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Executive Summary 

 

Overview 

Race to the Top (RTTT), a $4 billion federal grant 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, 

proportional to the size of each state’s student population, were offered to states that 

demonstrated ability to effect change and a strong capacity to move the education reform agenda 

further. The grants were intended to spur innovative, systemic, and comprehensive reforms to 

improve learning conditions, classroom instruction, and academic outcomes for all students. In 

August 2010, Hawaii became one of 10 winners in the second phase of the RTTT competition, 

securing a $75 million, four-year grant.  

A little more than a year later, starting 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 first annual evaluation report 

describes the status of RTTT implementation in Hawaii through August 2012. 

The 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)?  

In the first year of the evaluation, we conducted interviews with state officials and complex area 

superintendents, and conducted site visits to 12 schools. We also administered surveys to 

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

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

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

Given the size and scope of Hawaii’s Race to the Top efforts, this first evaluation report provides 

a snapshot of implementation progress and an initial understanding of how the field is utilizing 

RTTT resources and of stakeholders’ perceptions of the reform initiative. In addition, the student 

achievement and other education outcome data presented in this report represent a baseline 

picture, against which change will be measured over the second and third years of the evaluation.  

Overall, the state has made progress in planning and rolling out major components of the RTTT 

plan and has taken steps to address many of the issues and concerns that were identified through 

AIR’s first wave of data collection in the late 2011 and early 2012— particularly in the areas of 

communication, project management, and staff capacity to better support the field to implement 

reforms.  
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Aligned State Systems 
 

Race to the Top has increased collaboration—within HIDOE, across complex areas, and across 

schools—and is breaking down long-standing divisions, or silos, towards reaching common 

goals for Hawaii’s education system. In addition, based on feedback across all levels of the 

system, RTTT has created a focused vision and momentum for education reform in Hawaii.  

Despite initial delays, the state has made progress in building statewide capacity to implement 

RTTT, including the reorganization of HIDOE and creation of the Office of Strategic Reform to 

provide leadership and management of reform efforts. Communication to achieve statewide buy-

in has proved to be a significant challenge, as evidenced by both our site visit data and survey 

findings. Spring 2012 teacher and principal survey data indicated that fewer than 50 percent of 

both groups perceive RTTT resources as valuable, have seen a change in school practices or 

resources because of RTTT, or believe RTTT is making a difference. However, the state has 

recently taken steps to improve dialogue within HIDOE and with the field, increasing 

communication through a variety of channels and developing targeted messages for various 

internal and external audiences on RTTT progress. 

In regard to funds, RTTT spending to date has been far lower than projected. The initial budget 

called for $17.3 million to be spent in the first year of the grant (October 2010 to September 

2011), but only $3.1 million (or 18 percent of the Year 1 budget) of this was actually spent. 

Expenditures were especially low in the areas of Great Teachers and Leaders (which spent 

12 percent of its projected budget) and Zones of School Innovation (which spent five percent of 

its projected budget). Spending has picked up somewhat in the second year. Thirty-three percent 

(or $8.5 million) of the revised Year 2 budget was spent from October 2011 through July 2012. 

Three fourths of the way through Year 2, however, spending is still far below budgeted levels.  

Standards and Assessments 

Implementation of the Common Core State Standards, the crux of the state’s work in Standards 

and Assessments, is widespread and is consistently reported as the greatest accomplishment in 

this reform area. Nonetheless, site visit data revealed a need for additional supports and clarity in 

regard to the Common Core, and spring 2012 survey data indicated that only a little more than 50 

percent of K–2 and 11–12 teachers (who also indicated the Common Core currently ―applied to 

them‖) felt prepared to implement these standards in English language arts or mathematics. 

Recent training on the Common Core offered by the state, as well as planned upcoming 

professional development for the 2012–13 school year, may help to address these training issues.  

In addition, our winter 2012 school site visits revealed varied responses about other activities in 

the area of Standards and Assessments—including details around systems of student support; 

end-of-course assessments; attention to science, technology, engineering, and mathematics 

(STEM); and the new college-ready diploma—and a lack of shared understanding and buy-in by 

educators in the state. HIDOE has reported that it is working to improve communication and 

provide additional supports across the different initiatives to address these concerns. Spring 2012 

teacher survey data indicate some progress in these areas. Approximately three fourths of all 

teachers, for example, reported that they are implementing tiered instruction and behavioral 
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interventions, and slightly more than half of teachers reported that they are focusing on college 

and career readiness and increasing their focus on STEM.  

Data Systems and Data Use 

The major accomplishments within the Data Systems and Data Use reform area are the 

development and refinement of the two main data systems—the Longitudinal Data System 

(LDS) and the Data for School Improvement (DSI) system. The state is developing and 

strengthening tools to provide current and comprehensive information to complex area and 

school staff. Site visits revealed challenges with both systems—usage of the LDS and DSI was 

limited, the LDS suffered from a lack of awareness, and the DSI experienced technological 

issues that made the system difficult to use. LDS usage data maintained by HIDOE indicate that 

while engagement with the system is substantial among principals, vice principals, and other 

school administrative staff, it is limited among teachers and counselors, and represents only a 

small percentage of educators in the state overall. AIR survey data indicate slightly higher 

teacher usage rates for the DSI (31 percent of all teachers), but lower for principals (26 percent 

of all principals). In response to these issues, the state is rolling out additional training on each 

system. In addition, the state is developing reports for classroom teachers, including a teacher’s 

―dashboard‖ and an at-risk student report, to make it more useful for educators.  

Beyond the creation of these data systems, the state has 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, respondents across the state 

seem to be adopting or advancing a general culture of data use, especially with an increased focus 

on formative assessments. Eighty-six percent of teachers indicated that leaders were encouraging 

the use of data. Challenges in this area center around a lack of time—approximately three fourths 

of the teachers and principals we surveyed cited a lack of time to analyze data and a lack of 

opportunity to collaborate as a team as either moderate or major challenges in using data. 

Great Teachers and Leaders 

The state has made progress in developing new policies and procedures in four main areas of Great 

Teachers and Leaders: recruitment and alternative certification, induction and mentoring, 

performance evaluation, and professional development. Successes include the development of new 

recruitment procedures for both teachers and principals, a statewide induction and mentoring 

program for new teachers, and the pilot test of the new teacher evaluation system. While 

negotiations regarding the relationship between teacher compensation and the new evaluation 

system continue, progress has been made, including an agreement regarding extended learning 

time in the Zones of School Innovation (ZSI) and additional professional development 

opportunities for ZSI teachers.   

In regard to professional development, the most common needs cited by teachers in our spring 

2012 survey were the use of data systems, data-guided instruction, and class management. In 

addition, teachers indicated a need for professional development in the area of parent 

engagement. It is important to note that a large percentage of teachers reported low levels of 

parent engagement – for example, among ZSI teachers, 48 percent stated there was minimal or 

no parent engagement occurring in their schools. 
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AIR survey data provide a snapshot of how these efforts were perceived in the field, as of spring 

2012, with the most significant challenges seen in the area of performance evaluation. The 

Professional Evaluation Program for Teachers (the PEP–T) is the current performance evaluation 

system. The state currently is pilot testing a new teacher evaluation system based on a mixture of 

student learning gains from identified assessments and other elements, including observations and 

demonstrations of teacher knowledge and skills. Principals appear to understand the new teacher 

evaluation system better than teachers do, for example, but the proportion of principals reporting 

their understanding of the system was still less than 50 percent. Only 16 percent of teachers agreed 

that communication on the new system was clear, and only 11 percent agreed that the new system 

appears fair. While general communication issues remain, other state-level efforts to move the 

work forward include an expansion of the teacher evaluation pilot test from 18 to 82 schools, a new 

contract with Chaminade University to provide alternative certification and support for principals 

and vice principals, and the development of professional learning community guidelines.  

Zones of School Innovation  

Hawaii’s RTTT is 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 the winter 2012 site visits to three ZSI schools, respondents were generally 

either unaware of or unimpressed by these activities and, regarding the teacher evaluation framework 

in particular, respondents reported a high level of teacher uncertainty and anxiety. Indeed, while the 

state respondents reported that a high level of resources and supports have been provided to the ZSI 

schools and complex areas, this work has been less visible at the school level and has been eclipsed 

by a sense of being overwhelmed and frustrated. The spring 2012 survey data revealed some 

significant differences between teachers in the ZSI schools and teachers in regular public schools. 

While ZSI teachers had a more positive view of RTTT, for example, they reported a lower use of 

data to improve instruction, perceived feedback from the PEP–T as less meaningful, perceived 

additional activities and resources as less effective, and had a less positive perception of their school 

environment than teachers in regular public schools. State-level work to support the ZSIs has 

accelerated, with increased monitoring and communication, personnel changes, and additions of new 

staff to ensure effective staffing of support positions to schools. 

RTTT Impact on Student Achievement  

In this report, we establish the baseline trends for fourth and eighth grade Hawaii State 

Assessment (HSA) scores over time
1
. For fourth grade mathematics and reading scores, there 

appears to be a steady positive trend prior to 2010, the year when the RTTT reform began. There 

appears to be an increase in math and reading scores in 2011. Future analyses will determine 

whether these increases may have been associated with RTTT and whether it can be sustained 

over time. Similarly, eighth grade average HSA mathematics and reading scores rose steadily 

from 2007 to 2010. These scores continue to show positive trends after 2010, although the 2011 

results were different for math (a large increase) than for reading, where students experienced a 

                                                 
1
 We selected 4

th
 and 8

th
 grade for the HSA analyses to facilitate future comparisons with 4

th
 and 8

th
 grade data from 

the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in the second and third years of the RTTT evaluation.  
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decrease in test scores. In both math and reading, eighth grade test scores increased moderately 

between 2011 and 2012. Longer-term data will be used to determine whether any deviations 

from the 2007-2010 trend can be attributed to the implementation of RTTT beginning in 2010. 

In addition to other subgroups, our analysis included a focus on ZSI schools as compared to regular 

public schools not in the ZSIs. For both mathematics and reading, fourth grade students in non-ZSI 

schools have, on average, higher scale scores than students in ZSI schools. Overall trends prior to 

RTTT are similar for both groups, although test scores appear to have been growing at a faster rate 

for students in non-ZSI schools, creating a widening achievement gap in the 2007-2010 years. After 

RTTT, there is some indication that the gap between ZSI and non-ZSI schools appears to be 

narrowing, although it is too early to draw conclusions about the association of RTTT with this 

phenomenon. In regard to eighth grade HSA math and reading test scores, students in non-ZSI 

schools have higher average math and reading scale scores than those in ZSI schools. The trends in 

student achievement between the two groups were very similar prior to RTTT. Interestingly, for 

eighth grade students, the gap between ZSI and non-ZSI schools appears to have widened initially in 

2011, especially in math. However, in 2012 the gap appears to be narrowing considerably, especially 

in reading. Again, it is too early to say whether these trends will continue and whether we will be 

able to attribute them to RTTT. 

 

Implications for Implementation 
 

Based on the first year of the AIR evaluation, we offer HIDOE the following interrelated 

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

1. Ramp up RTTT spending. At the current rate of expenditures, the state will not expend 

its entire RTTT grant in the allotted timeframe. Identifying and addressing the factors that 

have slowed the pace of RTTT spending will help ensure that these resources are 

maximized within the grant period. Planning for sustainability of the initiative beyond the 

life of the grant is also critical, and should accompany ongoing implementation work. 

Sustainability planning may include identification of which components of RTTT the 

state hopes to extend beyond 2014, the future of educator and leader workforce 

development, and strategies to ensure continued buy-in to reform and momentum for 

change.  

2. Monitor effectiveness of efforts to improve state-level staff capacity. Over the last 

year, HIDOE has implemented new processes and tools to support staff at the state level, 

including coaching, guidance on roles and responsibilities, and tools to track progress. 

The effectiveness of these supports should be gauged on an ongoing basis to promote 

continuous improvement related to project management.  

3. Improve communication. The need for more effective communication in regard to 

RTTT was one of the strongest sentiments voiced by educators during our initial 

interviews and site visits. Careful attention to effective communication should continue, 

with a particular focus on extending dialogue with teachers and principals.  

4. Continue to provide supports to encourage data use. In our spring 2012 survey, 

teachers identified data use as a key area of need for professional development. If the 

state expects the LDS and DSI to be universally used, then more emphasis should be 

placed on training and improvements to the system to make them more accessible to the 
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field and more user-friendly. Recent efforts by HIDOE towards this goal should be 

monitored to ensure that they are successful in increasing access to the systems at the 

complex area and school levels. In addition, ensuring that teachers and administrators 

have dedicated time to meet, collaborate, and apply data to decision making will be 

critical, particularly as a lack of time was cited by teachers and principals as a major 

barrier to increased data use. 

5. Monitor need for training on the Common Core State Standards as implementation 

continues. The transition to the Common Core has been one of the key successes of 

RTTT to date, with initial rollout to the non-tested grades proceeding on schedule. The 

state is providing additional Common Core training at the school level to address 

teachers’ needs in this area and plans to administer a survey to gather data on the depth 

and quality of implementation. The state should continue to track the impact of training 

and other relevant supports among staff as the transition to the Common Core is 

complete.  

6. Promote parent involvement. Parent engagement contributes to student success—an 

increased focus on the value of school-family partnerships within RTTT efforts should be 

considered, particularly as almost 50 percent of ZSI teachers in our spring survey 

indicated that parent engagement was being implemented minimally in their schools or 

not at all. Linkages between RTTT and existing parent advocacy groups and community 

building efforts will be critical in developing and maintaining strong partnerships with 

families and supporting student achievement in a holistic manner. 

7. Continue and monitor increased support services to the Zones of School Innovation. 

During the second year of the grant, the state has accelerated spending in the ZSIs, and 

has taken steps to improve and reorganize personnel support for these schools. Given the 

challenges the ZSI schools face, as well as concerns about managing the influx of 

services and supports, the state should remain vigilant in monitoring implementation and 

ensuring that supportive infrastructure is in place.  

8. Focus on the quality of implementation for all schools. Fidelity to the state’s plans 

requires careful planning and time by state-level staff as well as by administrators and 

teachers. A repeated concern among staff, particularly in the ZSIs, was how 

administrators will be able to effectively roll out, support, and monitor RTTT services. 

The state should solicit feedback and respond to articulated needs at the complex area and 

school level in order to translate RTTT plans into successful action. HIDOE is working 

diligently to encourage cross-system planning at the state level, with an intent to extend 

aligned planning down through the complex area and school levels. It will be critical to 

identify and disseminate successful strategies among schools, particularly in the Zones of 

School Innovation, to integrate RTTT policies, programs, and supports.  

Hawaii’s RTTT efforts represent a broad system transformation of the state’s approach to public 

education. Change at the state, complex area, and school levels cannot occur simultaneously 

across all components of the plan, and time is needed to understand and address initial 

implementation challenges. The second and third years of the evaluation will begin to focus 

more on the impacts of Race to the Top on policies, practices, and student outcomes, as 

implementation of the grant matures.  
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Introduction 

Race to the Top (RTTT), 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, 

proportional to the size of each state’s student population, were offered to states that 

demonstrated ability to effect change and a strong capacity to move the education reform agenda 

further. The grants were intended to spur innovative, systemic, and comprehensive reforms to 

improve learning conditions, classroom instruction, and academic outcomes for all students. In 

August 2010, Hawaii became one of 10 winners in the second phase of the RTTT competition, 

securing a $75 million, four-year grant.
2
  

A little more than a year later, starting 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 first annual evaluation report 

describes the status of RTTT implementation in Hawaii through August 2012. 

Overview of Hawaii’s Public Education System and Race to the Top 

Hawaii’s public school system serves over 180,000 K-12 students in 256 DOE-operated public 

schools and 31 charter schools. The state faces unique challenges in systematically educating 

students who are spread across seven islands, live in starkly different communities that range 

from urban to rural remote, and often live in high-poverty neighborhoods. However, as the state 

argued in its RTTT application, the educational system also has a unique strength: Hawaii is the 

only state in which the state education agency is also the only local education agency. That is, 

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.  

 

Hawaii’s RTTT is one component of a broader reform effort designed to improve student 

learning across the state. With strong foundational elements already in place (such as rigorous 

academic standards and an existing teacher and student data system), the state developed a 

seven-year strategic plan in 2010, prior to winning the RTTT grant. This plan set three major 

goals: to ensure that all students graduate college and are career ready; to create a culture of 

lifelong learners; and to become a system focused on continuous improvement.
3
 These goals laid 

the foundation for the reforms included in Hawaii’s winning RTTT proposal. In early July 2012, 

the Hawaii State Board of Education (BOE) approved an updated Strategic Plan that extends 

through 2018, which reflects the collective focus of the state’s reform initiatives. The plan 

identifies the three statewide goals: Student Success, Staff Success, and Successful Systems of 

Support. The plan states, ―Student Success is our primary goal, and is both the pinnacle and the 

                                                 
2
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 included Delaware and Tennessee. 
3
Hawaii Department of Education. (2011, January). Strategic Plan: July 1, 2011–June 30, 2018. Honolulu, HI: 

Author. Retrieved from http://doe.k12.hi.us/curriculum/strategicplan2011–2018/strategicplan.pdf  

http://doe.k12.hi.us/curriculum/strategicplan2011-2018/strategicplan.pdf
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driver of our efforts to ensure Staff Success and Successful Systems of Support. Our three goals 

each align with a BOE committee, to help ensure alignment in policy and practice.‖
4
 

In addition, Hawaii filed an application for ESEA (Elementary and Secondary Education Act) 

Flexibility on September 6, 2012. If approved, the plan will be implemented in the 2013–14 

school year. The ESEA flexibility plan is integrated with the state’s RTTT work, with the goals 

of increasing expectations for students, improving identification of schools’ strengths and areas 

for improvement, providing targeted interventions and needed supports, and improving 

instruction and leadership.  

Embedded within these broad, state-level reform efforts, Hawaii’s RTTT is a catalyst for 

fundamental change to the state’s approach to public education. The RTTT grant is focused on 

reforms in five key areas:  

 Rigorous standards and assessments  

 Improved data systems and data use  

 Great teachers and leaders  

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

Innovation‖) 

 An aligned, coherent system that is monitored for continuous improvement  

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

improve learning and opportunities for all of Hawaii’s students.  

Overview of the Evaluation 

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

RTTT implementation to promote 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)?  

  

                                                 
4
 State of Hawaii Department of Education. (2012). Strategic Plan 2011–2018; 2012 Update. Retrieved from  

http://doe.k12.hi.us/curriculum/strategicplan2011-2018/2012_update/ 

BOE%20DOE%20StratPlan%202012%20Update%20rev20120912x.pdf  

http://doe.k12.hi.us/curriculum/strategicplan2011-2018/2012_update/BOE%20DOE%20StratPlan%202012%20Update%20rev20120912x.pdf
http://doe.k12.hi.us/curriculum/strategicplan2011-2018/2012_update/BOE%20DOE%20StratPlan%202012%20Update%20rev20120912x.pdf
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Methodology 

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

questions. Our design and development of data collection tools was based on a conceptual model 

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

interviews with state and complex area leaders, as well as 12 school site visits. 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. A spring survey was administered 

to all principals in the state and to all teachers in a random sample of 60 schools selected using a 

systematic sampling procedure. Analysis of survey data produced descriptive statistics which 

provide a baseline assessment of implementation. These statistics will also be used to explore 

patterns of change across RTTT reform areas in future years. 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.  

To address the impact of Hawaii’s RTTT on students’ intermediate and long-term outcomes, 

AIR will use a comparative interrupted time series (CITS) design. For the purpose of examining 

the statewide effect of the RTTT initiative on student achievement, AIR will use three 

comparison groups 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; (3) private school 

students in Hawaii. To examine the value of the additional supports and services provided to the 

Zone of School Innovation (ZSI) schools
5
, AIR will compare 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 will examine the relationship between fidelity of implementation and 

improvements in student achievement. Throughout the course of the study, AIR will collaborate 

closely with HIDOE to refine the evaluation focus as needed, based on emerging areas of interest 

and the availability of data.   

This first evaluation report provides a baseline assessment of student achievement for the impact 

analysis. In the second and third years of the study, we will be able to examine the impact of 

RTTT on student outcomes. 

Data Collection  

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

December 2011 and August 2012 from the state, complex area, and school levels. In the first 

year of the evaluation, the following data collection activities were conducted: 

 State Leader Interviews: We conducted 41 semi-structured, in-depth phone interviews 

in January and February 2012 with all assistant superintendents, portfolio managers, and 

project managers associated with the RTTT initiative.  

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

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

serving the largest population of native Hawaiian and economically-disadvantaged students in the state. 
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 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 2011 and January 2012.
6
  

 School Visits: In January and February of 2012, we conducted visits to 12 schools (five 

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

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

the Zones of School Innovation and nine schools 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, 

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

and high school levels.  

 Extant Data: We collected extant documentation through August 2012 from HIDOE and 

publicly available sources (e.g., local newspaper articles, U.S. Department of Education 

reports, and other sources) to track the implementation of activities and changes in policy 

and practices within each assurance area.  

 Teacher and Principal Surveys: In April and May of 2012, we administered surveys to 

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

schools that was selected using a systematic sampling procedure (which translated to 

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

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 all extant data on 

relevant student outcomes (e.g., student achievement, high school graduation) from 

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

(HSA) for 2007 through 2012.
7
 We also collected school-level teacher and student-level 

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

us to conduct subgroup analyses.  

 

The following table provides an overview of data collection activities for each year of the three-

year study. 

  

                                                 
6
 One CAS was also listed as an RTTT project manager at the state level. For the purposes of this report, we 

consider that individual to be a state-level employee and therefore have a sample of 14 CASs in the study. 
7
 Given that schools in Hawaii can go through an appeals process regarding the HSA data, there is a possibility of 

minor discrepancies between the student achievement data presented in this report, using HSA data as of August 

2012, and the data submitted by HIDOE under the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. 
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Exhibit 1. Data Collection Schedule 

Data Source 
Timeline 

Fall Winter Spring Summer 

Collection of extant documents  X X X X 

Collection of administrative data X X X X 

Interviews with state administrators  X   

Interviews with complex area superintendents (CASs)  X   

School visits (including interviews with school 

administrators, school staff, and students at 12 schools) 
 X   

Principal surveys (all principals)   X  

Teacher surveys (a sample of 60 schools)   X  

Student achievement data    X 

Note: Specific timeframes are determined in collaboration with HIDOE. 

 

Overview of the Report 

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

evaluation—the findings in this report are best understood as a baseline snapshot (at least from 

the perspective of the evaluation) that provides the context for a long-term trajectory of reform. 

Although Hawaii’s RTTT work has been underway for a while, the implementation of many 

activities was initially delayed, as we discuss below. Therefore, the findings presented here 

describe a work in progress and can be considered a baseline for future impact and 

implementation analyses. This report addresses each of the three research questions from this 

early perspective and provides a picture of RTTT implementation in Hawaii. It also chronicles 

early changes in educational policy and professional practice, and offers an initial analysis of 

student achievement that will be used to measure change over time.  
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Evaluation Findings 

Research Question 1: To what extent is Hawaii’s RTTT initiative 

implemented as planned and meeting its key benchmarks? 

To understand RTTT implementation, our initial data collection phase (December 2011–

February 2012) included in-depth qualitative research at the state, complex, and local levels. 

Findings from these activities are described in detail in the Interim Report submitted to HIDOE 

in May 2012.
8
 The following section provides a summary of these interim findings, as well as 

updates on RTTT progress through the summer of 2012, based on a review of HIDOE extant 

documents and information provided by key state-level staff. 

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

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

in its implementation of RTTT activities. Hawaii’s struggles in implementing major components 

of RTTT became publicly known when the U.S. Department of Education invoked its federal 

regulatory authority for this grant, for the first time, and determined Hawaii to be on ―high risk‖ 

status in December 2011 due to a failure to meet key goals and deliverables. In March 2012, the 

Department conducted a site visit to review Hawaii’s RTTT implementation progress and 

subsequently found that the state was moving in the ―right direction‖ to address concerns. 

Hawaii’s status remains ―high risk‖, although the U.S. Department of Education has removed the 

state from cost reimbursement status effective June 1, 2012.
9
 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. 

Assurance Area: Aligned State Systems 

Hawaii’s RTTT reform strategies are premised on the existence of a state system that can 

implement and sustain systemic change. In that context, the state has made progress in several 

areas, including hiring staff, reorganizing HIDOE to establish clearer lines of authority and 

responsibility, and developing systems of performance management. The creation of the Office 

of Strategic Reform (OSR) to provide leadership and management of 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.  

Our first round of interviews with state staff, conducted in the winter of 2012, identified a 

number of issues concerning staff members’ capacity to manage projects, such as maintaining 

updated project plan documents and budgets. Since our initial discussions with state-level staff, 

                                                 
8
 Shambaugh, L., Knudson, J., Fain, G., Nistler, M., Zumbusch, J. A., & Epstein, D. (2012). Evaluation of Hawaii’s 

Race to the Top: Interim Report, May 2012. [Evaluation report submitted to Hawaii Department of Education.] San 

Mateo, CA: American Institutes for Research. 
9
 May 4, 2012 U.S. Department of Education letter to the Office of the Governor, regarding the March 2012 site 

visit follow-up decisions. 
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HIDOE has reviewed the staffing assignments and responsibilities of RTTT project and portfolio 

managers, replaced some staff, provided coaching, and delegated work to others. In addition, 

HIDOE leadership has provided written guidance about RTTT implementation, has explicitly 

clarified staff roles and responsibilities, and has implemented project management tools to help 

increase staff capacity and project accountability.  

The creation and reorganization of state-level offices has resulted in new staff positions. An 

analysis of expenditures through July 2012 shows that costs related to staff (personnel and 

fringe) total $7.8 million, or 67 percent of total RTTT spending to date (Exhibit 2). Respondents 

reported that the largest number of positions created for RTTT were to support the state’s Great 

Teachers and Leaders reform area, which includes data coaches.
10

 As Exhibit 3 indicates, $2.8 

million of the $7.8 million spent on personnel and fringe staff was focused on the Great Teachers 

and Leaders area— one of the highest expenditure amounts across the grant. These individuals 

were brought on to support the development of new systems such as recruitment, evaluation, and 

professional development (as described later in the Great Teachers and Leaders section). 

 

  

                                                 
10

 The Great Teachers and Leaders budget includes funding for 16 data coaches, which serve projects within the 

Data Systems and Data Use reform area and do not directly support Great Teachers and Leaders projects. Some of 

the expenditures in Great Teachers and Leaders, therefore, also reflect personnel costs from Data Systems and Data 

Use. However, the overall point remains that the majority of the state’s RTTT funding has been allocated to support 

personnel. 
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Exhibit 3. Expenditures by Type, By Assurance Area  

Budget 

Category 

State Systems 
Standards and 

Assessments 
Data Systems 

Teachers and 

Leaders 

Zones of School 

Innovation 

Total 
% of 

Total 
Total 

% of 

Total 
Total 

% of 

Total 
Total 

% of 

Total 
Total 

% of 

Total 

Personnel 

& Fringe 
$1,145,358 64% $203,169 21% $526,064 35% $2,803,286 78% $3,096,423 82% 

Travel $56,476 3% $77,011 8% $10,403 1% $44,571 1% $0 0% 

Equipment 

& Supplies 
$34,442 2% $11,542 1% $944,327 62% $21,847 1% $456,498 12% 

Contractual $481,292 27% $643,446 68% $0 0% $533,169 15% $134,000 4% 

Other $25,516 1% $1,436 0% $7,838 1% $30,368 1% $71,650 2% 

Indirect 

Cost 
$58,475 3% $12,075 1% $27,754 2% $150,829 4% $0 0% 

Total $1,801,558 100% $948,679 100% $1,516,386 100% $3,584,070 100% $3,758,571 100% 

Source: HIDOE Race to the Top Expenditure Report: July 2012. 

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding error. 

 

Exhibit 2. Spending to Date by Expenditure Type 

 

Source: HIDOE Race to the Top Expenditure Report: July 2012. 
Note: Year 1 includes Oct. 2010 – Sept. 2011, Year 2 includes Oct. 2011 – July 2012 (10 months) 
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State leaders plan to measure their performance against strategic goals in RTTT using an approach 

known as ―the Balanced Scorecard‖, which includes tracking of leading and lagging indicators that 

provide a comprehensive picture of success across the different reform areas. The Balanced 

Scorecard project was reportedly delayed by approximately one year. However, the state has made 

progress in regard to the Balanced Scorecard, which was aligned to the previous Strategic Plan 

and shared with the Board of Education and complex area superintendents in 2011. The 

Balanced Scorecard is currently being revised to align with measures in the updated July 2012 

Strategic Plan as well as those proposed in Hawaii’s ESEA Flexibility application submitted in 

September 2012. Efforts also are underway to strengthen corresponding strategic planning at the 

complex area and school levels, including the alignment of complex area and school Academic and 

Financial Plans with the updated Strategic Plan. The Academic and Financial Plan documents a 

school’s goals, programs, and resources to achieve these goals and serves as a tool to monitor 

these investments. For the 2013–14 school year, the Academic Plan template used by schools is 

being revised to align with the state’s revised Strategic Plan and incorporate performance targets 

to monitor progress. In addition, schools will be required to develop Academic Review Teams to 

analyze student data, identify priorities, monitor progress, and adjust plans as appropriate.  

The initial phase of RTTT implementation was marred by serious communication problems 

between the state and the field, with teachers, in particular, struggling to understand the reform 

effort. Since our initial interviews with state-level staff and educators conducted in December 

2011 through February 2012, HIDOE has undertaken a number of steps to address these 

communication issues, including expanding material on the HawaiiDOEreform.org website 

(which is used to relay RTTT news) and implementing new communication channels (such as 

targeted emails to specific groups, e.g., ZSI teachers). The state has also made progress 

implementing the Community Access Portal, which will replace and consolidate HIDOE’s 

website and the current RTTT website. A contract with an external vendor was executed in May 

2012 to begin this work and design internal and external portals that will motivate teachers, 

schools, parents, and employees to use the sites. In addition, the state has renewed its focus on 

the role of CASs as conduits for RTTT information through CAS conference calls, twice 

monthly Academic Leadership Team meetings, quarterly one-on-one review meetings with the 

Deputy Superintendent, and other regular meetings. Finally, ―STRIVE HI‖—a communication 

campaign to brand and relay RTTT news to the field—was launched internally in the summer of 

2012, with plans for an external public launch in 2013. 

Assurance Area: Standards and Assessments 

To ensure that content delivered in the classroom will ultimately prepare all students for college 

and career, the state is focusing its RTTT efforts on the development and implementation of:  

 College- and career-ready academic 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.  

Progress across these areas over the first year of AIR’s evaluation is described below. 
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Common Core State Standards: The Common Core State Standards are a set of K–12 

academic content standards in English language arts (including literacy in history/social studies, 

science, and technical subjects) and mathematics. Currently, 45 states and three U.S. territories 

have adopted the Common Core as their state standards in these content areas.
11

 The Hawaii 

State Board of Education adopted the Common Core on June 18, 2010, to replace its current set 

of standards (the Hawaii Content and Performance Standards, or HCPS-III) in English language 

arts and mathematics. However, the state still uses HCPS-III for other content areas, with the 

literacy standards embedded as appropriate. 

Our winter 2012 data collection indicated that implementation of the Common Core State 

Standards is widespread across the state, and it was consistently reported as a key 

accomplishment of RTTT. In the 2011–12 school year, the state expected teachers at the K–2 

and 11–12 grade levels (referred to as the ―non-tested grades‖
12

) to deliver instruction in a way 

that enables students to access and master the Common Core. The state is planning full 

implementation of the Common Core in all grade levels in the 2013–14 school year. A statewide 

summative assessment, aligned to the new standards, is currently being developed through the 

Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC). The new assessment will initially be 

delivered as a pilot in school year 2013–14, and full, statewide implementation will take place in 

school year 2014–15. The gap in the implementation of the Common Core in tested and non-

tested grades is due to the fact that the current Hawaii State Assessment (which is aligned to the 

HCPS-III standards) will continue to serve as the state test for federal accountability purposes 

until the full transition to SBAC assessments in school year 2014–15.  

Our initial winter data collection revealed confusion among educators as to when implementation 

of the Common Core was required by the state. In our interviews with state administrators, they 

described a five-phase plan that is being implemented to build understanding of the Common 

Core content and of appropriate instructional approaches aligned to the Common Core. Recently, 

the state has moved forward in several ways to expand professional development opportunities in 

regard to the Common Core, with plans to provide training to all grades in all schools, as well as 

communication regarding the implementation timeframe. In addition, progress has been made in 

obtaining instructional materials aligned with the Common Core—an area of uncertainty evident 

during our winter 2012 school visits. HIDOE recently negotiated a contract with a provider to vet 

available curricular materials, with plans to gather input from the field during the process.  

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 to the Common Core. 

End-of-course assessments, according to the state’s RTTT application, are intended to 

standardize expectations for high school courses and to contribute to students’ final course 

grades. The plan is to purchase off-the-shelf and/or develop new end-of-course assessments, in 

collaboration with a vendor, for Algebra I, Algebra II, Expository Writing, and U.S. History. 

                                                 
11

 Only Alaska, Minnesota, Nebraska, Puerto Rico, Texas, and Virginia have not adopted these standards 

(http://www.corestandards.org/in-the-states, accessed August 31, 2012).  
12

 The term ―non-tested grades‖ refers to grade levels that are not required to take summative assessments for 

accountability purposes under the No Child Left Behind Act.  

http://www.corestandards.org/in-the-states
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Beginning with school year 2012–13, the Hawaii State Assessment for science will be 

administered as a Biology I end of course exam, while simultaneously serving as the high stakes 

summative assessment for NCLB purposes. Since our initial data collection, HIDOE met with 

high school principals to gather feedback on the role of end-of-course assessments and, in the 

summer of 2012, identified a vendor to develop the assessments, provide professional 

development, and support communication efforts.  

Following the Common Core, formative assessments are a main focus of the initial 

implementation of RTTT. School-level efforts around formative assessment appear to be 

widespread. However, respondents to our surveys and interviews most frequently addressed 

formative assessments in the context of their use of data and the Data for School Improvement 

(DSI) system (see DSI information below). 

The transition to the SBAC assessment system—which will include a summative component—

was identified as a major focus in our initial interviews with state-level staff, conducted in 

December 2011 and January 2012. As a governing member of SBAC, Hawaii plays a role in 

decision-making within the consortium. During the first year of the evaluation, Hawaii has 

continued to play a key role in SBAC, with a Hawaii state representative co-chairing the test 

design workgroup and state representation on several other committees and workgroups. In 

addition, HIDOE has recently identified a teacher involvement coordinator who is charged with 

disseminating information about the SBAC assessment system, gathering feedback from the 

field, and facilitating education involvement in the process. The state was also selected to serve 

in a cognitive lab research project, run by AIR and SBAC, to gather data and input on how 

students engage with various types of computer based assessment items. The new assessment 

system will be field tested in school year 2013–14. In sum, the state is playing a leadership role 

in this national project, while taking steps to ensure Hawaii’s teachers understand the process 

and have a vehicle to provide feedback. 

Comprehensive Student Support System (CSSS): In addition to identifying what students 

should know and be able to do through the Common Core State Standards, the state has 

articulated the need for comprehensive prevention and early intervention services to address 

obstacles to students’ mastery of these rigorous standards. This work includes a focus on a 

Comprehensive Student Support System (CSSS), including both Response to Intervention (RTI) 

and Schoolwide Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (SWPBIS). 

RTI is considered a critical component of an integrated approach to Common Core standards and 

assessments. According to the state RTTT application, while the standards themselves guide 

teachers in what to teach, the state’s RTI program is a tiered system of supports that is designed 

to help teachers know how to match their instructional strategies to the learning styles of 

students. 

Our first phase of data collection revealed mixed levels of understanding and approaches to RTI. 

Several state-level administrators emphasized the importance of understanding RTI as an 

integrated approach to meeting student needs, but, beyond that, our initial state interviews did 

not reveal a clear description of the state’s current RTI activities. Complex area superintendents’ 

descriptions of RTI varied, with some providing little detail and others referencing various 

activities (e.g., the provision of RTI supports from school restructuring providers, extensive RTI 
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training conducted by complex area staff, the development of RTI action plans, and quarterly 

monitoring of those plans). At the school level, approaches to, and understanding of, the program 

also varied widely within and across schools. Respondents from at least half of the schools we 

visited, for example, expressed confusion about RTI or described their schools’ approaches 

differently than did the schools’ administrators.  

Since our initial wave of data collection, Hawaii has taken steps to address some of the issues 

regarding understanding of RTI. HIDOE has increased communication to the field about RTI 

provided statewide training on components of the RTI system, and delivered additional 

individualized complex area- and school-level professional development. Beginning in the fall of 

2012, complex area staff will receive additional training from the state to help school teams 

assess their current RTI processes and determine needs. In addition, the state is in the process of 

purchasing a screening tool to be used statewide, to help identify students at risk of learning 

challenges. In the 2012–13 school year, complex area staff will begin to coach schools to 

implement a three-year phased-in plan to implement the use of universal screening. 

SWPBIS is a component of RTI that creates a continuum of behavioral supports for all students, 

including wraparound supports for individual students. In our winter 2012 interviews, state 

officials explained that PBIS related to the state’s CSSS, to anti-bullying, to a safe school 

environment, and to the eCSSS data system; they also described the system as a new component 

of RTI. Among complex area superintendents and school staff, familiarity with the program 

varied, and different complex areas and schools have adopted the approach to differing degrees. 

Comments in regard to SWPBIS focused on peer education groups and student incentives for 

good behavior. At two of the 12 schools we visited, no SWPBIS system was yet in place. Since 

our initial data collection, the state has taken steps to support the capacity of complex area and 

school-level staff to implement SWPBIS. In the 2012–13 school year, state officials will train 

complex area staff to help schools assess their current SWPBIS implementation and identify 

areas of need. Complex area staff then will work with schools throughout the year to build and 

strengthen SWPBIS. 

 

College and Career Readiness: In an effort to establish the standard of college and career 

readiness for all students, the state is transitioning to a universal college- and career-ready 

diploma for students in the graduating class of 2016.
13

 Students graduating before 2016 can earn 

one of two diplomas: 1) a traditional high school diploma, or 2) a Board of Education diploma 

(also referred to as a recognition or ―Step Up‖ diploma), which is earned by completing a more 

rigorous set of courses and a senior project. The Board of Education diploma can also be earned 

with honors. The new Board of Education or ―Step Up‖ diploma incorporates increased course 

demands, including four years of English (which must include a course on expository writing or 

newly developed Common Core State Standards proficiency based equivalents
14

) and completion 

of Algebra I or an equivalent level of mathematics. Along with increased course requirements, 

                                                 
13

 State of Hawaii, Board of Education. (2011, October 4). Notes from General Business Meeting. Retrieved from: 

http://lilinote.k12.hi.us/STATE/BOE/Minutes.nsf/a15fa9df11029fd70a 

2565cb0065b6b7/c6663ffebbb338000a2579350070b23f?OpenDocument 
14

 Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) Regarding Board of Education (BOE) Policy 4540. Retrieved from: 

http://graduation.k12.hi.us/pdfs/BOE%20FAQs_1%20-%20generic%20on%20website.pdf 
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http://lilinote.k12.hi.us/STATE/BOE/Minutes.nsf/a15fa9df11029fd70a2565cb0065b6b7/c6663ffebbb338000a2579350070b23f?OpenDocument
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the new diploma includes three honors designations for academic honors, career and technical 

education (CTE) honors, and STEM honors. 

Among CASs and school staff interviewed in our first wave of data collection in the winter of 

2012, the level of understanding regarding the new diploma, as with the other components of 

RTTT, was limited. The majority of respondents reported a pending change in the state’s 

diploma requirements—presumably in reference to the new college- and career-ready diploma—

but did not know any details. Since then, the implementation plan for the new diploma was 

presented to the Board of Education (in mid-January 2012), followed by several memos to the 

field regarding the transition to the new diploma requirements. In addition, according to state 

officials, HIDOE is crafting and disseminating targeted information to increase awareness of the 

new diploma. 

Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM): Hawaii’s RTTT includes a 

focus on STEM. The state’s STEM efforts involve a number of activities, including the 

development of ―STEM competencies‖ as part of its General Learner Outcomes (a set of 

overarching goals that supplement the state’s academic content standards by identifying the 

student effort, work habits, and behaviors that the state expects from its students) and the 

creation of model STEM units and performance tasks that are aligned to the Common Core. In 

addition, the state has hired 16 STEM mentors to build staff capacity. The state is also on target 

to develop a virtual STEM center by the summer of 2013 that will enable students to access 

resources outside their school to facilitate and expand their learning. Moreover, the state has 

defined the parameters for the STEM honors designation, which students will be able to earn (as 

an additional recognition on their high school diploma) by completing a senior project focused 

on STEM and a STEM capstone course.  

Recent progress includes the growth of the STEM Hawaii group (via the STEM portal), which 

includes STEM resource teachers, educators from the STEM partnership schools, and 

community and industry stakeholders. In the summer of 2012, HIDOE developed ten additional 

STEM units for different grade levels. A webinar for students, teachers, and parents was held in 

the fall of 2012 to raise awareness about STEM resources. All of the high schools in the ZSIs are 

participating in a pilot project to pilot the STEM portal. Finally, the state is working on a plan to 

recruit and hire more STEM teachers and to build teacher capacity through professional 

development. 

Assurance Area: Data Systems and Data Use 

Access to, and use of, data is the third key area of reform embedded in RTTT. Specifically, the 

state is focusing on: (1) implementation of two major data systems—the Longitudinal Data 

System (LDS) and the Data for School Improvement (DSI) system; (2) provision of supports for 

data use, including data infrastructure, data coaches, trainings, school structures, and data teams; 

and (3) the Hawaii Partnership for Educational Research Consortium. 

Longitudinal Data System: This system contains teacher- and student-level information from 

various databases that allows specific users to monitor individualized student progress and to 

track teachers. Access to student-level and teacher-level data in the LDS is restricted by role. An 

individual student’s data can be viewed by the teacher(s) providing instruction, administrators 
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and certain school-level staff (e.g., registrars, counselors, student services coordinators), complex 

area superintendents and certain complex area staff (e.g., complex academic officers, complex 

area teachers, etc.), and by the Superintendent and Deputy Superintendent. Similarly, access to 

an individual teacher’s data is restricted by role. 

The use and capacity of the LDS has improved over the first year of the evaluation. In our initial 

discussions with respondents at the state and school levels, it was clear that principals and 

instructional leaders used the LDS regularly. However, beyond the administrator level, almost 

every school (i.e., 11 of the 12 schools we visited) reported that teachers used the system 

sparingly or not at all.  

The state has made progress in improving teacher use by expanding training opportunities and 

enhancing the capacity of the system. New school- and student-level reports for the LDS are 

currently being developed to provide staff with richer and more extensive data. HIDOE has 

continued to work on enhancing the LDS’s capabilities and integrating ACT, SAT and early 

childhood subsidy data, as well as implementing a report to flag students at risk of not 

graduating. Statewide training will be offered in the fall of 2012 to complex area support staff 

and school-level data leads. In addition, training will be provided in the spring of 2013 to 

teachers in schools that have requested additional support. 

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 to 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 was launched in the 2010–11 school year. Currently, all teachers statewide have access 

to the system, but the item bank focuses on students in tested grades (Grades 3–8 and 10). The 

state has partnered with other states and with private testing companies to populate the database 

with test items, and it continues to add items to the system. Teachers are also encouraged to 

create and share test items in the system for others to use. 

Initial challenges impeded use of the DSI, including bandwidth problems that caused the 

program to run very slowly or to 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. Since our first round of data 

collection, the state has taken steps to address these challenges and to improve the system, 

including 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. In 

addition, HIDOE has worked with the DSI vendor to address issues with the user interface and 

customer service.  

Beyond the creation of these data systems, the state has provided other supports to schools—

such as data coaches, a focus on instructional leadership teams, and enhancements to schools’ 
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technology—to promote and improve the use of data to drive instruction. In our site visits to 

schools, teachers frequently described an increased emphasis on data use, including team 

meetings to review student test scores and consider their implications for instruction. Overall, 

based on discussions with the field during winter 2012, respondents across the state seem to be 

adopting or advancing a general culture of data use, with a particular emphasis on formative 

assessments.  

Assurance Area: Great Teachers and Leaders 

The RTTT reform area with the strongest focus—both in terms of resources and the attention it 

has received at the state and federal levels—is the work being done to ensure the state’s schools 

have Great Teachers and Leaders. Reform in this area focuses on: (1) recruitment, alternative 

routes to certification, and 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. 

Teacher Recruitment and Alternative Certification: Improvements to the teacher recruitment 

process have focused on two main areas: streamlining the application process and providing 

incentives to hard-to-staff schools. In addition, ZSI schools now have prioritized access to teacher 

applicants before other complex areas, giving them a head start on recruiting highly qualified staff. 

The state is 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. 

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 and the University of Hawaii at Manoa—to provide alternative 

certification services. Applicants will be able to complete a one-year program concurrently with 

placement in the classroom, and this new system, according to the state, will create a more 

efficient track that reduces coursework and increases time in the classroom, bolstered by various 

supports and a strong induction and mentorship program. The state has the alternative 

certification program in place for the 2012–13 school year, which is a delay of one year from the 

initial timeline. This revised timeline has been approved by the U.S. Department of Education.
15

  

 

Principal Recruitment and Alternative Certification: The state has streamlined the process to 

help principals certified on the mainland to 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. Work is also underway to support alternative certification for 

principals. The state legislature approved changes to its certification standards for principals with 

the passage of Act 75. The law 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.
16

 Initially, progress on principal alternative certification 

was limited. The U.S. Department of Education rejected the state’s amendment to its original 

RTTT plan, which proposed a new project to develop and train principals to work specifically in 

                                                 
15

 December 21, 2011 U.S. Department of Education letter to the Office of the Governor, regarding Hawaii’s request 

to amend its Race to the Top plan.  
16

 Act 75, Session Laws of Hawaii 2011 (SLH 2011, signed by the Governor on June 6, 2011). 
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the lowest-performing schools. Specifically, the original RTTT proposal was to produce 36 

―turnaround principals‖ through a residency-based alternative certification program to be placed 

in Priority Schools and other persistently low-achieving schools. HIDOE’s amendment request, 

rejected by the federal government in December 2011, sought to ―de-couple‖ the alternative 

certification component and turnaround principal components into two separate initiatives – one 

alternative certification program and one turnaround principals program. Although the U.S. 

Department of Education rejected the turnaround principal program, the component was included 

in the original state plan.
 17

 

In the spring of 2012, HIDOE and Chaminade University launched the new program for training 

school administrators, involving 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.  

Induction and Mentoring: Enhancing support and mentoring for new teachers is another 

strategy designed to develop more effective teachers and leaders in Hawaii. According to the 

original proposal, the state planned to create a ―gold standard‖ in induction and mentoring for 

both teachers and administrators that would lead to increased effectiveness in teaching, serve as a 

means of retaining high-quality staff, and provide ongoing, job-embedded professional 

development.  

In November 2011, the state introduced a three-year induction program that provides a 

framework to engage beginning teachers in a system of support. (The timing of this action 

represents a one-year delay of the initial proposed timeline of November 2010; the U.S. 

Department of Education has approved this revised timeline
18

). Specifically, 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. In addition, since our initial wave of 

data collection between December 2011 and February 2012, HIDOE has administered a 

statewide survey of all first- and second-year teachers, which indicated that 71 percent of these 

staff are currently matched with a mentor.  

Teacher Performance Evaluation: Improvement of the educator performance evaluation 

system is a critical and central component of Hawaii’s overall education reform strategy. 

Hawaii’s goal is to implement performance evaluation systems based on a mixture of student 

learning gains from identified assessments and other elements, including observations and 

demonstrations of teacher knowledge and skills. 

The Professional Evaluation Program for Teachers (the PEP–T) is the current performance 

evaluation system. The PEP-T is administered every year for probationary teachers and every 

five years for tenured teachers. Interviews with state, complex area, and school-level staff in the 

first phase of our evaluation pointed to specific challenges with the PEP–T, such as its uniform 

finding of teacher effectiveness across the board (reportedly, 95 percent of teachers are rated as 

                                                 
17

 December 21, 2011 U.S. Department of Education letter to the Office of the Governor, regarding Hawaii’s request 

to amend its Race to the Top plan. 
18

 March 2, 2012 U.S. Department of Education letter to the Office of the Governor, regarding Hawaii’s request to 

amend its Race to the Top plan. 
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satisfactory), limited effectiveness in improving the quality of instruction, and disconnect to 

providing professional development targeted to the individual needs of teachers.  

The rollout of the new teacher evaluation system – referred to as the Educator Effectiveness 

System – has been hampered by contract negotiations between the Hawaii State Teachers’ 

Association (HSTA) and HIDOE regarding the relationship between teacher compensation and 

evaluation. In January 2012, the HSTA and HIDOE announced an agreement on a new teacher 

contract that would allow for a new form of teacher evaluation, but teachers overwhelmingly 

rejected the proposed new contract at a rate of two to one.  

In May 2012, despite the fact that they originally rejected the state’s proposal, teachers re-voted 

on—and approved—the contract. Governor Abercrombie, however, responded by stating that the 

contract was null and void. As of the time of this report there still is no new teacher contract, 

although the state and HSTA have ratified an agreement to extend learning time in the Zones of 

School Innovation. HIDOE continues to work with teachers, HSTA representatives, and other 

stakeholders to develop and pilot a teacher evaluation system that meets the state’s goals of 

improving student outcomes. In mid-August, the Governor and HSTA agreed to engage the 

Federal Mediation and Conciliation Services
19

 to help resolve the contractual dispute. 

 

The State Board of Education has approved regulations that establish annual evaluations for 

teachers and principals that include measures of adult practice and student performance (Board 

Policy 2055); identify new parameters for teacher probation and tenure (Board Policy 5100); and 

link pay increases for school employees to their performance, including contribution to student 

achievement growth (Board Policy 5200).  

 

The new Educator Effectiveness System will include: 1) demonstration of student progress, 2) 

classroom observations, 3) student perception surveys, and 4) other assessments of learning, 

known as student learning objectives (SLO). The demonstration of student progress will be based 

on student outcomes on assessments in the tested grades (Grades 3-8 and 10). In regard to the 

growth model, the state is working closely with an external contractor to develop a measurement 

for all teachers in Hawaii based on calculations similar to those used in Colorado’s growth model. 

Classroom observations will utilize the framework developed by Charlotte Danielson, which 

focuses on four domains of teaching responsibility: (1) planning and preparation; (2) classroom 

environment; (3) instruction; and (4) professional responsibilities.
20

 The student survey component 

is based on elements of the Cambridge Education and Harvard Tripod Survey that provides student 

feedback on school climate, classroom conditions, and student engagement.
21

 Student learning 

objectives, which will cover every subject area and grade level, will capture student learning 

beyond standardized testing. The SLOs will be aligned with the Common Core, as well as complex 

area and school goals and priorities.  

In January 2012, Hawaii began a four-year phase-in process for the new Educator Effectiveness 

System. In the 2011–12 school year, the state pilot tested three components of the system (the 

                                                 
19

 The Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service is an independent agency that provides mediation and conflict 

resolution services to industry, government agencies and communities. 
20

 Charlotte Danielson Framework website. (http://www.danielsongroup.org). 
21

 The Tripod survey was developed by Dr. Ron Ferguson, of Harvard University, in collaboration with Cambridge 

Education (http://tripodproject.wpengine.com/about/background/). 

http://www.danielsongroup.org/
http://tripodproject.wpengine.com/about/background/


 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: First Evaluation Report—18 

observation model, student surveys, and student growth measures) in 18 schools in the Zones of 

School Innovation. The pilot test will be expanded in the coming school year (2012–13) to an 

additional 64 schools and will include SLOs in addition to the other components of the system. 

Based on our interviews with state administrators, the new system will be implemented statewide 

in the 2013–14 school year. Personnel action based on the new performance system will be 

implemented in the following year, 2014–15. The state will make decisions about how each 

measure in the new system will be weighted to determine teacher effectiveness based on data 

collected in the pilot test, including feedback from teachers, principals, and complex area 

superintendents. 

Our winter 2012 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 our initial data collection, the state has made progress in communication about and training 

for the teacher evaluation system. From April to August 2012, HIDOE trained 1,500 educators on 

the Danielson Framework and nearly 700 teachers and 119 administrators on the Educator 

Effectiveness System. The level of communication to the pilot schools to improve understanding 

of the purpose and goal of the pilot process has also increased. In addition, staff from each school 

participating in the second wave of piloting have received training on the system. These staff will 

also be responsible for providing training and support to their colleagues. The implementation and 

reception of the new teacher evaluation system will be a major focus of our site visit research in 

late 2012 and early 2013. 

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. The current system—the Professional Evaluation Program for School Leaders (PEP–

SL)—received mixed reviews in our first wave of data collection, with descriptions of the system 

ranging from fair to subjective. Lack of time and resources to conduct the evaluation was a 

common concern cited by CAS respondents. In general, our interviews revealed that CAS 

involvement and the level of interaction with principals in regard to their evaluations varied 

considerably.  

At the time of our initial interviews, work on reforming the principal evaluation system appeared 

to be in the early stages of development. Only one state administrator spoke in detail about future 

plans, noting that new effectiveness measures for principals would incorporate best practices in 

school leadership, updated Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards, 

and outcome measures such as student growth, with possible ties to differentiated professional 

development and performance bonuses. The state’s original plan was to implement a pilot in the 

2012–13 school year, with full implementation in the 2013–14 school year. While it is not clear 

what progress has been made to date to meet this objective, one state respondent indicated that 

the state has entered into a memorandum of understanding with the principals’ union to pilot a 

new principal evaluation system in school year 2012–13. 

Professional Development. Access to high-quality professional development to develop and 

support effective teachers and leaders is the final prong of the state’s Great Teachers Great 
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Leaders reform strategy. The state’s general plans in this area are to ramp up embedded 

professional development opportunities, align all professional development opportunities to a 

new teacher evaluation system, and increase the use of distance learning collaborations. 

 

At the time of our initial interviews in the winter of 2012, state administrators were in the midst 

of planning efforts related to improvements around professional development. State staff 

articulated a vision for a coordinated professional development system that offers differentiated 

training to support individual teachers’ needs, as identified through performance evaluation and 

other means. One step toward aligning the professional development opportunities for educators 

across the state is the development of a new Professional Development Management System 

(PDMS) that will integrate existing but separate systems and functions, such as course and 

transcript management, teacher and administrator evaluation, and professional development 

content.  

 

In short, most of the work in this area was in the planning stages as of the fall 2011 data 

collection, and has been delayed from the timelines originally proposed as part of the Race to the 

Top application. The U.S. Department of Education approved amendments to the timelines for 

this work in December 2011, with a new goal of having components of the new PDMS up by fall 

of 2012.
22

 

 

Progress has been made since our initial data collection in the winter of 2012. In the spring and 

summer of 2012, HIDOE, through the work of a design panel consisting of staff from every 

complex area as well as Office of Curriculum, Instruction and Student Support, Office of Human 

Resources, Office of Information Technology, and the Office of Strategic Reform, has worked 

on cataloging current state, complex area, and school level professional development 

opportunities. In addition, they have drafted Professional Learning Community (PLC) 

guidelines, which have been published at the July 19, 2012 Education Leadership Institute. Work 

has been made to streamline and consolidate 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. Finally, the state is developing a 

Master Professional Development Calendar for school year 2013–14, which will facilitate 

planning at the complex and school levels.  

Assurance Area: Zones of School Innovation  

In addition to the above reform efforts targeted at all schools in Hawaii, the state has a fifth 

category of effort focused on a specific set of schools—the Zones of School Innovation (or 

―Zones‖). Rather than focus on individual low-performing schools, Hawaii elected to apply 

reform efforts at the complex area level, concentrating on groups of low-performing schools, as 

well as the schools they either feed into or feed from. 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.  
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 December 21, 2011 U.S. Department of Education letter to the Office of the Governor, regarding Hawaii’s request 

to amend its RTTT plan. 
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By all accounts, the activities in the Zones are a ramped-up and concentrated version of Hawaii’s 

RTTT initiative, in that the ZSI schools are implementing all of the RTTT efforts (often first) 

and are also receiving additional support. In addition to a higher level of monitoring from the 

state, Zone-specific services and programs include increased access to early childhood education, 

extended learning opportunities, leadership training, wraparound services, and a focus on STEM, 

all of which are detailed below. 

Early Childhood Education: The state reported securing $5.16 million in state general funds to 

provide early childhood subsidies to increase participation in early childhood education for 

children in the ZSIs. To date the state reports that 200 students within the ZSIs have been given 

tuition subsidies to attend any preschool on a state-approved list. Beyond this RTTT effort, the 

state of Hawaii is expanding access to quality early childhood programs across the state. The 

governor signed new legislation into law in July of 2012 to establish an Executive Office on 

Early Learning that is charged with developing a comprehensive plan for a statewide early care 

and education system. In addition, this office will seek to coordinate early childhood services 

across government agencies. 

Extended Learning Opportunities: Extended learning time for students in the ZSIs was 

initially stalled due to contract negotiations with the HSTA. Our January 2012 site visits to three 

ZSI schools found that extended learning time was happening on a voluntary basis in one school 

but appeared inconsistent in the other two schools. On February 27, 2012, after our interviews 

were completed, the state reached an agreement with the Hawaii State Teachers’ Association on 

a contract that would allow for extended learning time, with 80 percent of the teachers voting in 

its favor.
23

 In August, the National Center on Time & Learning worked with the ZSI schools and 

the Hawaii School for the Deaf and the Blind to build their capacity and to create tools to 

maximize the extended school day. 

Training: An additional component provided to the ZSIs is leadership training for schools, 

which is provided by an external partner who guides principals and other administrators in an 

examination of data to identify appropriate, research-based strategies to improve their schools. In 

addition, ZSI schools have priority access to professional development related to Literacy for 

Learning (a statewide initiative to improve the literacy of all students), the use of the DSI system, 

and Response to Intervention. 

Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM): Two high schools in the 

Nanakuli-Waianae complex area are implementing an academy—New Tech High—that supports 

learning in STEM. New Tech High academies focus on cross-disciplinary, project-based learning, 

in which academic standards are incorporated into projects that are grounded in real-life scenarios.  

Wraparound Services: In the 2013–14 school year, the state has begun implementing 

wraparound services in the ZSI schools. These services will be directed by a state wraparound 

service coordinator to plan and coordinate with schools and service providers. Within each ZSI, a 
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 See Nozoe, R. (2012, February 28). ―Statement from Nozoe on extended learning times.‖ Hawaii 24/7. Retrieved 

from: http://www.hawaii247.com/2012/02/28/statement-from-nozoe-on-extended-learning-times/; and Okabe, W., 

(2012, February 27). ―Innovation Zone Teachers Approve Longer School Days.‖ Hawaii Civil Beat. Retrieved from: 

http://hawaii.education.blogs.civilbeat.com/post/18429178395 /innovation-zone-teachers-approve-longer-school-

days. 
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health services coordinator and community engagement coordinators will plan services and 

conduct outreach to families. Staff have been hired for these positions, and the state continues to 

plan for implementation of services.  

Additional Reform Efforts: In addition to the ZSI-specific services noted above, RTTT 

includes several statewide reforms that have an additional focus in the ZSIs, including staff 

supports, implementation of the teacher evaluation pilot test, and technology upgrades. In 

addition to the 16 data coaches provided to the complex areas, the state reports that a total of 21 

data coach positions were created for the ZSI schools—one for each of the 18 Department of 

Education schools, one for the Hawaii School for the Deaf and Blind, and one in each ZSI to 

work with all of the Zone’s public charter schools. The state also provided 18 student success 

coaches to the ZSI schools to help integrate services for students. At the complex area level, a 

student success specialist—which is akin to the student success coaches at the school level—

helps the CAS manage and coordinate the student success coaches and works with school staff to 

link students to needed resources, including school resources, complex area resources, and 

resources provided by other state departments, such as the Department of Health.  

As noted earlier, the teacher evaluation pilot has been a major accomplishment in the ZSIs, with 

18 schools participating. State staff have visited each of the ZSI schools that are currently 

participating in the teacher evaluation pilot to share plans and solicit feedback on the new 

system. In the three ZSI schools we visited in the winter of 2012, the Danielson framework—a 

component of the new system—was viewed favorably by administrators, although teachers 

expressed some uncertainty about the process. It is important to note that our site visits occurred 

prior to the full rollout of the pilot test. Views on the process will be tracked over time in future 

years of the evaluation. 

A statewide effort to upgrade the technology infrastructure of public schools has begun in the 

ZSIs, and the state reported that the majority of the work had been completed at the time 

interviews were conducted. In our winter 2012 site visits to three ZSI schools, most of the 

respondents noted more effective internet access and improved technology resources.  

In our first wave of data collection (December – February 2012), state- and school-level 

respondents in our interviews expressed concerns about the scope of the reform efforts, with 

many school-level staff feeling overwhelmed by the initiative. Respondents from only one of the 

three ZSI schools we visited appeared comfortable with the ZSI reform model, viewing new 

resources (particularly the coaches) as a way to further their ongoing efforts to improve 

instruction and learning. At the state-level, four state respondents identified a more significant 

concern about the approach to the work in the ZSIs: a lack of what they perceived as a strategic 

approach to school turnaround.  

The state has taken steps to address some of these concerns regarding the Zones of School 

Innovation. HIDOE has made personnel changes to ensure effective staffing of support positions 

(such as coaches) at each ZSI school. Additional personnel have been targeted to support the 

ZSIs, including human resources and wraparound services. AIR’s evaluation will continue to 

track investments in the ZSIs over the next two years, as the state, complex areas, and schools 

work together to address initial implementation challenges. 
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In general, the spring teacher and principal survey findings and analysis of other extant data 

reinforced our implementation findings from the first wave of data collection, as detailed in the 

next section. 
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Research Question 2: What changes in education policy and professional 

practice are associated with Hawaii’s RTTT implementation? 

The following section integrates data from multiple sources to develop a baseline picture of the 

policies and practices associated with Hawaii’s RTTT. The primary source of data was a 

statewide teacher and principal survey. In the spring of 2012, we administered an online survey 

about Hawaii’s RTTT to all principals in the state and to a sample of approximately 3,000 

teachers located in 60 representative schools across the state. The overall response rate was 62 

percent for teachers and 82 percent for principals. Sampling weights were applied to the teacher 

survey results in order to make general statements about teachers in the state as a whole. In the 

charts that follow, results for the full population of teachers are marked as (T), teachers in ZSI 

schools are marked as (ZSI T), and principals are marked as (P). In addition, analyses of other 

relevant extant data are integrated in this section to provide a comprehensive picture of RTTT. 

These extant data sources include the Beginning Teacher Online Survey, data from HIDOE’s 

Electronic Human Resources system, the School Quality Survey, and the Hawaii State School 

Readiness Assessment.  

Assurance Area: Aligned State Systems 

Our survey included items to explore teachers’ and principals’ general views of Race to the Top. 

Exhibits 4 and 5 demonstrate the existing knowledge base about RTTT as reported from our 

surveys. Ninety-five percent of teachers—and 99 percent of ZSI teachers—had heard of Race to 

the Top, but additional survey items demonstrate that principals were generally more 

knowledgeable about RTTT than teachers. In particular, principals perceived better 

communication from the state about RTTT plans than did teachers, and principals reported 

understanding those plans better than did teachers. Teachers and principals similarly perceived 

RTTT resources as valuable, although a higher percentage of principals agreed that RTTT is 

making a difference. At this point (spring 2012), fewer than 50 percent of both groups, however, 

perceived that RTTT resources were valuable, saw a change in school practices or resources 

because of RTTT, or believed that RTTT was making a difference. Comparing ZSI teachers to 

all teachers (Exhibit 5) shows that ZSI teachers reported a slightly more positive view of RTTT 

than teachers outside of the ZSIs (e.g., a greater understanding of RTTT plans, more changes in 

school practices/resources, and more agreement that RTTT resources and supports are valuable). 
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Exhibits 4 and 5. Perceptions of RTTT: All Teachers, Principals, and ZSI Teachers 

 

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

 

In summary, principals expressed more knowledge and understanding of RTTT than teachers, 

which confirms our findings from the winter 2012 site visits. Given that more intensive resources 

and supports have been rolled out in ZSI schools, it is also not surprising that ZSI teachers had 

more positive perceptions of RTTT. The majority of teachers, however, felt that the state had not 

communicated RTTT plans well or been transparent in RTTT spending, and the majority of both 

teachers and principals felt that RTTT is making, at most, a minimal difference.  
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Assurance Area: Standards and Assessments 

Common Core: Our survey included a range of items designed to explore educators’ 

perceptions, readiness, and practices in regard to standards and assessments. The survey asked 

teachers about their readiness to implement Common Core State Standards in English Language 

Arts (ELA)/Literacy and in Mathematics, and principals were asked about their perceptions of 

staff readiness. It is important to note that teachers self-selected to answer these survey items. If 

they indicated that these Common Core standards currently applied to them, they were asked to 

respond to additional questions. If teachers did not indicate that Common Core standards applied 

to them, they were ―skipped out‖ of this section.  

Exhibits 6 and 7 show only the results for teachers in grades K–2 and 11–12, as these are the 

grades in which Common Core implementation is required by the state. Principals of middle 

schools are excluded. The results are similar for ELA/Literacy and Mathematics, and all of the 

items show approximately 50 percent agreement from all groups (all teachers, ZSI teachers, and 

principals). Teachers and principals reported similar levels of exposure and preparedness, 

indicating that principals had an accurate understanding of their staff’s preparation for Common 

Core.  

 

Exhibits 6 and 7. Readiness for Common Core Implementation  
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Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 

Formative Assessments: The use of formative assessments is a key focus of the RTTT. The 

results shown in Exhibit 8 demonstrate that most teachers (at least 61 percent of teachers 

responded ―moderately‖ or ―extensively‖ to each of the items in Exhibit 8) were planning to use 

formative data for a variety of purposes, and there are no notable differences between teachers at 

ZSI schools and the full population of teachers.  
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Exhibit 8. Use of Formative Assessments 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 
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Instructional Strategies: Our survey asked teachers and principals about the extent to which 

their schools are implementing a variety of instructional strategies that are a focus of RTTT, 

including tiered instruction, behavioral interventions, a focus on college and career, and an 

increased emphasis on STEM. The results, shown in Exhibit 9, demonstrate that principals 

perceived higher levels of implementation of almost all of these strategies than teachers. ZSI 

teachers generally reported either lower or similar implementation across most strategies, with 

the exception of extended learning time programs, which is a focus in the ZSI schools.
24

 Sixty-

five percent of ZSI teachers reported that extended learning time is being implemented 

moderately or to a great extent, compared to 57 percent of all teachers.  

Exhibit 9. Use of Strategies 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 
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 It is important to note that our survey was administered only two months after the state reached an agreement with 

the HSTA to extend learning time in ZSI schools. 
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In summary, approximately half of teachers and principals in grades in which Common Core has 

been rolled out felt prepared to implement the new standards. The majority of teachers planned 

to use formative assessments for a variety of purposes, and the majority of teachers and 

principals reported that their schools are implementing strategies such as tiered instruction
25

, 

behavioral interventions, and an increased focus on college and career. There is room for growth, 

however—among ZSI teachers, 27 percent did not use formative assessments to tailor instruction 

to individual students, and 29 percent either did not use tiered instruction at all or used it to a 

minimal extent. Parent engagement also appears to be low—38 percent of all teachers (and 48 

percent of ZSI teachers) reported either minimal parent engagement or no parent engagement in 

their schools.  

Assurance Area: Data Systems and Data Use 

Challenges to data use: Teachers and principals commented on access to, and use of, data, 

which is a key reform area of Hawaii’s RTTT. Our survey asked about challenges to using data, 

and Exhibit 10 shows that lack of time is the most challenging factor for both teachers and 

principals. Confidence using data and data system quality appear to be slightly more of a 

challenge than getting enough data or data at the right time. On a positive note, it appears that 

leaders are encouraging the use of data in schools.  

Exhibit 10. Challenges to Data Use 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 
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 In their review of this report, HIDOE noted that ―tiered instruction‖ is also referred to as Response to Intervention 

(RTI), targeted interventions, or differentiated instruction. 
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Longitudinal Data System: In addition to our survey responses related to data use, 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. Data were available for both the 2010–11 and 2011–12 

school years.
26

  

While usage of the LDS is growing, it still represents a small percentage of educators in the state. 

LDS use grew between the 2010–11 and 2011–12 school years, with the number of unique users 

more than doubling, from 494 to 1,211. However, this number represents a limited portion of the 

population of all Hawaii public school educators (four percent in 2010–11 and 10 percent in 

2011–12). Usage was most common among principals and vice principals, of whom 57 percent 

of potential users logged into the system in the 2011-12 school year, and other administrative 

school staff (e.g., student service coordinators, registrars), of whom 36 percent logged in. Usage 

was less prevalent among counselors (10 percent) and teachers (seven percent). 

Although administrators were the primary users of the LDS in the 2010–11 school year, they 

were surpassed in number by teachers in the 2011–12 school year (the year in which teachers 

gained access to the system). Exhibit 11 shows that principals and vice principals made up 

roughly two thirds of LDS users in the 2010–11 school year. The following year, principals and 

vice principals made up only a quarter of users, and 59 percent of LDS users were teachers (with 

other school staff making up an additional 11 percent). While the proportions of user types 

changed, the absolute number of principal and vice principal users remained relatively steady 

(332 in the 2010–11 school year and 297 in the 2011–12 school year), as did the number of other 

school staff users (156 in the 2010–11 school year and 137 in the 2011–12 school year). An 

analysis of usage at the complex level showed that 63 percent of complex area employees 

accessed the system in the 2011–12 school year. 
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 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 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). 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. 
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Exhibit 11. LDS Users by Job Type 

 
Source: HIDOE LDS Data: 2010–2012. 

 

Regardless of the proportion of LDS users they represent, principals were the most active users 

of the system in both years, defined by the number of page views per user. The amount of use 

per user was generally lower in the 2011–12 school year than in the previous year (see Exhibit 

12), which may be related to the fact that there were more users in 2011–12 than in 2010–11; 

that is, teachers might be viewing pages directly rather than receiving them from principals.
27
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 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, 

suggesting that most users view a more modest number of pages each year than these averages might suggest. 
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Exhibit 12. Average Number of Page Views Per User, by Job Type 

 
Source: HIDOE LDS Data: 2010–2012. 
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. Out of the 283 Hawaii schools represented in the 

2011–12 HR dataset,
28

 84 percent (238) had at least one employee who used the system. In 16 

percent of schools (45), no employees logged in.
29

   

Our survey also gathered information on the LDS and the DSI, as shown in Exhibit 13. We 

present the full set of results since teachers were given access to the LDS system this year. 

According to our survey, about half of principals and 14 percent of teachers have used LDS. 

These LDS usage rates are somewhat higher than figures generated by HIDOE from the LDS 

data they maintain. This may be a result of teachers overestimating their use of the LDS on our 

survey or from higher survey response rates among teachers who used LDS. In regard to the DSI, 

about a third of all teachers and 26 percent of principals have used the system. 

                                                 
28

 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. 
29

 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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Exhibit 13. DSI and LDS Usage 

 
 

Source: HIDOE LDS Data: 2010–2012. 

Increasing the use of data to inform instruction is a major focus of RTTT, but our survey 

demonstrated that lack of time is still a major barrier to increased data use. While the Electronic 

Human Resource system indicates that only a small proportion of Hawaii’s educators are using 

the LDS, our survey paints a somewhat more favorable picture of usage, particularly by 

principals. There is room for growth over the coming years in regard to the DSI, with 69 percent 

of teachers indicating that they currently have not used the system. 

Assurance Area: 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 new teacher evaluation system, professional development, teacher 

recruitment and alternative certification, and mentoring and induction. 

Our survey asked teachers and principals about the PEP–T and the new teacher evaluation 

system. As shown in Exhibit 14, there is a large difference in how teachers and principals viewed 

the PEP–T: overwhelming majorities of teachers felt it is fair, while principals’ perceptions were 

much less positive.  
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Exhibit 14. Perceptions of PEP–T 

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

The survey also revealed a large contrast between how principals and teachers viewed the new 

teacher evaluation system (Exhibit 15). Principals appeared to understand the new system better 

than teachers, but principal understanding of the system was still less than 50 percent. There was 

also a large contrast in understanding of the Danielson framework, with principal understanding, 

again, much greater than teachers. Both teachers and principals reported that communication 

regarding the new evaluation system lacked clarity. 

Exhibit 15. Perceptions of New Teacher Evaluation System 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 
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When questioned about the teacher workforce, slightly more than half of principals reported that 

they are moderately or greatly satisfied with the pool of teacher applicants, and all principals 

were satisfied with teachers’ knowledge and skills (Exhibit 16).  

Exhibit 16. Principal Satisfaction With Teacher Workforce 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 
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Teachers were asked to select their top three priorities for professional development (shown in 

Exhibit 17). The most common responses were the use of data systems, data-guided instruction, 

class management, and parent engagement. The responses are similar for all teachers and for ZSI 

teachers. 

Exhibit 17. Priorities for Professional Development 

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

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 outcome (an increase in the 

number of effective teachers) is the percentage of teachers who are fully licensed. Using 2007 – 

2011 data provided by HIDOE, we also examined the percentage of teachers with advanced 

degrees as a possible proxy outcome for teacher effectiveness.
30

 Data show that over 85 percent of 

teachers in Hawaii are fully licensed and that the percentage is increasing. By 2011, over 90 

percent of all teachers were fully licensed. The percentage of teachers with advanced degrees, 
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 We note that much of the recent literature does not reveal a relationship between advanced degrees and teacher 

effectiveness. 
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however, is much lower. In 2007, just under 30 percent of teachers in Hawaii had advanced 

degrees. This percentage is increasing, but at a very slow rate with little variation across time. By 

2011, roughly 35 percent of teachers had advanced degrees.  

Exhibit 18. Percentage of Teachers Fully Licensed 

 

Source: HIDOE Teacher Data: 2007–2011. 

Exhibit 19. Percentage of Teachers with Advanced Degrees 

 

Source: HIDOE Teacher Data: 2007–2011. 
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We also examined whether the percentage of teachers who are fully licensed or have advanced 

degrees in Title I schools varies by their restructuring status. The data show no large differences, 

although restructuring schools do have a lower percentage of teachers who are fully licensed. 

This gap, although small, seems to be closing over time, and by 2011, there appeared to be no 

difference between Title I restructuring and non-restructuring schools in terms of the percentage 

of teachers who are fully licensed. Interestingly, while restructuring schools have a lower 

percentage of teachers who are fully licensed, data suggest that restructuring schools also have a 

greater percentage of teachers who have advanced degrees.  

Mentoring and Induction: Given the RTTT’s focus on supporting new teachers, we examined data 

from the Beginning Teachers Online Survey, which captures information from new teachers on a 

variety of issues, including their experience with induction and mentoring. A total of 815 teachers 

responded to the Beginning Teachers Online Survey between April 24 and May 11, 2012.
31

  

Most respondents reported that they had been assigned mentors in the 2011–12 school year (71 

percent). Nearly one third of respondents’ mentors were classroom teachers in the school (31 

percent), about a quarter were non-classroom teachers in the school (26 percent), about a fifth 

were full-release mentors (19 percent), and a slightly smaller portion were resource teachers in 

the same complex (15 percent). Of school-level mentors who were classroom teachers, 71 

percent had no release time for mentoring, according to respondents. 

The average frequency of meetings with mentors was generally at least bimonthly and was often 

weekly or more. Although the frequency and duration of mentoring sessions varied, 90 percent 

of respondents indicated that the time their mentors spent with them per session was sufficient.  

Results suggest that mentoring relationships generally included mentor observations of teachers, 

often taking place multiple times per semester. Eighty-three percent of respondents reported that 

their mentors had observed them and given them feedback at least once per semester, and a 

substantial portion of respondents indicated that this had occurred at least four times per year (42 

percent). However, 35 percent of respondents reported being observed only once per semester, 

and 17 percent reported that their mentors had not observed them. 

Responses suggest that mentors supported teachers in a variety of ways. Most respondents 

indicated that they received ―quite a bit‖ or ―a great deal‖ of support in terms of instructional 

improvement, resources and materials, classroom environment and management, and reflection 

and planning. Mentor support for teacher licensure and special education issues was less 

commonly reported, although many respondents said that these issues did not apply to them. 

Appendix B provides full survey results related to mentor activities as reported by beginning 

teachers.  

Responses suggest that other types of support, besides mentoring, were usually available to 

beginning teachers, although the types of support varied. Nearly two thirds of respondents indicated 

that their school provided new teachers with common planning time with colleagues (64 percent), 

and roughly half of respondents reported that new teachers had orientations targeted to beginning 

teachers (54 percent) and opportunities to observe an effective teacher (51 percent). However, 14 

                                                 
31

 A total of 826 educators responded to the survey. The results exclude 11 responses from counselors. 
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percent of respondents indicated that none of these supports were available in their schools (Exhibit 

20). 

Exhibit 20. Other Supports Available Through Induction Programs 

 

Source: HIDOE Beginning Teachers Online Survey: May, 2012. 

Respondents generally indicated that they were satisfied with their mentoring and induction. 

Roughly nine out of ten respondents agreed that their mentors met their needs (91 percent) and 

helped them to teach effectively (89 percent). Eighty-six percent of respondents indicated that 

they were satisfied with their complex areas’ teacher induction programs, and 84 percent 

reported that their mentors contributed to their decisions to remain in the teaching profession.  

Differentiated Instruction: To further explore teaching practices, we analyzed data from 

Hawaii’s School Quality Surveys (SQS) from the years 2005, 2007, and 2008–11. Here we 

present results specifically related to RTTT’s focus on supporting effective teachers (see 

Appendix B of this report for the full set of SQS results). We analyzed the content of each of the 

SQS student, parent, teacher, and administrator surveys to identify items that would inform the 

outcomes identified in the RTTT logic model. Part of this process involved identifying survey 

items that correspond to underlying constructs and using the Rasch modeling
32

 to analyze these 

sets of items together. These surveys were scaled independently, however, and as a result the 

scores themselves should not be compared to the Rasch scores derived from the AIR teacher and 

principal surveys. Unlike our teacher and principal surveys, we have access to several years’ 

worth of SQS data and therefore can compare Rasch scale scores over time. 

                                                 
32

 Specifically, we created continuous scale scores for each survey construct from the ordered response categories 

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.  
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Scores for the constructs (obtained from the surveys) are standardized, with a mean of 0 and a 

standard deviation of 1 (i.e., z-scores). Higher valued scale scores correspond to higher ratings of 

the underlying construct. On a student engagement scale, for example, a score of 2 would 

indicate a relatively high level of engagement, a score of 0 would indicate an average level of 

engagement, and a score of -2 would indicate a low level of engagement.  

A construct measuring the use of differentiated instruction was developed from the SQS and is 

used to examine whether students felt that their teachers provided them with useful feedback and 

targeted instruction (Exhibits 21, 22, and 23). Results from the elementary student survey 

suggest that students felt that differentiated instruction was below average in 2005 and 2007. 

However, there is a continuous increase in this score after 2008. We see a similar upward trend 

from the middle and high school student surveys.  

Exhibits 21, 22, and 23. Use of Differentiated Instruction, by School Level 
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 High 

 

Source: School Quality Survey: 2005, 2007–2011. 

Teacher Effectiveness: Using SQS data, we examined teachers’ own ratings of their teaching 

effectiveness (Exhibit 24) and principals’ perceptions of their teachers’ effectiveness (Exhibit 

25). Teachers seemed to rate their effectiveness as slightly below average in 2005, but this 

effectiveness score has increased over time. We observe a similar rising trend from the principal 

survey, although the score suddenly drops in 2011. It is unclear why there is a drop in principals’ 

perceptions of teacher effectiveness in 2011, and more data are needed to better understand this 

trend. 

Exhibit 24. Teacher Perception of Teacher Effectiveness 

 

Source: School Quality Survey: 2005, 2007–2011. 

-0.2 

-0.15 

-0.1 

-0.05 

0 

0.05 

0.1 

2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

S
ta

n
d

a
rd

iz
e
d

 S
c
o

re
 

-0.15 

-0.1 

-0.05 

0 

0.05 

0.1 

0.15 

0.2 

2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

S
ta

n
d

a
rd

iz
e
d

 S
c
o

re
 



 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: First Evaluation Report—42 

Exhibit 25. Principal Perception of Teacher Effectiveness 

 

Source: School Quality Survey: 2005, 2007–2011. 

In sum, results from these varied data sources demonstrate the breadth and depth of the reforms 

that aim to improve teacher and leader effectiveness as part of the Great Teachers, Great Leaders 

reform area. While lack of understanding about the new teacher evaluation system was high, this is 

not surprising given that the survey was administered in May of 2012, when details of the system 

were still being negotiated. In regard to supports for new teachers, most teachers already reported 

having a mentor and meeting him or her regularly, although other parts of the induction program, 

such as networking opportunities and opportunities to observe other classrooms, appeared to have 

not yet reached all teachers when the data were collected. Based on our analysis of SQS data, use 

of differentiated instruction appears to have increased somewhat across all schools in recent years, 

although our own teacher survey data suggests that this may have been happening less frequently 

in ZSI schools. It will be important to track these data over the next two years evaluation to assess 

the extent to which human capital reforms are affecting all educators in the state.  

Assurance Area: Zones of School Innovation 

Providing intensive resources and supports to the lowest performing schools in the ZSIs is a 

particular focus of Race to the Top. Results for the subgroup of ZSI teachers have been presented 

throughout earlier sections of this report. In this section, we highlight some additional findings 

specific to ZSI schools.  

Resources and Supports to Zones of School Innovation: Our survey asked teachers and 
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place at their school, thirty-one percent of ZSI teachers felt that financial incentives to recruit 

teachers were at least slightly effective. Forty-nine percent of ZSI teachers felt that processes to 

increase participation in early childhood programs were at least slightly effective, compared to 

33 percent of all teachers. In contrast, the perceived effectiveness of improvements in technology 

infrastructure, the use of technology to provide access to learning, and Literacy for Learning 

activities (a statewide initiative to promote literacy among students) were very similar for all 

teachers and ZSI teachers. This could indicate that the effectiveness of these activities did not 
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increase in the ZSIs, or that these activities were less effective in ZSI schools prior to RTTT and 

their effectiveness had increased to the same levels as other schools at the time of the survey.  

Exhibit 26. Effectiveness of Resources and Activities 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 
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Early Childhood Subsidies: 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), which gathers information on kindergarten children’s 

readiness to succeed in school and on schools’ readiness to support children’s learning. The 

assessments are administered at the school level and can be aggregated for complex area- and 

state-level analyses. HSSRAs began in 2006–07 and are administered every year through 2011–

12. Below are descriptions of baseline trends of relevant variables for Hawaii’s RTTT. Using 

HSSRA data on the percentage of kindergarteners that attended preschool, we examined 

Hawaii’s early childhood education participation rate and describe its basic trend line at the state 

level, as well as by ZSI and non-ZSI schools (Exhibits 27 and 28). In these figures, we show a 

―pre-RTTT‖ 2007-2010 trend line, which will become the baseline trend for any impact analysis 

we present in our evaluation reports in the next two years.  

Exhibit 27. Preschool Attendance Rate Over Time 

 
Source: Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment: 2007–2012. 
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Exhibit 28. Preschool Attendance Rate Over Time, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 

 
Source: Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment: 2007–2012. 

 

As shown in Exhibit 27, roughly 60 percent of kindergarteners attended preschool in each of the 

observed years from 2007 to 2012. These percentages vary slightly around the 60th percentile 

from year to year, but overall they are relatively stable and we observe no positive or negative 

trends. Comparing preschool attendance rate by ZSI and non-ZSI schools, we see that the trend 

for the non-ZSI schools is very similar to the statewide trend. Since non-ZSI schools are the 

majority of schools in the state, this finding is expected. Overall, a greater percentage of 

kindergarteners in non-ZSI schools attended preschool than in ZSI schools. For the ZSI schools, 

we note a large drop in the percentage of kindergarteners who attended preschool between 2009 

and 2010, but enrollment recovered after 2010. 

In summary, the results from our surveys and from the preschool attendance analysis indicate 

that some initiatives appear to be affecting changes in practice in the Zones of School 

Innovation. In future years of the evaluation, we will be able to further assess changes in these 

activities and the impact of additional resources on students in these schools.  

Implementation Index 

Hawaii’s Race to the Top Grant is a comprehensive reform effort 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 future years 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. In this report, the index serves as one way to capture a baseline 

assessment of implementation, as of May 2012, in sampled schools.  

The index is composed of survey questions that address some, but not all, of the core 
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Appendix A) and 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 

improved data systems. It is important to note that other elements assess strategies that are being 

implemented as part of RTTT but that 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. The intent was to develop a proxy by which to 

reflect the current status of implementation across schools.  

The composition of the index, and the distribution of implementation scores across our sampled 

schools, is included in Appendix C. The value of the index will become more apparent in future 

years of the study, when we will track the index to capture any change over time and explore its 

relationship to student achievement.  

Survey Constructs – Early Findings 

Our teacher and principal surveys were designed to reliably capture larger underlying constructs 
by using multiple questions that explored different aspects of each construct. A construct can be 
defined as a theoretical trait of an individual or his or her experience that is not directly 
observable but is assumed to exist (e.g., teacher satisfaction with professional development, 
principal perceptions of the school environment). While these broad constructs are generally not 
directly measureable, individual survey questions that are answerable can be combined to 
generate estimates of an individual respondent’s standing relative to a larger construct. Our 
survey used a series of items to gather information about where an individual’s abilities or 
attitudes may fall on the continuum of the construct. For example, to capture teachers’ use of 
data to improve instruction, we built a measure using five different survey questions: 
 

• School staff are engaged in systematic analysis of student performance data 

• Our school uses a data system that effectively supports data analysis 

• Grade-level teams or department teams meet to analyze data 

• There is a culture of data use at the school 

• Assessment of student performance leads to change in my practice 

The answers to these five questions were then analyzed together using an approach called Rasch 
modeling to see if they formed a coherent construct, which we then labeled ―data use for 
instruction.‖

33
 

Interpretation of Rasch scale scores: We calculated mean scores for each construct for both 

teachers and principals and applied sampling weights to teacher responses to make them 

                                                 
33

 The Rasch modeling approach is the same as described in regard to our analysis of the SQS data. 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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representative of the full population of teachers in the state.
34

 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 surveys.  

 

It is, however, appropriate to interpret a low score to mean that teachers/principals generally 

disagree or feel that a strategy is not at all effective, while a higher score means that 

teachers/principals generally agree or feel more positive about a strategy. For most constructs, 

lower scores correspond to less of the underlying construct, and higher scores correspond to 

more of the underlying construct. For the constructs that address challenges, such as challenges 

in using data and challenges to improving school performance, a lower score reflects greater 

challenges and a higher score reflects lesser challenges. In other words, high scores always 

indicate perceptions that conditions are better and low scores indicate perceptions that they are 

worse.  

Use of Rasch scale scores in this first evaluation report: As noted earlier, the scores cannot be 

directly comparable across constructs within a survey or across surveys. For example, it is not 

appropriate to compare the score for the data use construct with the score for the construct that 

reflects challenges related to data use. In addition, the teacher scale score for these constructs are 

not comparable to the equivalent constructs developed from the principal survey. The value of the 

scale scores will become more apparent in years two and three of the evaluation, when we will 

explore any changes in scale scores over time. 

For this baseline data collection in the first year of the evaluation, the most useful application of 

the measures we present here is to compare subgroups of teachers and principals. In Appendix D, 

we present mean score comparisons for all survey constructs for both teachers and principals 

across the following subgroups: all teachers/principals compared to ZSI teachers/principals; 

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. 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 general, there are more 

differences between teacher subgroups and fewer differences when comparing principal subgroups.  

Summary of Rasch scale scores. The Rasch scale scores represent a concise way of 

summarizing the survey results, and the subgroup comparisons demonstrate many significant 

differences between teachers at different kinds of schools, although with fewer differences 

between principal groups. The results are largely as expected; i.e., teachers and principals at 

schools with more difficult conditions (restructuring, Title I, ZSI) generally perceive more 

challenges to improving school performance, are less comfortable using data, and have less 

positive perceptions of the school environment. It is important to note that as AIR’s evaluation 

moves into its second and third years (with repeated administration of the teacher and principal 

surveys), we will be able to measure change over time across these constructs as RTTT is fully 

implemented in the state. As noted earlier, see Appendix D for full results of the Rasch survey 

analysis. 

                                                 
34

 In our survey sampling we oversampled some teachers (for example, in the ZSI schools), so to make the survey 

results representative of the full Hawaii teacher population we gave those teachers a weight smaller than one and 

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.  
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Research Question 3: What is the impact of Hawaii’s RTTT initiative on 

student achievement? 

In this report, we establish the baseline trends for fourth and eighth grade Hawaii State 

Assessment scores over time, beginning with Exhibits 29 and 30, which display HSA 

mathematics and reading test score changes over time. 

Exhibit 29. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time  

 
Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

Exhibit 30. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time 

 
Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 
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In these figures for fourth grade students and in the ones that follow for other grades, we show a 

―pre-RTTT‖ 2007-2010 trend line, which will become the baseline trend for any impact analysis 

we present in our evaluation reports in the next two years. At this point, we are presenting post-

2010 test score data as individual data points without trying to estimate a trend or any 

interruption in the trend that may be associated with the implementation of RTTT. To do so at 

this point would be premature as there are not enough ―post-RTTT‖ data points to reliably 

estimate a post-RTTT trend.  

For both fourth grade mathematics and reading scores, there appears to be a steady positive trend 

prior to 2010, the year when the RTTT reform began. For math, the post-2010 data points 

suggest that this trend accelerated in 2011 and leveled off after that. For mathematics, the 

average scale score was 294 in 2007, rising steadily to 300 in 2010 and then increasing markedly 

to 308 in 2011 —an increase of 6 scale points or 1.5 points per year. There appears to be no 

further increase in these scores in 2012. Future analyses will determine whether the increase in 

2011 may have been associated with RTTT and whether it was sustained over time.  

For reading, the average scale score was approximately 300 in 2007, which had steadily increased 

to 310 in 2010. As with mathematics, there was a more pronounced one-year increase in the score 

between 2010 and 2011 (from 310 to 316), which again leveled off in 2012. Both the long-term 

trends in fourth grade math and reading scores will be analyzed more extensively once longer-term 

follow up data become available in 2013.  

Exhibit 31. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 
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Exhibit 32. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time 

 
Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

As with the fourth grade scores, eighth grade average HSA mathematics and reading scores also 

rose steadily between 2007 and 2010, as shown in exhibits 31 and 32. These scores continue to 

show positive trends after 2010, although the 2011 results were different for math (a large 

increase from 286 to 295) than for reading, where students experienced a decrease in their test 

scores (from 312 to 308). In both reading and math, eighth grade test scores increased 

moderately between 2011 and 2012. Longer-term data will be used to determine whether any 

deviations from the 2007-2010 trend can be attributed to the implementation of RTTT beginning 

in 2010.  

In the following sections, we show baseline trends for four subgroups: ZSI vs. non-ZSI schools, 

students receiving or not receiving free/reduced price lunch, schools in restructuring or not in 

restructuring, and students who are Native Hawaiians vs. students who are not. These 

comparisons are important because they set the stage for subsequent analyses that explore 

whether the impact of RTTT varied across these different subgroups. Considering that RTTT 

resources are targeted more extensively at students and schools in greater need, we may expect to 

see more pronounced long-term improvements in student achievement for those students and 

schools.  

Exhibits 33 and 34 show fourth grade HSA mathematics and reading scores for students in ZSI 

and non-ZSI schools. For both mathematics and reading, students in non-ZSI schools have, on 

average, higher scale scores than students in ZSI schools. Overall trends prior to RTTT are 

similar for both groups, although test scores appear to have been growing at a faster rate for 

students in non-ZSI schools, creating a widening achievement gap in the 2007-2010 years. After 

RTTT, there is some indication that the gap between ZSI and non-ZSI schools appears to be 

narrowing, although it is too early to draw conclusions about the association of RTTT with this 

phenomenon.  

280 

285 

290 

295 

300 

305 

310 

315 

320 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

A
v
g

. 
8
th

 G
ra

d
e

 H
S

A
 R

e
a
d

in
g

 S
c
o

re
 



 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: First Evaluation Report—51 

Exhibit 33. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time—

ZSI and Non-ZSI 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

 

Exhibit 34. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time—ZSI 

and Non-ZSI 

 
Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

Exhibits 35 and 36 show the average eighth grade HSA mathematics and reading test scores for 

students in ZSI and non-ZSI schools. Similar to the picture in the previous charts, students in 

non-ZSI schools have higher average mathematics and reading scale scores than those in ZSI 
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schools. The trends in student achievement between the two groups were very similar prior to 

RTTT. Interestingly, for eighth graders the gap between ZSI and non-ZSI schools appears to 

have widened initially in 2011, especially in math. However, in 2012 the gap appears to be 

narrowing considerably, especially in reading. Again, it is too early to say whether these trends 

will continue and whether we will be able to attribute them to RTTT. The 2013 and 2014 HSA 

data will tell that story.  

Exhibit 35. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time—

ZSI and Non-ZSI 

 
Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

Exhibit 36. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time—ZSI 

and Non-ZSI 

 
Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 
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Exhibits 37-40 show changes in the average fourth and eighth grade HSA mathematics and 

reading test scores over time for Native Hawaiian and non-Native Hawaiian students.
35

 Across 

all these outcomes, non-Native Hawaiian students have, on average, higher scores than Native 

Hawaiian students. Overall trends prior to RTTT are similar between the two groups for all 

outcomes (fourth and eighth grade math and reading). However, after 2010, there seems to be an 

increase in math and reading test scores for fourth grade Native Hawaiian students, although 

there is too little trend data to suggest that this increase is stable given the slight decrease in test 

scores in 2012. For non-Native Hawaiians fourth grade students, trend after RTTT remains 

similar. For eighth grade math test scores, we observe increases for both non-Native Hawaiians 

and Native Hawaiians. For eighth grade reading, we observe a decrease in test scores after 2010 

for both groups. However, by 2012, the growth rate seemed to have slowed for non-Native 

Hawaiians but increased for Native Hawaiians. We note however, that these trends are not stable 

given the varied changes in mean scores and trend lines after RTTT. More data are needed to 

determine a reliable trend. 

Exhibit 37. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time—

Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 
Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

 

                                                 
35

 Includes students who self-identified as Native Hawaiian or part-Native Hawaiian. 
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Exhibit 38. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time—

Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

 

Exhibit 39. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time—

Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 
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Exhibit 40. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time—

Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

Exhibits 41 and 42 compare changes in the average fourth grade HSA mathematics and reading 

test scores over time for subgroups of disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged students (defined as 

students who are eligible for free and/or reduced price lunch, and students who are not eligible 

for free and/or reduced price lunch). As expected, we find that non-disadvantaged students do 

significantly better on the HSA tests than disadvantaged students, both before and after 2010. 

There is some suggestion in these exhibits that the positive shift in test scores between 2010 and 

2011 was more pronounced for disadvantaged students, causing some narrowing of the 

achievement gap between them and their less disadvantaged peers. However, it is too early to 

know whether such narrowing of the achievement gap is sustained over time and whether it can 

be attributed to the RTTT reforms.  

260 

270 

280 

290 

300 

310 

320 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

A
v
g

. 
8
th

 G
ra

d
e

 H
S

A
 R

e
a
d

in
g

 S
c
o

re
 

Native Hawaiian Non-Native Hawaiian 



 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: First Evaluation Report—56 

Exhibit 41. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time—

Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged Students 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

 

Exhibit 42. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time—

Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged Students 

 

  Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 
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Exhibit 43. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time—

Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged Students 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

 

Exhibit 44. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time—

Disadvantaged and Non-Disadvantaged Students 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

 

Exhibits 45 and 46 show changes in the average fourth grade HSA mathematics and reading test 

scores over time for students in schools that are in restructuring and schools that are not in 
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restructuring. For fourth grade mathematics, students in non-restructuring schools have a higher 

average scale score than students in restructuring schools, and overall trends prior to RTTT are 

similar between the two groups. In 2011, there appears to be a larger than expected increase in 

mathematics test scores for both groups, although the increase for students in restructuring 

schools seems to be much greater. Furthermore, the growth rate for students in restructuring 

schools seems to have also increased after RTTT while the growth rate for students in non-

restructuring schools seems to have flattened and dropped. For fourth grade reading test scores, 

we again observe overall higher average test scores and growth rates for students in non-

restructuring schools. By 2012, the achievement gap between students in schools in restructuring 

schools and students in non-restructuring schools seems to have closed dramatically, but more 

data are needed to assess the extent to which this may have been due to RTTT or to other 

initiatives targeting these schools. 

Exhibit 45. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores over Time—

Restructuring and Non-Restructuring 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 
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Exhibit 46. Changes in Average Fourth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores over Time—

Restructuring and Non-Restructuring 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

Exhibits 47 and 48 compare the average eighth grade HSA mathematics and reading test scores 

for students in restructuring schools and non-restructuring schools. Overall, eighth grade students 

in restructuring schools, unlike fourth grade students, have slightly higher average mathematics 

scale scores than students in non-restructuring schools through 2011. The trends in growth rates 

between the two groups are very similar prior to RTTT, although for eighth grade mathematics, 

the growth rate for students in non-restructuring schools seems to be slightly steeper. The 

achievement gap in math between students in restructuring and non-restructuring schools 

decreased significantly after 2010. For eighth grade reading test scores, students in restructuring 

schools have slightly higher average scale scores than students in non-restructuring through 

2011, although this trend is reversed in 2012. Future reports will assess to what extent these 

patterns are sustained and whether they can (at least partially) be attributed to the RTTT reforms.  
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Exhibit 47. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Mathematics Test Scores Over Time—

Restructuring and Non-Restructuring 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 

 

Exhibit 48. Changes in Average Eighth Grade HSA Reading Test Scores Over Time—

Restructuring and Non-Restructuring 

 

Source: Hawaii State Assessment: 2007–2012. 
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Other Education Outcomes 

In addition to HSA scores, the evaluation of RTTT will explore changes in other education 

outcomes, including the percentage of schools meeting annual yearly progress (AYP), the 

percentage of students proficient in mathematics and reading, and graduation rates. Baseline 

analyses of these data are presented below. 

Percentage of Schools Meeting AYP: We examined the percentage of schools, including 

charter schools, in Hawaii meeting AYP from 2007 to 2011 as another baseline measure of 

student outcomes (Exhibits 49 and 50). In 2007, roughly 65 percent of the schools were meeting 

AYP. This percentage has declined over time, and by 2011 only 40 percent of schools met AYP. 

Exhibit 50 examines the trend for ZSI and non-ZSI schools. Data suggest that an average of less 

than 20 percent of ZSI schools met AYP from 2007–2011, which is a much lower percentage 

than non-ZSI schools.  

Exhibit 49. Percentage of Schools Meeting AYP, All Schools  

 
Source: Hawaii AYP data: 2007–2011. 
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Exhibit 50. Percentage of Schools Meeting AYP, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii AYP data: 2007–2011. 

 

Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics and Reading: In Exhibits 51 and 52, we 

establish the baseline trend in Hawaii’s school-level student achievement (i.e., mathematics and 

reading proficiency rate) over time. For both mathematics and reading proficiency, there appears 

to be a steady rising trend. For mathematics, roughly 40 percent of Hawaii students were 

proficient in 2007, and this increased to almost 50 percent in 2010. The data show a large jump 

in the percentage of students proficient in mathematics (almost 10 percentage points) after 2010, 

the year of RTTT implementation, although without more data we cannot ascertain to what 

extent this increase is associated with RTTT. The proficiency rate in reading is generally higher 

than mathematics: roughly 60 percent of students were proficient in reading in 2007, increasing 

to almost 70 percent by 2011. The rise is steady throughout this time period and, unlike the 

mathematics outcome, we observe no large jump in reading proficiency after 2010. 
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Exhibit 51. Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics 

 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–2011. 

 

Exhibit 52. Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading 

 
 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–2011. 

Exhibits 53 and 54 examine changes in the percentage of students proficient in mathematics and 

reading for ZSI and non-ZSI subgroups. The overall average student proficiency rate in ZSI 

schools is 20 percent lower and shows more variation over time than non-ZSI schools. However, 

we observe similar rising trends in mathematics and reading prior to RTTT for both groups.  
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Exhibit 53. Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics, ZSI and Non-ZSI 

 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–2011. 

 

Exhibit 54. Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading, ZSI and Non-ZSI 

 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–2011. 

 

We also examined changes in the percentage of students proficient in mathematics and reading 

by restructuring and non-restructuring schools (Exhibits 55 and 56). The overall average student 

proficiency rate is 15 percent lower for restructuring schools, and, for both groups, we observe 

similar positive trends in mathematics and reading prior to RTTT.  
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Exhibit 55. Percentage of Student Proficient in Mathematics, Restructuring and  

Non-Restructuring 

 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–2011. 

Exhibit 56. Percentage of Student Proficient in Reading, Restructuring and  

Non-Restructuring 

 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data: 2007–2011. 

 

 Average Student Graduation Rate: Data suggest that graduation rates in Hawaii have been 

declining slowly, from above 80 percent in 2007 to below 80 percent by 2011 (Exhibits 57 and 
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non-ZSI schools. There is more variation in the graduation rate for ZSI schools from year to 

year, but the declining trend is, for the most part, similar to that of non-ZSI schools (Exhibit 58). 

Exhibit 57. Student Graduation Rate, All Students 

 

Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data: 2007–2012. 

Exhibit 58. Student Graduation Rate, Students in ZSI and non-ZSI Schools 

 

Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data: 2007–2012. 

Finally, we examined the average graduation rate for restructuring and non-restructuring schools 

(Exhibit 59). Overall, the graduation rate for restructuring schools is lower than for non-
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restructuring schools. This gap appears to be decreasing over time, but further data are needed to 

make conclusive statements about this trend. 

Exhibit 59. Student Graduation Rate, Restructuring and Non-Restructuring Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data: 2007–2012. 

 

In summary, our analysis shows a steady rising trend in student proficiency in both mathematics 

and reading, with lower proficiency rates in ZSI schools. Nevertheless, the benchmark for 

making AYP, otherwise known as Annual Measurable Objectives (AMO), has increased in 

recent years (the reading AMO increased from 44 percent in 2006-07 to 58 percent in 2009-10; 

the mathematics AMO increased from 28 percent in 2006-07 to 46 percent in 2009-10)
36

 and 

there has been a corresponding decline in the percentage of schools that met AYP over that 

period. Graduation rates have also been declining somewhat from 2007 to 2011, and they are 

slightly lower in ZSI schools versus public schools outside the Zones. As with HSA data, these 

outcomes will be tracked over time to determine the impact of RTTT as we move into the second 

and third years of the evaluation. 

                                                 
36

 Hawaii Department of Education, Accountability Resource Center Retrieved: 

http://arch.k12.hi.us/school/nclb/hsa.html 
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What Has the Grant Bought So Far? 

The reforms discussed earlier require a substantial investment of resources. In this section, we 

present a brief analysis
37

 of Hawaii’s Race to the Top expenditures from the start of the grant 

through July 2012 – more than three-fourths into the second year of the grant. In the following 

exhibits, Year 1 includes October 2010 through September 2011 and Year 2 includes October 

2011 through July 2012 (10 months). The Year 1 budgeted figures reflect the original budget, 

whereas the Year 2 budgeted figures reflect the revised budget. 

Spending to Date Has Been Far Lower Than Projected. The initial budget called for $17.3 

million to be spent in the first year of the grant (October 2010 to September 2011). However, as 

Exhibit 60 shows, only $3.1 million (or 18 percent of the Year 1 budget) of this was spent, 

signaling that there were delays in getting the work off the ground in the first year.  

As Exhibit 61 shows, expenditures were especially low in the areas of Great Teachers and 

Leaders (which spent 12 percent of its projected budget) and Zones of School Innovation (which 

spent five percent of its projected budget). In contrast, expenditures for Data Systems and Data 

Use reached 45 percent of budgeted levels. 

 

Exhibit 60. Budgeted Versus Actual Spending 

  
Source: Item A-38 Budget Part I (revised October 2010—approved by USDOE), HIDOE Budget 
Narrative as of June 25, 2012, Race to the Top Expenditure Report: July 2012. 
 

                                                 
37

The budget data come from the following sources: Item A-38 Budget Part I (revised October 2010—approved by 

USDOE), HIDOE Budget Narrative as of June 25, 2012, Race to the Top Expenditure Report: February 2012, Race 

to the Top Expenditure Report: July 2012, Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2012 (with encumbrances) 
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Exhibit 61. Year 1 (Oct 2010 – Sept 2011) Spending by Assurance 

Area: Actual Versus Budgeted 

 
Source: Item A-38 Budget Part I (revised October 2010—approved by USDOE), Race to the Top 
Expenditure Report: February 2012 

 

Spending has picked up in the second year. As Exhibit 60 indicates, 33 percent (or $8.5 million) 

of the revised Year 2 budget was spent from October 2011 through July 2012. Three fourths of 

the way through Year 2, however, spending is still far below budgeted levels in every reform 

area except the Zones of School Innovation (Exhibit 62).  

 

Exhibit 62. Year 2 (Oct 2011 – July 2012) Spending by Assurance Area: Actual Versus 

Budgeted (10 months) 

  
Source: HIDOE Budget Narrative as of June 25, 2012, Race to the Top Expenditure 
Report: July 2012 
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Exhibit 63. Spending to Date: Percent of Total by Assurance Area 

 
Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: July 2012 

 

Exhibit 64. Year 1 (Oct 2010 – Sept 2012) Spending: Percent of Total by Assurance Area,  

Budgeted and Actual 

Assurance Area % of Budgeted % of Actual 

State Systems 10% 16% 

Standards and Assessments 2% 3% 

Data Systems 15% 37% 

Teachers and Leaders 59% 39% 

Zones of School Innovation 14% 4% 
 

Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: February 2012 

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding error. 

 

 

Exhibit 65. Year 2 (Oct 2011 – July 2012) Spending: Percent of Total by Assurance Area,  

Budgeted and Actual (10 months) 

Assurance Area % of Budgeted % of Actual 

State Systems 14% 15% 

Standards and Assessments 13% 10% 

Data Systems 11% 4% 

Teachers and Leaders 42% 28% 

Zones of School Innovation 20% 43% 
 

Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: July 2012 

State Systems 
16% 

Standards and 
Assessments 

8% 

Data Systems 
13% 

Teachers and 
Leaders 

31% 

Zones of School 
Innovation 

32% 



 

American Institutes for Research Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: First Evaluation Report—71 

The Great Teachers and Leaders and Data Systems and Data Use Assurance Areas Have 

Spent the Greatest Proportions and Highest Absolute Amounts of Funds to Date. With 

regard to the percentage of total expenditures to date (from Year 1 and Year 2, Exhibit 63) that 

have been expended on each of the five reform areas, only 8 percent of the total has been spent 

on Standards and Assessment, whereas 31 percent has been expended on Great Teachers and 

Leaders, 32 percent on Zones of School Innovation, and 13 percent on Data Systems and Data 

Use. However, 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 Assurance D, Great 

Teachers Great Leaders. In addition, Assurance B, Standards and Assessmsent, is using non-

RTTT funding (Title II and general funds) to support their implementation efforts. 

Spending on the Zones of School Innovation Has Picked Up in the Second Year. A review of 

the breakdowns between the first and second years (see Exhibits 64 and 65), however, shows that 

there is a considerable change across the Data Systems and Data Use and the ZSI work. Data 

Systems and Data Use accounted for 37 percent of total spending in the first year but only 4 

percent in Year 2 to date. Reduced spending related to data systems and use in Year 2 may 

reflect a transition from developing and enhancing technological infrastructure to 

implementation, including training staff. In contrast, only 4 percent of the total expenditures 

were on Zones of School Innovation in the first year, but this has increased substantially, to 43 

percent of Year 2 expenditures to date.
38

 The increase in spending related to the ZSIs reflects a 

greater focus on supporting these schools.  

These expenditure trends are further illustrated in Exhibit 66, which shows the shift in spending 

between Data Systems and Data Use and Zones of School Innovation from Year 1 to Year 2, as 

well as the relatively steady spending on State Systems and Great Teachers and Leaders. 

Spending on standards and assessment has also increased in Year 2. 

  

                                                 
38

 In a review of this report, HIDOE clarified that 70 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 already made to Hawaii 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 major increase in spending 

during Year 2. 
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Exhibit 66: Spending to Date by Assurance Area 

 
Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: July 2012 

The Majority of Race to the Top Funds Went to Staff and Equipment/Supplies. A review of 

the expenditures to date through July 2012, as shown previously in Exhibits 2 and 3, shows that 

personnel and fringe make up 67 percent ($7.8 million) of the total spending to date while 

contractual expenditures are the second largest category at 15 percent ($1.8 million).
39

 Notably, 

no contractual expenditures were recorded in the first year, which may not be surprising given 

that two state respondents reported in winter 2012 interviews that a challenge they faced was 

dealing with a slow procurement process at the state level. It is important to note that HIDOE has 

placed an emphasis on expediting the expenditure process which will facilitate this issue in the 

future. Specifically, HIDOE’s new Chief Financial Officer and Assistant Superintendent for the 

Office of Fiscal Services and the Procurement and Contracts Branch made RTTT items a priority 

and expedited procurement processes during Year 2. The $10.9 million encumbered for contracts 

and $3.6 million encumbered for equipment reflects major efforts made in Year 2. The third 

highest category of spending to date is equipment and supplies at 13 percent of the total ($1.5 

million), although HIDOE emphasized that payment lags the work significantly and anticipates 

that Year 2 actuals will reflect a notable increase.  

 

  

                                                 
39

For purposes of this analysis, we have combined the personnel and fringe categories together. The equipment and 

supplies categories have also been consolidated together. 
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Encumbrances by Assurance Area as of June 2012. Additional funds have been encumbered 

to pay out contractual obligations spanning the remainder of Year 2, as well as for Years 3 and 4 

of the grant. A summary of encumbrances is shown in Exhibit 67.  

Exhibit 67. Encumbrances by Assurance Areas 

Assurance Area 

Encumbrances as of June 

2012 

Aligned State Systems $2,755,584 

Standards and Assessments $805,630 

Data Systems $2,162,485 

Great Teachers and Leaders $8,616,033 

Zones of School Innovation $391,760 

Source: Race to the Top Expenditure Report: June 2012 (with encumbrances) 
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Implications for RTTT Implementation 
 

Given the size and scope of Hawaii’s Race to the Top efforts, this first annual report provides a 

snapshot of implementation progress, and an initial understanding of how the field is utilizing 

RTTT resources and of stakeholders’ perceptions of the reform initiative. In addition, the student 

achievement and other education outcome data presented in this report represent a baseline 

picture, against which change will be measured over the second and third years of the evaluation. 

Overall, the state has made progress in planning and rolling out major components of the RTTT 

plan and has taken steps to address many of the issues and concerns that were identified through 

AIR’s first wave of data collection in late 2011 and early 2012—particularly in the areas of 

communication, project management, and staff capacity to better support the field to implement 

reforms. 

 

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

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

1. Ramp up RTTT spending. At the current rate of expenditures, the state will not expend 

its entire RTTT grant in the allotted timeframe. Based on its June 2012 progress report to 

the U.S. Department of Education, HIDOE is reviewing the process and approvals 

involved in allocating federal funds. Identifying and addressing the factors that have 

slowed the pace of RTTT spending will help ensure that these resources are maximized 

within the grant period. Planning for sustainability of the initiative beyond the life of the 

grant is also critical, and should accompany ongoing implementation work. Sustainability 

planning may include identification of which components of RTTT the state hopes to 

extend beyond 2014, the future of educator and leader workforce development, and 

strategies to ensure continued buy-in to reform and momentum for change. Ongoing 

sustainability planning also provides an opportunity to partner with complex area and 

school staff to ensure that the successes of Race to the Top do not fade when dedicated, 

large-scale funding is no longer available. 

2. Monitor effectiveness of efforts to improve state-level staff capacity. Over the last 

year, HIDOE has implemented new processes and tools to support staff at the state level, 

including coaching, guidance on roles and responsibilities, and tools to track progress. 

The effectiveness of these supports should be gauged on an ongoing basis to promote 

continuous improvement related to project management.  

3. Improve communication. The state is well aware of communication issues in regard to 

RTTT, particularly given the challenges of negotiating a new teacher evaluation system. 

The need for more effective communication was one of the strongest opinions voiced by 

educators during our initial interviews and site visits. Our spring survey also indicated 

that a large percentage of educators still did not understand Hawaii RTTT. In addition to 

processes that the state has already put into place (the activities of the RTTT 

Communication Specialist, an enhanced RTTT website, targeted communications, and 

the HI STRIVE branding effort), careful attention to effective communication should 

continue, with a particular focus on extending dialogue with teachers and principals.  

4. Continue to provide supports to encourage data use. In our spring survey, teachers 

identified data use as a key area of need for professional development. If the state expects 

the LDS and DSI to be universally used, then more emphasis should be placed on training 
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and improvements to the system to make them more accessible and user-friendly to the 

field. Recent efforts by HIDOE towards this goal should be monitored to ensure that they 

are successful in increasing access to the systems at the complex area and school levels. 

In addition, ensuring that teachers and administrators have dedicated time to meet, 

collaborate, and apply data to decision making will be critical, particularly as a lack of 

time was cited by teachers and principals as a major barrier to increased data use.  

5. Monitor need for training on the Common Core State Standards as implementation 

continues. The transition to the Common Core has been one of the key successes of 

RTTT to date, with initial rollout to the non-tested grades proceeding on schedule. In this 

first year of the evaluation, our spring survey data suggest that—among K–2 and 11–12 

teachers—a little more than half indicated they have had enough exposure to the 

standards and are prepared for implementation. The state has rolled out additional 

training at the school level that should help address teachers’ needs in this area and plans 

to administer a survey to gather data on the depth and quality of Common Core 

implementation. The state should continue to track the impact of training and other 

relevant supports among staff as the transition to the Common Core is complete.  

6. Promote parent involvement. Parent engagement contributes to student success—an 

increased focus on the value of school-family partnerships within RTTT efforts should be 

considered, particularly as almost 50 percent of ZSI teachers in our spring 2012 survey 

indicated that parent engagement was being implemented minimally in their schools or 

not at all. In addition, over 80 percent of teachers identified parent engagement as a top 

priority for professional development. Linkages between RTTT and existing parent 

advocacy groups and community building efforts will be critical in developing and 

maintaining strong partnerships with families and supporting student achievement in a 

holistic manner. 

7. Continue and monitor increased support services to the Zones of School Innovation. 

During the second year of the grant, the state has accelerated spending in the ZSIs, and 

has taken steps to improve and reorganize personnel support for these schools. Given the 

challenges the ZSI schools face, as well as concerns about managing the influx of 

services and supports, the state should remain vigilant in monitoring implementation and 

ensuring that support infrastructure is in place. This includes staffing, training, 

supervision, and continuous feedback to make appropriate course corrections.  

8. Focus on the quality of implementation for all schools. Fidelity to the state’s plans 

requires careful planning and time by state-level staff as well as by administrators and 

teachers. A repeated concern among staff, particularly in the ZSIs, was how 

administrators will be able to effectively roll out, support, and monitor RTTT services 

and supports. The state should solicit feedback and respond to articulated needs from the 

complex area and school level in order to translate RTTT plans into successful action. 

HIDOE is working diligently to encourage cross-system planning at the state level, with 

an intent to extend aligned planning down through the complex area and school levels. 

Continued state support of this process, with a focus on community and parent 

engagement, will contribute to effective models of implementation and promote buy-in to 

RTTT efforts. It will be critical to identify and disseminate successful strategies among 

schools, particularly in the Zones of School Innovation, to integrate RTTT policies, 

programs, and supports. RTTT is a wide-reaching effort, with many different 

components; helping the field to view it as a coordinated system of reforms will help 
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promote understanding of and support for the initiative. Disseminating best practices will 

also allow schools to more quickly obtain the most benefit from the reforms.  

The first year of the AIR evaluation presents an early assessment of RTTT implementation 

through August 2012. Drawing from multiple sources of data, the overall picture includes both 

impressive efforts—such as the rollout of Common Core State Standards to many classrooms 

across the state—and large obstacles, such as challenges in reaching an agreement with the 

teachers’ union regarding the new performance evaluation system. After long delays in getting 

some pieces of the work started, the state has taken great strides to pick up the pace of RTTT 

planning and implementation.  

 

Hawaii’s RTTT efforts represent a broad system transformation of the state’s approach to public 

education. Change at the state, complex area, and school levels cannot occur simultaneously 

across all components of the plan, and time is needed to understand and address initial 

implementation challenges. The second and third years of the evaluation will begin to focus 

more on the impacts of Race to the Top on policies, practices, and student outcomes, as 

implementation of the grant matures.  
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Appendix A: 

Race to the Top Conceptual Framework 
 

 

 

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 

Rev 02.15.12

Ev
al

u
at

io
n

 C
o

m
p

o
n

en
t:

 S
ta

te
 In

te
rv

ie
w

s;
  C

A
S 

In
te

rv
ie

w
; 

Sc
h

o
o

l V
is

it
s;

 S
ch

o
o

l S
u

rv
e

ys
; D

o
cu

m
e

n
ta

ti
o

n
 R

ev
ie

w
Sc

h
o

o
l V

is
it

s;
 

Sc
h

o
o

l S
u

rv
e

ys
A

n
al

ys
is

 o
f 

Ex
ta

n
t 

D
a

ta



 

 

 

  

Appendix B: Additional Survey Results 
 

Beginning Teacher Online Survey and School Quality Survey 
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Additional School Quality Survey Results 

AIR used Hawaii’s School Quality Surveys from the years 2005, 2007, and 2008–11. We 

analyzed the content of each of the student, parent, teacher, and administrator surveys to identify 

items that would inform the outcomes detailed in the RTTT logic model. Part of this process 

involved identifying items that correspond to underlying constructs and using a highly rigorous, 

psychometric method that focuses on analyzing sets of survey items together to see whether they 

provide reliable information about respondents’ perceptions. The measurement properties of the 

constructs derived from the SQS were examined using the Rasch model.  

Scores for the constructs (obtained from the surveys) are standardized, with a mean of 0 and a 

standard deviation of 1 (i.e., z-scores). Higher valued scale scores correspond to higher ratings of 

the underlying construct. On a student engagement scale, for example, a score of 2 would 

indicate a relatively high level of engagement, a score of 0 would indicate an average level of 

engagement, and a score of -2 would indicate a low level of engagement.  

Sense of Safety and Well-Being 

There are three student-level surveys from SQS. They include an elementary school student 

survey, a middle school student survey, and a high school student survey. We are able to 

construct a measure of safety and well-being score from each of these surveys. Analyzing data 

from the elementary student survey revealed a safety and well-being score of -0.15 standard 

deviation (sds) in 2006, which is only slightly below average. This score has been increasing 

over time, however, and by 2011 it was close to 0.07 sds. This is a difference of 0.22 sds from 

2006 to 2011. We see similar rising trends for middle and high school students, whose sense of 

safety and well-being scores were -0.28 sds and -0.14 sds, respectively, in 2006. By 2011, these 

scores had risen to 0.15 sds for middle school students and 0.10 sds for high school students 

respectively. This is a difference of 0.43 sds for middle school students and 0.24 sds for high 

school students. 
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Exhibit B-1. Student Sense of Safety and Well-Being 
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The SQS also surveyed principals, teachers, and parents regarding their perceptions of school 

safety and well-being. Analyzing the safety and well-being construct from the teacher survey, 

data suggest that teacher perception of school safety and well-being was slightly above average 

at 0.16 sds in 2005, but that it declined to 0.17 sds in 2008. The trend then reversed, and teacher 

perception of school safety and well-being began to climb through 2010. It dropped slightly after 

2010, and by 2011, the score was -0.03 sds. This is a difference of 0.19 sds from 2005 to 2011. 

Scores from the principal survey show a similar trend (Note that we only have data from 2008 

for the principal survey). Principal perception of school safety and well-being increased from      

-0.03 sds in 2008 to 0.08 sds in 2010, but it then dropped to -0.05 sds by 2011. Both teacher and 

principal perceptions of school safety and well-being seem to have risen between 2008 and 2010, 

but then dropped in 2011. Interestingly, parents’ perceptions of child safety and well-being in 

school show steady increases from -0.21 sds in 2006 to 0.15 sds in 2011—a difference of 0.36 

sds. 
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Exhibit B-2. Teacher, Principal, and Parent Sense of Safety and Well-Being 
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Student Engagement 

Data from the principal survey suggests that principals’ perceptions of student engagement are 

slightly below average, with a score of -0.12 sds. This score rose through 2010 to 0.11 sds but 

dropped again in 2011 to 0.0 sds. It is not clear whether this drop is due to RTTT, and more data 

are needed to make any conclusive statements about this. 

 

Exhibit B-3. Principal Perception of Student Engagement 
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Beginning Teacher Online Survey—Additional Results 

 

Exhibit B-4. Mentor Actions 
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70% 

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

Assists me to develop IEPs and plan for IEP meetings 

Helps me to address IDEA and Chapter 60 

Assists me with Hawaii licensure and/or HQ status 

Helps me communicate with parents and develop positive 
relationships 

Assists me in developing standards-based lesson plans 

Assists me in analyzing student work and other classroom 
data 

Helps me to prepare for the PEP-T evaluation 

Helps me differentiate instruction 

Provides me with content-specific support 

Helps me handle job stress and provides emotional support 

Provides me with data/feedback following classroom 
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Helps me reflect and plan 
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Assists me to improve my teaching practices 

Does not apply Not at all/Hardly Some Quite a bit/A great deal 
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Appendix C: Implementation Index 
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Implementation Index 

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 future years 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. In this report, the index serves as one way to capture a baseline assessment of 

implementation, as of May 2012, in sampled schools.  

The implementation index includes the following survey items:
40

 

 

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 and 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 

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 2.01, with a minimum score of 1.58 and a maximum score 

of 2.45. The distribution of scores across the 59 schools for which we could compute an index is 

shown in Exhibit C-1 below. The mean score for the teacher sub-index was 1.90 and the mean 

score for the principal sub-index was 2.17. Furthermore, the correlation between these two sub-

indices was only 0.32, indicating that principal and teacher perceptions of RTTT reforms are not 

well aligned, as has been noted earlier in this report. Exhibit C-2 shows that principals generally 

rated implementation higher than did teachers at the same school.  

                                                 
40

 These items come from the teacher survey; parallel items were selected from the principal survey.  
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While not shown in Exhibit C-1, the mean score for non-ZSI schools was 2.00 and the mean for 

ZSI schools was 2.06. While we might have expected implementation to be stronger at ZSI 

schools, we note that this should be interpreted as a baseline snapshot of implementation. It may 

also be the case that ZSI schools started from a lower point on many of these reform elements.  

Exhibit C-1. Distribution of Implementation Scores 

 
 Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 
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Exhibit C-2: Principal Index versus Teacher Index 

   
 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012. 
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Appendix D: Rasch Scale Score Comparisons by Subgroup 
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Teacher and Principal Survey Constructs – Early Findings 

 

Overview of Rasch Modeling. Our teacher and principal surveys were designed to reliably 
capture larger underlying constructs by using multiple questions that explored different aspects 
of each construct. A construct can be defined as a theoretical trait of an individual or his or her 
experience that is not directly observable but is assumed to exist (e.g., teacher satisfaction with 
professional development, principal perceptions of the school environment). While these broad 
constructs are generally not directly measureable, individual survey questions that are 
answerable can be combined to generate estimates of an individual respondent’s standing relative 
to a larger construct. Our survey used a series of items to gather information about where an 
individual’s abilities or attitudes may fall on the continuum of the construct. For example, to 
capture teachers’ use of data to improve instruction, we built a measure using five different 
survey questions: 
 

• School staff are engaged in systematic analysis of student performance data 

• Our school uses a data system that effectively supports data analysis 

• Grade-level teams or department teams meet to analyze data 

• There is a culture of data use at the school 

• Assessment of student performance leads to change in my practice 

The answers to these five questions were then analyzed together using an approach called Rasch 
modeling to see if they formed a coherent construct, which we then labeled ―data use for 
instruction.‖

41
 

Interpretation of Rasch scale scores: We calculated mean scores for each construct for both 

teachers and principals and applied sampling weights to teacher responses to make them 

representative of the full population of teachers in the state.
42

 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 surveys.  

 

It is, however, appropriate to interpret a low score to mean that teachers/principals generally 

disagree or feel that a strategy is not at all effective, while a higher score means that 

teachers/principals generally agree or feel more positive about a strategy. For most constructs, 

lower scores correspond to less of the underlying construct, and higher scores correspond to 

more of the underlying construct. For the constructs that address challenges, such as challenges 

                                                 
41

 The Rasch modeling approach is the same as described in regard to our analysis of the SQS data. 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.  
42

 In our survey sampling we oversampled some teachers (for example, in the ZSI schools), so to make the survey 

results representative of the full Hawaii teacher population we gave those teachers a weight smaller than one and 

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.  
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in using data and challenges to improving school performance, a lower score reflects greater 

challenges and a higher score reflects lesser challenges. In other words, high scores always 

indicate perceptions that conditions are better and low scores indicate perceptions that they are 

worse.  

Use of Rasch scale scores in this first evaluation report: As noted earlier, the scores cannot be 

directly comparable across constructs within a survey or across surveys. For example, it is not 

appropriate to compare the score for the data use construct with the score for the construct that 

reflects challenges related to data use. In addition, the teacher scale score for these constructs are 

not comparable to the equivalent constructs developed from the principal survey. The value of the 

scale scores will become more apparent in years two and three of the evaluation, when we will 

explore any changes in scale scores over time. 

For this baseline data collection in the first year of the evaluation, the most useful application of 

the measures we present here is to compare subgroups of teachers and principals. In Appendix D, 

we present mean score comparisons for all survey constructs for both teachers and principals 

across the following subgroups: all teachers/principals compared to ZSI teachers/principals; 

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. 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 general, there are more 

differences between teacher subgroups and fewer differences when comparing principal subgroups.  

Zones of School Innovation: A comparison of the scale scores of ZSI principals and principals 

from regular public schools outside the Zones (referred to as ―non-ZSI‖ for purposes of this 

report) shows a limited number of statistically significant differences between these groups (only 

two of the 12 constructs shown in Exhibit D-1 showed such differences). ZSI principals had a 

more positive perception of RTTT than those outside the Zones and they perceived people-based 

factors—staff or students, as opposed to funding or resources—to be greater challenges to 

improving school performance.
43

 These results also hold for ZSI teachers (see Exhibit D-2). ZSI 

teachers reported less data use to improve instruction, perceived feedback from the PEP–T as 

less meaningful, perceived that additional RTTT activities and resources were less effective, and 

had a less positive perception of their school environment than did non-ZSI teachers.  
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 The following constructs are reverse-coded, meaning that a lower score means greater challenges and a higher 

score means lesser challenges: challenges of standards-based instruction, challenges in using data to make 

instructional decisions, challenges to improving school performance (resources), and challenges to improving school 

performance (people).  
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Exhibit D-1. Principal Perceptions: Zones of School Innovation and All Schools
44

  

 Construct  
ZSI 

Principals 

All 

Principals  p-value 

Readiness to implement Common Core State Standards 0.3 0.2 0.917 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  4.1 4.0 0.900 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  1.8 2.9 0.264 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  0.7 0.9 0.412 

School use of formative assessments  1.7 1.2 0.272 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.2 -0.2 0.798 

Perception of meaningful feedback from PEP–SL  4.4 4.3 0.942 

Effectiveness of activities and resources  0.6 0.8 0.626 

Challenges with improving school performance (resources)  0.4 0.1 0.181 

Challenges with improving school performance (people)  -0.2 0.8 *0.006 

Perception of positive school environment  2.7 3.3 0.191 

Perception of RTTT implementation 1.2 0.1 *0.036 

 Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012. 

 

Exhibit D-2. Teacher Perceptions: Zones of School Innovation and All Sampled Schools 

Construct  

ZSI 

Teachers 

All 

Teachers  p-value
45

 

Readiness to implement Common Core State Standards  -0.6 -0.3 0.267 

Challenges of Standards-Based Instruction  0.3 0.2 0.613 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  1.9 2.7 *0.042 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  4.9 5.1 0.357 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  0.7 1.0 0.165 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data  0.7 1.3 *0.022 

School use of formative assessments  0.7 1.1 0.107 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.5 -0.2 0.082 

Satisfaction with professional development  0.6 1.0 0.055 

Perception of meaningful feedback from PEP–T  3.7 4.6 *0.010 

Effectiveness of activities and resources  -0.2 0.3 *0.030 

Challenges with improving school performance (resources)  -0.4 0.1 0.058 

Challenges with improving school performance (people)  -0.9 0 *0.000 

Perception of positive school environment  1.0 2.2 *0.006 

Perception of RTTT implementation -0.6  -1.4 *0.003 

 Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012. 
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 These data come from our surveys of principals and teachers; the Rasch scores contain data from 2197 teachers 

and 249 principals. Differences significant at the p<0.05 level are marked with an * and the construct is bolded. The 

tests for statistical significance use weighted data for teachers but unweighted data for principals since we surveyed 

the entire population of principals in the state.  
45

 Although mean scores are presented for the full sample of teachers, the Wald F test was done with mutually 

exclusive groups, i.e., ZSI teachers compared to non-ZSI teachers.  
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Schools in restructuring: A comparison of schools in restructuring
46

 (under the No Child Left 

Behind Act) with those not in restructuring (Exhibits D-3 and D-4) reveals a number of 

significant differences for teachers and fewer significant differences for principals (only two of 

the 12 constructs). Comparing the mean scale scores for principals in each group shows that 

principals of schools in restructuring reported less comfort with analyzing and acting on student 

data and perceived that more people-based factors are a challenge to improving school 

performance. These results also hold for teachers in restructuring schools. In addition, teachers in 

restructuring schools reported that they were less ready to implement the Common Core State 

Standards, their schools had lower rates of data use to improve instruction, there were more 

challenges to using data for instructional decisions, and they made less use of Hawaii State 

Assessment data and formative assessments. In addition, these teachers reported that they were 

less satisfied with professional development, perceived feedback from the PEP–T as less 

meaningful, perceived that additional activities and resources are less effective, and had less-

positive perceptions of their school environment than did teachers in schools not in restructuring.  

Exhibit D-3. Schools in Restructuring: Principals 

 

Construct  

Principals of 

schools in 

restructuring  

Principals of 

schools not in 

restructuring  

 

p-value 

Readiness to implement Common Core State Standards -0.3 0.5 0.063 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  3.6 4.2 0.294 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  1.7 3.5 *0.003 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  0.9 0.9 0.807 

School use of formative assessments  1.1 1.3 0.390 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.2 -0.2 0.970 

Perception of meaningful feedback from PEP–SL  4.8 4.1 0.260 

Effectiveness of activities and resources  0.6 0.9 0.130 

Challenges with improving school performance (resources)  0.1 0 0.543 

Challenges with improving school performance (people)  0.3 1.0 *0.000 

Perception of positive school environment  2.9 3.6 0.051 

Perception of RTTT implementation 0.2 0.1 0.922 

 Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012. 
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 For purposes of this analysis, restructuring is defined as any school labeled as ―in restructuring‖ or ―planning for 

restructuring.‖ 
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Exhibit D-4. Schools in Restructuring: Teachers 

 

Construct  

Teachers from 

schools in 

restructuring  

Teachers from 

schools not in 

restructuring  

 

p-value 

Readiness to implement Common Core State Standards  -0.9 0 *0.015 

Challenges of Standards-Based Instruction  0.6 0 0.063 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  1.9 3.0 *0.013 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  4.6 5.3 *0.001 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  0.6 1.1  *0.012 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data  0.6 1.6 *0.001 

School use of formative assessments  0.2 1.5 *0.000 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.4 -0.2 0.107 

Satisfaction with professional development  0.6 1.1 *0.012 

Perception of meaningful feedback from PEP–T  4.1 4.8 *0.041 

Effectiveness of activities and resources  -0.4 0.6 *0.000 

Challenges with improving school performance (resources)  -0.3 0.2 0.090 

Challenges with improving school performance (people)  -0.6 0.3 *0.001 

Perception of positive school environment  1.1 2.6 *0.003 

Perception of RTTT implementation -1.3  -1.5 0.601 

 Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey: May 2012. 

 

Title I schools: Comparing the mean scale scores for principals of Title I schools with principals 

of non-Title I schools (Exhibit D-5) shows that principals of Title I schools reported less 

meaningful feedback from the PEP–SL, perceived that more people-based factors are a challenge 

to improving school performance, and had a less positive perception of their school environment. 

These results also hold for teachers in Title I schools (Exhibit D-6), where PEP–T is substituted 

for PEP–SL. In addition, teachers in Title I schools reported more challenges of standards-based 

instruction, felt less satisfaction with professional development, and perceived that additional 

activities and resources are less effective. 

Exhibit D-5. Title I Schools: Principals 

Construct  
Title I 

Principals  

Non-Title I 

Principals  p-value 

Readiness to implement Common Core State Standards 0.1 0.6 0.366 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 4.0 3.9 0.769 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  2.9 2.8 0.898 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  0.9 0.9 0.787 

School use of formative assessments 1.3 1.1 0.706 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force -0.3 -0.1 0.239 

Perception of meaningful feedback from PEP–SL 3.9 5.3 *0.017 

Effectiveness of activities and resources  0.7 0.9 0.341 

Challenges with improving school performance (resources) 0 0.3 0.087 

Challenges with improving school performance (people) 0.5 1.5 *0.000 

Perception of positive school environment  3.0 4.1 *0.013 

Perception of RTTT implementation 0.1 0.2 0.844 

 Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012. 
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Exhibit D-6. Title I Schools: Teachers 

Construct  
Title I 

Teachers  

Non-Title I 

Teachers p-value 

Readiness to implement Common Core State Standards -0.3 -0.2 0.591 

Challenges of Standards-Based Instruction  0 0.7 *0.022 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 2.5 3.0 0.440 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 5.0 5.4 0.093 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  0.9 1.1 0.424 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data  1.2 1.6 0.253 

School use of formative assessments 1.1 1.3 0.503 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force -0.3 0 0.154 

Satisfaction with professional development  0.8 1.4 *0.019 

Perception of meaningful feedback from PEP–T  4.3 5.2  *0.030 

Effectiveness of activities and resources  0.1 0.8 *0.044 

Challenges with improving school performance (resources) 0 0.3 0.374 

Challenges with improving school performance (people) -0.2 0.9 *0.001 

Perception of positive school environment 1.7 3.6 *0.007 

Perception of RTTT implementation -1.5 -1.2 0.301 

 Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey: May 2012. 

 


