the mean of all teacher responses at a school and one for 

that school’s principal responses. Each survey item was given an equal weight and each sub-

index is a simple average of all the relevant components, with the exception of the two Common 

Core questions, which each received a weight of 0.5. The final implementation score is the 

average of the teacher index and the principal index. Any school with only a teacher or a 

principal sub-index received a final score equal to that sub-index score. 

The mean score for the full index was 2.03, with a minimum score of 1.46 and a maximum score 

of 2.52 (compared to 2.01, 1.58, and 2.45, respectively, in 2012). The distribution of scores 

across the 59 schools for which we could compute an index is shown in Exhibit D-2 (below). 

The mean score for the teacher sub-index was 1.93 and the mean score for the principal sub-

index was 2.16 (compared to 1.90 and 2.17, respectively, last year). Furthermore, the correlation 

between these two sub-indices was 0.50. While this is higher than last year’s correlation of 0.32, 

it still indicates that principal and teacher perceptions of RTTT reforms are not well aligned. 

However, the increased correlation indicates that perceptions did become substantially more 

aligned this year, relative to last year. Exhibit D-3 (a scatter plot) shows that principals generally 

rated implementation higher than teachers at the same school. 

Although not shown in Exhibit D-2, the mean score for non-ZSI schools was 1.97 and the mean 

for ZSI schools was 2.11 (compared to 2.00 and 2.06, respectively, in 2012). This small observed 

divergence in index scores is driven mainly by the increase in the implementation score among 

ZSI schools—an expected result given HIDOE’s extra emphasis on implementation in ZSI 

schools. 

Exhibit D-2. Distribution of Implementation Scores 

 
 Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Survey, May 2013. 
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Exhibit D-3. Principal Index Versus Teacher Index 

   

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Survey, May 2013. 
Note: The red line indicates teacher-principal agreement. Dots above the line indicate schools with higher principal index score 
than teacher index average at that school, and dots below the line indicate schools with principal index score below the teacher 
average. 
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Appendix E: Interrupted Time Series 
Methodology 
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Interrupted Time Series Analysis 

For interrupted time series analyses that use HSA scale scores, the outcome was measured at the 

student level. Therefore, for these analyses we estimated the following model: 

                                                        

where Y is the outcome observed in year t at school j for student i, Time is a trend variable that 

captures baseline changes in the outcome, Intv is the term that captures the immediate shift in the 

outcome variable following the introduction of RTTT, and Time X Intv is a trend variable that 

captures changes in the outcome following the introduction of RTTT.      is an error term for 

each student-by-school-by-year observation, clustered at the school level. It is important to note 

that although the model is estimated at the student level, data from a different pool of students 

are used each year—that is, no student should appear in the model more than once, unless he or 

she repeated a grade. We fit all models in STATA 12 by using ordinary least squares estimation. 

All other outcomes were measured at the school level. For these measures, we estimated the 

following model: 

                                                   

where Y is the outcome observed in year t at school j,
45

 Time is a trend variable that captures 

baseline changes in the outcome,
46

 Intv is the term that captures the immediate shift in the 

outcome variable following the introduction of RTTT, and Time X Intv is a trend variable that 

captures changes in the outcome following the introduction of RTTT.     is an error term for 

each school-by-year observation, clustered at the school level.  

In the two models described above,    represents the estimated value of the outcome in 2010 

(because the time trend is coded to zero in this year),    represents the estimated slope of the 

time trend,    represents the estimated initial upward or downward shift in the outcome 

associated with the introduction of RTTT, and    represents the estimated change in the time 

trend associated with the introduction of RTTT.  

Therefore, for outcomes for which 2012 is the most recent year for which data were available, 

the total estimated effect of RTTT would be    +      , as RTTT had been implemented for 

only two years by this point. For outcomes for which 2013 data were available, the total 

estimated effect would be    +      . To test whether the outcome’s predicted level since the 

introduction of RTTT was different from the predicted baseline level in the most recent year, we 

tested whether the sum of    +       or    +       (depending on the number of post-RTTT 

years in which we observed the outcome) was different from zero. To contextualize the size of 

                                                 
45

 However, for AYP, we aggregated to the state level. As a result, there is no j subscript on any of the terms for this 

model. 
46

 The time variable was centered around 2010 so that the first year of RTTT (2011) was coded as 1. Years were 

therefore coded ranging from -3 in 2007 to 3 in 2013. 
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these effects, we also reported the impacts in terms of effect sizes by dividing the effect by the 

standard deviation of the outcome measure in the baseline years. When we compared changes in 

outcomes between two groups of schools or students, (e.g., ZSI versus non-ZSI, Native Hawaiian 

versus non-Native Hawaiian), we included several additional terms: 

                                                            
                                                                  
      

The term Trtgroup captures the average difference between the two groups in the baseline 

period; Time X Trtgroup, a trend variable, captures the difference in trends between the two 

groups in the baseline period; Trtgroup X Intv captures the difference in the shift in outcomes 

between the two groups after the introduction of RTTT; and Trtgroup X Intv X Time captures the 

difference in outcome trends between the two groups following the introduction of RTTT. For 

one group, the total impact of RTTT was represented by   +     , and for the other group, the 

total impact of RTTT was represented by    +      +    +     .  
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Appendix F: HSA Analysis, Number of Students 
and Schools by Subject and Grade  
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HSA Analysis, Number of Students and Schools by Subject and Grade 

Exhibit F-1. Number of Students in the HSA Analysis in Fourth-Grade Math by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Overall 13,073 13,265 13,336 13,850 13,525 14,531 14,761 

Native Hawaiian Students 9,617 9,648 9,508 9,958 9,781 10,291 10,693 

Non-Native Hawaiian Students 3,456 3,617 3,828 3,892 3,744 4,240 4,068 

Disadvantaged Students 7,155 7,044 6,810 6,768 6,628 6,826 6,737 

Non-Disadvantaged Students 5,918 6,221 6,526 7,082 6,897 7,705 8,024 

Non-ZSI Schools * 12,012 12,148 12,176 12,663 12,386 13,247 13,506 

ZSI Schools * 1,056 1,114 1,155 1,186 1,136 1,283 1,252 

Title I Schools 

       Non-Restructuring Schools 7,222 7,303 7,282 7,634 7,462 8,202 8,242 

Restructuring Schools  2,086 2,037 2,044 2,035 1,998 2,083 2,149 
*One school that served special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 

Exhibit F-2. Number of Students in the HSA Analysis in Fourth-Grade Reading by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Overall 13,075 13,263 13,355 13,856 13,537 14,550 14,765 

Native Hawaiian Students 9,617 9,647 9,522 9,962 9,792 10,305 10,700 

Non-Native Hawaiian Students 3,458 3,616 3,833 3,894 3,745 4,245 4,065 

Disadvantaged Students 7,157 7,044 6,818 6,772 6,637 6,836 6,745 

Non-Disadvantaged Students 5,918 6,219 6,537 7,084 6,900 7,714 8,020 

Non-ZSI Schools * 12,011 12,147 12,194 12,668 12,396 13,264 13,511 

ZSI Schools * 1,059 1,113 1,156 1,187 1,138 1,285 1,251 

Title I Schools 

       Non-Restructuring Schools 7,222 7,301 7,290 7,638 7,468 8,218 8,247 

Restructuring Schools  2,086 2,036 2,050 2,036 2,001 2,084 2,149 
*One school that served special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 

Exhibit F-3. Number of Schools in the HSA Analysis in Fourth Grade by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Overall 193 194 197 196 196 204 202 

Non-ZSI Schools * 177 178 181 180 180 186 184 

ZSI Schools * 15 15 15 15 15 17 17 

Title I Schools 

       Non-Restructuring Schools 112 113 115 115 115 122 120 

Restructuring Schools  25 24 24 24 24 25 25 
*One school that served special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 
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Exhibit F-4. Number of Students in the HSA Analysis in Eighth-Grade Math by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Overall 13,012 13,128 12,515 12,789 12,714 12,903 12,880 

Native Hawaiian Students 9,414 9,608 9,132 9,322 9,383 9,417 9,257 

Non-Native Hawaiian Students 3,598 3,520 3,383 3,467 3,331 3,486 3,623 

Disadvantaged Students 7,744 7,553 7,030 6,731 6,501 6,384 6,145 

Non-Disadvantaged Students 5,268 5,575 5,485 6,058 6,213 6,519 6,735 

Non-ZSI Schools * 11,863 12,013 11,418 11,693 11,660 11,754 11,704 

ZSI Schools * 1,144 1,111 1,083 1,091 1,048 1,145 1,171 

Title I Schools 

       Non-Restructuring Schools 1,588 1,708 1,617 1,740 1,741 1,815 1,747 

Restructuring Schools  7,988 7,902 7,482 7,546 7,177 7,079 7,046 
*One school that served special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 

Exhibit F-5. Number of Students in the HSA Analysis in Eighth-Grade Reading by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Overall 13,014 13,139 12,535 12,795 12,706 12,916 12,877 

Native Hawaiian Students 9,416 9,615 9,153 9,323 9,379 9,425 9,252 

Non-Native Hawaiian Students 3,598 3,524 3,382 3,472 3,327 3,491 3,625 

Disadvantaged Students 7,750 7,558 7,034 6,733 6,495 6,385 6,139 

Non-Disadvantaged Students 5,264 5,581 5,501 6,062 6,211 6,531 6,738 

Non-ZSI Schools * 11,866 12,022 11,440 11,697 11,649 11,764 11,702 

ZSI Schools * 1,143 1,113 1,081 1,093 1,051 1,148 1,170 

Title I Schools 

       Non-Restructuring Schools 1,589 1,709 1,622 1,742 1,740 1,815 1,749 

Restructuring Schools  7,988 7,912 7,502 7,551 7,173 7,096 7,049 
*One school that served special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 

Exhibit F-6. Number of Schools in the HSA Analysis in Eighth Grade by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Overall 72 75 79 81 82 80 84 

Non-ZSI Schools * 64 66 69 70 71 70 73 

ZSI Schools * 7 8 9 10 10 9 10 

Title I Schools 

       Non-Restructuring Schools 20 23 25 27 27 25 28 

Restructuring Schools  36 36 36 36 36 36 37 
*One school that served special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 
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Appendix G: Additional HSA Subgroup Analyses  
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Additional HSA Subgroup Analyses 

Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

Fourth Grade  

Math. Native Hawaiian students had lower test scores for both subjects in both grades than did 

non-Native Hawaiian students. As seen in Exhibits G-1 and G-3, the scores of both groups of 

students had a positive baseline trend. After RTTT began, both saw an initial upward shift in 

scores. After 2011, scores continued to show a positive trend, but the slope of the line was 

slightly flatter relative to the baseline period. Mainly because of the upward shift, by 2013, both 

groups had actual 2013 score levels above baseline projected levels. As a result, the estimated 

impact of RTTT was +1.4 points for Native Hawaiians and +2.0 points for non-Native 

Hawaiians. However, neither impact was statistically significant.  

Reading. Exhibit G-2 shows that, on average, non-Native Hawaiian students had higher reading 

scores than did Native Hawaiian students. Similar to fourth-grade math scores, fourth-grade 

reading scores for both groups of students showed a positive baseline trend. There was an 

upward shift in the scores of Native Hawaiian students between 2010 and 2011. The post-RTTT 

trend for non-Native Hawaiian students was positive and had a slope similar to that of the 

baseline trend. On the other hand, the post-RTTT trend line for Native Hawaiian students was 

positive but flatter than that of the baseline trend. As a result, the 2013 outcome estimate for 

Native Hawaiians was slightly below the baseline projection, but the 2013 outcome estimate for 

non-Native Hawaiians was nearly the same as the baseline projection. The impact of RTTT for 

both groups of students was slightly negative but not statistically significant, as shown in Exhibit 

G-3.  
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Exhibit G-1. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: Native 

Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit G-2. Fourth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Native Hawaiian and Non-

Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit G-3. Fourth-Grade HSA Scale Scores, Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian 

Students: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  Native Hawaiian 288.4 301.8 300.4 +1.4 +0.04 +8.0 *** -6.6 *** 

Non-Native Hawaiian 301.8 314.5 312.5 +2.0 +0.05 +5.8 *** -3.8 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Native Hawaiian 295.2 309.1 311.5 -2.4 -0.06 +5.4 *** -7.7 *** 

Non-Native Hawaiian 309.1 322.8 323.0 -0.1 -0.00 +2.8 *** -2.9 ** 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Eighth Grade  

Math. Both groups of students had positive trends in math scores during the baseline period, as 

shown in Exhibit G-4, followed by upward shifts in scores between 2010 and 2011, which were 

especially apparent for Native Hawaiian students. The post-RTTT trends of both groups of 

students were also positive, but less positively sloped than the baseline trends. As a result, for 

both groups of students, the 2013 baseline projections were slightly higher than 2013 actual 

score levels and 2013 outcome estimates. The impact of RTTT for Native Hawaiians was -4.4 

points and for non-Native Hawaiians was -5.7 points. Both impacts were statistically significant 

and translated into small effect sizes of -0.12 and -0.14, respectively.  

Reading. Similar to mathematics scores, reading scores for both groups of students had a 

positive trend during the baseline period, as shown in Exhibit G-5. However, there was a 

downward shift in scores among both groups of students between 2010 and 2011. The post-

RTTT trend for the two groups of students was positive but less steep than for the baseline 

period. As a result, if the baseline trend is extended into 2013, the projection is much higher than 

2013 outcome estimates. The impact of RTTT was -13.2 points among Native Hawaiians and -

8.7 points among non-Native Hawaiians. Both impacts were statistically significant and 

translated into effect sizes of -0.40 and -0.25, respectively.  
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Exhibit G-4. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: Native 

Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 
Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit G-5. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Native Hawaiian 

and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit G-6. Eighth-Grade HSA Scale Scores, Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian 

Students: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  Native Hawaiian 273.7 296.3 300.8 -4.4 ** -0.12 7.7 *** -12.1 *** 

Non-Native Hawaiian 290.6 310.8 316.6 -5.7 *** -0.14 5.4 *** -11.1 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Native Hawaiian 301.5 309.1 322.2 -13.2 *** -0.40 -7.2 *** -5.9 *** 

Non-Native Hawaiian 316.1 320.7 329.4 -8.7 *** -0.25 -6.6 *** -2.1 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged Students 

Fourth Grade  

Math. In both subjects and grades, disadvantaged students, defined as pupils who are eligible for 

free or reduce-price lunch, had lower average test scores than did non-disadvantaged students. 

Exhibit G-7 shows that the scores of both disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged students had a 

positive baseline trend. There was a large upward shift in scores among disadvantaged students 

between 2010 and 2011. In the post-RTTT period, the scores of both groups of students 

continued to have a positive trend, although slightly flatter than the baseline trends. The 2013 

actual score level for disadvantaged students was above the 2013 baseline prediction, but for 

non-disadvantaged students, the baseline projection was slightly higher than the actual scores. As 

a result, the estimated impact of RTTT for disadvantaged students was +5.4 points and was 

statistically significant. For non-disadvantaged students, the impact was negative but not 

statistically different from zero.  

Reading. Exhibit G-8 shows that the reading scores of disadvantaged students had a pattern 

similar to the pattern observed in math. Both groups of students had a positive baseline trend, but 

only the scores of disadvantaged students had a noticeable upward shift between 2010 and 2011, 

although they are smaller than the increases observed in mathematics. The post-RTTT trends for 

both groups of students were positive but less steeply sloped. For disadvantaged students, if the 

baseline trend is projected forward to 2013, it is slightly below actual 2013 levels; however, for 

non-disadvantaged students, the baseline projection is slightly higher than actual levels. For non-

disadvantaged students, the impact of RTTT was -4.6 points. This negative impact was 

statistically significant and translated into a small effect size of -0.12. For disadvantaged 

students, the impact was +2.6 points and marginally statistically significant.  
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Exhibit G-7. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: 

Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged Students 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit G-8. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Disadvantaged and 

Non-Disadvantaged Students 

 
Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit G-9. Fourth-Grade HSA Scale Scores, Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged 

Students: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  Disadvantaged 287.4 302.3 297.0 +5.4 *** +0.14 +8.0 *** -2.7 

Non-Disadvantaged 308.1 321.2 323.3 -2.1 -0.06 +4.2 *** -6.3 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Disadvantaged 293.6 309.5 306.9 +2.6 * +0.07 +5.3 *** -2.7 * 

Non-Disadvantaged 316.1 330.3 334.9 -4.6 *** -0.12 +1.1 -5.6 *** 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Eighth Grade  

Math. Exhibit G-10 shows that for both disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged students, there 

was a positive trend in math scores in the pre-RTTT period. There was an increase in test scores 

between 2010 and 2011, which was more pronounced for disadvantaged students. In the post-

RTTT period, test scores continued to show a positive trend, although it was less steep than the 

baseline trends. As a result, for both groups of students, baseline projections were higher than 

actual 2013 score levels. As a result, the impact of RTTT was negative and at least marginally 

statistically significant for both groups of students. For disadvantaged students, the difference 

between the 2013 baseline prediction and the 2013 outcome estimate was -3.7 points. For non-

disadvantaged students, the difference was -7.8 points. These negative impacts translated into 

effect sizes of -0.09 and -0.19 standard deviations, respectively.  

Reading. There was a positive trend in reading scores for both disadvantaged and non-

disadvantaged students in the pre-RTTT period. Unlike with math scores, as shown in Exhibit G-

11, there was a downward shift in scores between 2010 and 2011 among both groups of students. 

Test scores increased among both groups between 2011 and 2013, however, but the slope of the 

post-RTTT trend lines were not as steep as the baseline trend lines. As a result, 2013 baseline 

predictions for disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged students were higher than actual score 

levels and 2013 outcome estimates. As shown in Exhibit G-12, the impact of RTTT was -12.0 

points for disadvantaged students and -9.0 points for non-disadvantaged students. These negative 

impacts were both statistically significant and translated into effect sizes of -0.35 and -0.27, 

respectively.  
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Exhibit G-10. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: 

Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged Students 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit G-11. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Disadvantaged 

and Non-Disadvantaged Students 

 
 
Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 



 

 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Second Evaluation Report—154 

Exhibit G-12. Eighth-Grade HSA Scale Scores, Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged 

Students: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  Disadvantaged 275.6 298.3 301.9 -3.7 * -0.09 +9.3 *** -13.0 *** 

Non-Disadvantaged 294.0 316.1 323.8 -7.8 *** -0.19 +3.5 ** -11.3 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Disadvantaged 302.1 308.6 320.6 -12.0 *** -0.35 -5.8 *** -6.2 *** 

Non-Disadvantaged 319.8 327.1 336.1 -9.0 *** -0.27 -7.2 *** -1.8 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Title I Schools: Restructuring and Non-Restructuring  

Fourth Grade  

Math. In fourth grade, there was a positive baseline trend in math scores for students attending 

both restructuring and non-restructuring Title I schools as shown in Exhibit G-13. This was 

followed by a noticeable upward shift in scores between 2010 and 2011. For schools in 

restructuring, test scores continued to increase in the post-RTTT period. The post-RTTT trend 

for this group was positively sloped and steeper than the baseline trend. For non-restructuring 

schools, on the other hand, the post-RTTT trend was positive but not as steep as the baseline 

trend. If the baseline trends are extended forwarded into 2013, both groups of schools have 

actual scores above the 2013 baseline prediction. For restructuring schools, this difference is 

especially noticeable. As shown in Exhibit G-15, the impact of RTTT was positive for both 

groups of schools; for restructuring schools, the difference was +11.7 points and statistically 

significant, for non-restructuring schools, the difference was +1.6 points and not statistically 

significant.  

Reading. Similar to the trend for math, as shown in Exhibit G-14, the baseline trend was 

positively sloped for both groups of schools and was followed by a sharp increase in scores 

between 2010 and 2011. For restructuring schools, the post-RTTT trend was even more steeply 

sloped than the pre-RTTT trend. As a result, as shown in Exhibit G-15, the 2013 actual score 

level, as well as the outcome estimate, was well above the score predicted by the baseline trend. 

For non-restructuring schools, on the other hand, the post-RTTT trend was still positive but 

flatter. As a result, the 2013 baseline prediction was slightly higher than the actual 2013 test 

score level. The impact of RTTT was positive and statistically significant for restructuring 

schools. The 2013 outcome estimate was +10.5 points above the baseline prediction, translating 

into an effect size of +0.26. The impact of RTTT for non-restructuring schools was not 

statistically significant.  
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Exhibit G-13. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: Title I 

Restructuring and Non-Restructuring Schools 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Exhibit G-14. Average Fourth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Title I 

Restructuring and Non-Restructuring Schools 

 
Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit G-15. Fourth-Grade HSA Scale Scores, Title I Restructuring and Non-

Restructuring Schools: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  Restructuring 283.3 300.3 288.6 +11.7 *** +0.32 +6.2 ** +5.5 * 

Non-Restructuring 296.8 308.8 307.2 +1.6 +0.04 +7.3 *** -5.7 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Restructuring 289.5 306.6 296.1 +10.5 *** +0.26 +6.0 *** +4.4 

Non-Restructuring 303.3 316.5 317.2 -0.7 -0.02 +3.9 *** -4.6 *** 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Eighth Grade  

Math. In math, both restructuring and non-restructuring schools followed a similar pattern. Both 

groups of schools saw an increase in test scores during the baseline period, followed by an 

upward shift between 2010 and 2011. In the post-RTTT period, test scores continued to increase; 

however, the post-RTTT trend line for both groups of schools was less positive than the pre-

RTTT trend line. As a result, the 2013 baseline projection was higher than 2013 actual score 

levels for both groups of schools, and the estimated impact of RTTT was negative. For 

restructuring schools, the difference was -6.9 points and was statistically significant, and for non-

restructuring schools, the difference was -7.7 points (not statistically significant).  

Reading. In reading, both restructuring and non-restructuring schools had positive baseline 

trends in reading scores but saw downward shifts between 2010 and 2011. Although the post-

RTTT trend lines of both groups of schools were positive, they were less steeply sloped relative 

to the baseline trend. As a result, the 2013 baseline projections for both groups of schools was 

much higher than 2013 actual score levels. The estimated impact of RTTT was negative and 

highly statistically significant for both restructuring and non-restructuring schools. The 

difference was -12.4 points and -8.8 points for restructuring and non-restructuring schools, 

respectively, and translated into large effect sizes of -0.35 and -0.25 standard deviations.  
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Exhibit G-16. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: Title I 

Restructuring and Non-Restructuring Schools 

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit G-17. Average Eighth-Grade HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Title I 

Restructuring and Non-Restructuring Schools  

 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit G-18. Eighth-Grade HSA Scale Scores, Title I Restructuring and Non-

Restructuring Schools: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  Restructuring 281.8 304.0 310.9 -6.9 *** -0.17 +6.6 *** -13.5 *** 

Non-Restructuring 289.4 309.5 317.2 -7.7 -0.18 +7.8 *** -15.5 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Restructuring 307.4 312.3 324.7 -12.4 *** -0.35 -6.6 *** -5.8 *** 

Non-Restructuring 314.5 320.4 329.2 -8.8 *** -0.25 -5.7 *** -3.1 

Source: HSA data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Appendix H: Additional Math and Reading 
Proficiency Subgroup Analyses 
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Math and Reading Proficiency Analysis: Schools in Restructuring  

Exhibits H-1 and H-2 illustrate changes in the percentage of students proficient in math and 

reading in restructuring schools and non-restructuring schools. At baseline, the overall average 

student proficiency rate was 15 percent lower in restructuring schools. For both restructuring and 

non-restructuring schools, we observed similar positive baseline trends in both mathematics and 

reading. In mathematics, both groups of schools saw an upward shift in proficiency rates 

between 2010 and 2011. 

The 2013 outcome estimate in math was higher than the baseline prediction by three percentage 

points among non-restructuring schools as shown in Exhibit H-3. This was mainly due to a large 

upward shift in proficiency rates between 2010 and 2011, as shown in Exhibit H-1. The result 

was statistically significant. For restructuring schools, the outcome estimate was slightly below 

the baseline prediction because of the flattening of the post-RTTT trend; however, this impact 

was not statistically significant.  

In reading, however, there was a sharp decrease in proficiency rates in the first year of RTTT 

among restructuring schools, followed by an increase in proficiency rates during the second year 

of RTTT. As a result of this decline, the 2013 reading proficiency rate among restructuring 

schools was six percentage points below the predicted baseline level, and this difference was 

statistically significant, as shown in Exhibit H-3. Among non-restructuring schools, there was a 

slight gain in proficiency rates between 2010 and 2011; however, proficiency levels were only 

slightly below the predicted baseline level. 

In addition, the difference in reading proficiency rates between restructuring and non-

restructuring schools widened from less than one percentage point in the baseline period to 

nearly seven percentage points in 2013. This difference was also statistically significant. The 

widening of this gap appeared to be largely a result of the drop in proficiency rates among 

restructuring schools between 2010 and 2011. By 2012, proficiency rates had begun to recover. 
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Exhibit H-1. Percentage of Students Proficient in Math: Title I Restructuring and Non-

Restructuring Schools 

 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 
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Exhibit H-2. Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Title I Restructuring and Non-

Restructuring Schools 

 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

 

Exhibit H-3. Percentage of Students Proficient, Title I Restructuring and Non-

Restructuring Schools: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2013 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Math 
   

  
 

  Restructuring 34.3 52.6 53.9 -1.3 -0.12 +4.2 *** -5.5 ** 

Non-Restructuring 47.8 63.1 60.1 +3.0 ** +0.26 +9.2 *** -6.2 *** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Restructuring 59.4 65.6 73.2 -7.7 *** -0.61 -7.8 *** +0.1 

Non-Restructuring 61.8 73.0 73.4 -0.4 -0.03 +1.4 * -1.7 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–13. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

  



 

 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Second Evaluation Report—163 

Appendix I: Additional Graduation Rate Analysis  
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Graduation Rate Analysis:  Schools in Restructuring 

In Title I schools, graduation rates at both restructuring and non-restructuring schools had a 

negative trend in the pre-RTTT period, similar to the overall results for the state. Between 2010 

and 2011, there was a downward shift in graduation rates at non-restructuring schools. Although 

graduation rates increased again in 2012, this contributed to a 2012 outcome estimate that was 

slightly below the 2012 baseline prediction for non-restructuring schools. The impact was not 

statistically significant, however. Among restructuring schools, graduation rates increased after 

the introduction of RTTT, and, as a result, the 2012 outcome estimate was above the 2012 

baseline prediction by +3.3 percentage points (Exhibit I-1). The result was marginally 

statistically significant, and translated into an effect size of +0.40 (Exhibit I-2).  

Exhibit I-1. Student Graduation Rates: Restructuring and Non-Restructuring Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data: 2007–12. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 

Exhibit I-2. Graduation Rates: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Group 
2007–10 
average 

2012 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2012 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

All Schools 82.0 81.8 81.3 +0.5 +0.05 -3.2 *** +3.7 ** 

Restructuring 78.5 80.7 77.3 +3.3 * +0.40 -3.6 *** +7.0 *** 

Non-Restructuring 86.2 83.5 84.9 -1.3 -0.10 -12.7 +11.4 

Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data: 2007–12. 
***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent significance levels, respectively. 


