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Executive Summary 

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

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

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

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

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

systemic, and comprehensive reforms to improve 

learning conditions, classroom instruction, and 

academic outcomes for all students. 

Beginning in October 2011, the Hawaii 

Department of Education (HIDOE) contracted 

with American Institutes for Research (AIR) to 

conduct a three-year, mixed-methods evaluation 

of the state’s RTTT efforts (see side bar for the 

study approach).  

The design and implementation of Hawaii’s 

RTTT should be understood within the structure 

of the state’s education system. Hawaii has a 

single, large school district, in which one 

superintendent of education and one Board of 

Education govern the entire state school system. 

This one-district state system is divided into 42 

complexes—each generally consisting of a high 

school and its feeder schools—which are grouped 

into 15 complex areas, each of which is overseen 

by a complex area superintendent (CAS). The 

following sections summarize the key findings 

that emerged through our three-year study of the 

state’s intensive reform work. 

Hawaii’s RTTT has been a catalyst for 
fundamental change in the state’s 
approach to public education.  

The state’s RTTT grant is focused on five major 

areas that include state-level policies and 

procedures intended to promote an aligned, 

coherent education system; the transition to new 

standards and assessments; data systems and data 

use; and efforts to build and support great teachers 

and leaders. In addition, through RTTT, HIDOE developed two “Zones of School Innovation” 

(ZSIs) that received intensive supports and monitoring intended to turn around low-performing 

schools and their feeder schools.  

EVALUATION 

METHODOLOGY 

AIR conducted the same set of data 
collection activities in each year of 
the three-year study: 

 Interviews with state officials and 
complex area superintendents  

 Site visits to 12 schools (randomly 
selected each year) 

 Surveys to all principals and to all 
the teachers in a random sample 
of 60 schools (selected using a 
systematic sampling procedure)  

 Analysis of extant data, including 
student achievement data from 
the Hawaii State Assessment 
(HSA) 

Note: AIR’s evaluation began at the 
start of the second year of Hawaii’s 
RTTT. Thus, the Year 1 survey aligns 
with the second year of RTTT, the 
Year 2 survey with the third year of 
RTTT, and the Year 3 survey with the 
final year of RTTT. 



 

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

Accomplishments in the first three years 

of RTTT included the revision of 

HIDOE’s Strategic Plan, approval of 

Hawaii’s application for flexibility in 

complying with the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act and the 

subsequent rollout of the state’s new 

accountability system (Strive HI 

Performance System), and ratification of 

a new teacher contract that links tenure 

and compensation to performance 

evaluations and professional 

development. Furthermore, in February 

2013, the U.S. Department of Education 

(USDOE) removed the state’s grant from 

high-risk status (which had been assigned 

in December of 2011) for two of the 

grant’s five assurance areas (Standards 

and Assessments and Data Use). In July 

of the same year, the USDOE notified 

the state that its entire grant was 

considered in good standing. 

RTTT has focused all of Hawaii’s 
schools on the same reform 
agenda. 

During the final year of the grant, the state’s work was focused on the rollout of the “six priority 

strategies” (see sidebar), which all schools were required to implement. HIDOE selected the 

priority strategies to support 1) student success, 2) staff success, and 3) successful systems of 

support—the three main goals of the state’s Strategic Plan. Throughout the RTTT grant, the state 

piloted and implemented components of the six priority strategies in the ZSIs. Historically, 

schools across the state may have used some or all of these strategies prior to the introduction of 

RTTT, but systematic implementation of the entire set of activities, as defined (and monitored) by 

HIDOE, was not required across all schools until the 2013–2014 school year.  

In general, complex area and school staff were supportive of the six priority strategies—most 

agreed that the strategies promoted positive outcomes for students. However, many school 

leaders and teachers expressed significant concerns regarding the workload that resulted from the 

implementation of all six strategies at once, and in some cases, the documentation requirements 

that were associated with some activities (e.g., numerous principal conferences as part of the new 

teacher performance system). In interviews, staff said they were overwhelmed with the state’s 

expectations, struggling with the pace of change, and concerned their level of effort was not 

sustainable. The timing of our final round of site visits—the first implementation year of the six 

priority strategies (2013 – 2014 school year)—is important to consider, as staff were 

experiencing new procedures, processes, and training for the first time. The state should continue 

HAWAII’S SIX PRIORITY 

STRATEGIES 
1. Implement the Common Core State 

Standards.  

2. Use formative instruction and data teams 
to inform instruction.  

3. Use the school’s Academic Review Team 
to monitor progress on the school’s 
academic plan and make data-based 
decisions that affect achievement. 

4. Provide induction and mentoring support 
for all beginning teachers. 

5. Provide training, coaching, support, and 
feedback to all teachers to ensure they 
maximize their effectiveness  through the 
Educator Effectiveness System.  

6. Provide comprehensive student 
supports/response to intervention (RTI). 
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to monitor and take steps to improve staff morale, given the level of concern expressed by many 

school leaders and teachers.  

To facilitate school-level implementation of the priority strategies, in the final year of RTTT 

HIDOE made a significant investment in a new staffing structure known as complex area support 

teams (CASTs), which included a dedicated staff member for each of the six strategies. Although 

staff were enthusiastic about the potential of the CAST structure, it was too early to gauge its 

impact at the time of AIR’s third-year site visits. Many teachers and principals in the schools we 

visited suggested that individual CAST members and school staff were still in the process of 

learning their roles and responsibilities. There was also variation in how closely the complex areas 

and schools in the site visit sample worked with their CAST.   

Teachers’ perceptions of RTTT have been mixed—and influenced by the intensive 
reform activities rolled out in the final year of the grant.   

Communication around RTTT has been a challenge for HIDOE, particularly in the first year of 

the grant. Since that time, the state has made progress in its ability to communicate effectively—

both internally within complex areas and schools and externally to the public. HIDOE has made 

improvements in state-level infrastructure, technology, and human resources to support better 

communication with CASs and school staff. Generally, teachers have grown more positive about 

RTTT over time.  For example, from the Year 1 to the Year 3 survey, there was a 13 percentage 

point increase in favorable ratings regarding the state’s communication of RTTT plans. In the 

final year of RTTT, teachers viewed every aspect of RTTT we asked them about more favorably 

than in the second year of the grant (see Exhibit A
1
).  

Despite these improvements, in RTTT’s final year fewer than half of all teachers agreed that the 

state effectively communicated the RTTT plans and that they understood them. Only a third of 

teachers and a quarter of principals agreed RTTT is making a difference. These ratings also did 

not change dramatically over the life of the grant. Given that Hawaii’s RTTT represents a 

significant systems change effort, buy-in among teachers will take both time and ongoing 

support from the state and complex areas.  

                                                 
1
 All graphs denote percentage point changes. 
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Exhibit A. Perceptions of Race to the Top, All Principals and Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012, May 2013, May 2014. 

Academic Review Teams are now established in schools and viewed as a 
valuable support, although many are in a start-up phase and working through 
associated challenges.  

During the 2012–13 school year, the state required each school to develop (or realign an existing 

group to become) an Academic Review Team (ART) as one of the six priority strategies. The 

ART serves as a project management oversight committee at the school level, including 

monitoring the implementation of the six priority strategies. Compared to our visits in the third 

year of RTTT, the ARTs appear to have become more established among the schools in our site 

visit sample. As with the CAST structure, staff recognized the long-term potential of these teams 

to support high-quality implementation of the six priority strategies. In our Year 3 survey, 93 

percent of principals agreed or strongly agreed that the ARTs were a source of valuable support. 

Despite high survey ratings by principals, our site visits revealed that many schools are in the 

initial stages with these teams. We observed start-up challenges such as limited time for the ART 

to meet, lack of clarity regarding the relationship between the ART and the school’s 

longstanding leadership teams, and challenges in encouraging instructional changes from 

analysis of school-wide data. Given more time—and support from school leaders and complex 

area CAST teams—the ARTs have the potential to serve as an effective mechanism to support 

high-quality reform at the school-level. 
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The transition to the Common Core has been one of the most important 
successes of Hawaii’s Race to the Top.  

The transition to the Common Core (one of the six priority strategies) appears to have proceeded 

relatively smoothly in Hawaii. HIDOE required Grades K–2 and 11–12 to implement the 

Common Core in the 2012–2013 school year, and the remaining grades (3–10) in 2013–2014. 

Overall, it appears that school leaders and teachers are supportive of the Common Core. In our 

site visits they indicated that the new standards have increased the rigor of classroom instruction. 

Year 3 survey data indicated that 80% of English Language Arts (ELA) teachers in Grades 3–10 

and 86% in Grades K–2 and 11–12 felt prepared to implement the Common Core. Similar levels 

of preparedness were found among mathematics teachers (80% for teachers in Grades 3–10 and 

86% for teachers in Grades K–2 and 11–12).  

Compared with ELA staff, mathematics teachers identified several challenges unique to their 

content area—for example, there was a delay in the state’s adoption of a mathematics curriculum 

aligned to the Common Core (a curriculum was secured at the end of the 2013–2014 school year, 

after our third year site visits and survey administration). Though the state provided resources to 

teachers while they searched for a high-quality curriculum, many teachers reported feeling they 

were at a disadvantage compared with other teachers who already had access to such a 

curriculum. In addition, some teachers expressed concern about mapping the Common Core to 

existing secondary school subjects (e.g., algebra, geometry) given that the Common Core 

standards are integrated across grade levels. Overall, however, classroom teachers were 

supportive of the Common Core and were eager for new state assessments aligned with the 

standards (scheduled for the 2014–2015 school year). 

Through RTTT, Hawaii established systems, procedures, and policies to promote 
a culture of data use across its complex areas and schools. Supporting teachers 
in using these data to make meaningful changes in classroom instruction 
remains a challenge.  

Access to and use of data was a key area of reform embedded in Hawaii’s RTTT. Through the 

grant, the state implemented two major data systems—the Longitudinal Data System (which 

combines information from several databases using a single sign-on system and includes student-

level data, allowing users to monitor individualized student progress) and the Data for School 

Improvement system (an online formative assessment system). In addition, HIDOE provided 

schools with supports to promote data use, including data coaches and trainings. 

The teacher and principal surveys gathered information on one of the six priority strategies—the 

use of formative instruction and data teams (data teams are composed of staff who meet 

regularly in department- or grade-level groups to review and analyze data). Across the three 

survey years, a large majority of principals and teachers indicated that they engaged in the 

systematic analysis of student performance data from the individual level to the department or 

grade level, and that there was a culture of data use at their schools.  

At the same time, ensuring that the focus on data translates into meaningful changes in 

instructional practices—an issue noted in previous years of the evaluation—continued to be a 

challenge in AIR’s third-year site visits. Principals indicated this was an area in which teachers 
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required ongoing support. Other barriers to data use were noted by teachers—they consistently 

expressed a need to streamline the data team’s data collection and documentation requirements. 

These staff wanted a more balanced approach to data teams that allowed more discussion of 

instructional strategies.  

Although our surveys indicated that the reported use of Response to Intervention 
was relatively high across Hawaii’s schools, our site visits revealed variation in 
the quality of implementation.  

The state’s comprehensive student support system—a priority strategy—comprises a variety of 

programs, including response to intervention (RTI), positive behavioral interventions and 

supports (PBIS), the electronic comprehensive student support system (eCSSS), and 

comprehensive proactive student support (CPSS). In our evaluation of Hawaii’s RTTT, we 

primarily focused on RTI. 

According to survey data gathered in the last year of RTTT, approximately three quarters of staff 

reported using tiered instructional strategies such as RTI and behavioral interventions. At the 

same time, our site visits throughout the three-year study indicated the need for additional 

support in the area of RTI, given that many school staff struggle to understand RTI and 

implement the model with fidelity. In the final year of RTTT, the state has placed an emphasis 

on improving its support to schools in regard 

to RTI. For example, in 2013–2014 HIDOE 

focused on redefining RTI for the field, 

developing an RTI portal (an online 

repository for RTI materials), disseminating 

information on universal screeners (a key 

component of RTI), and providing schools 

with RTI implementation rubrics. Given the 

variation in RTI implementation we observed 

across the three-year evaluation, the types of 

supports provided by HIDOE will be critical 

in supporting schools moving forward. 

Through RTTT, Hawaii transformed its 
teacher evaluation system, which now 
links compensation with performance.  

A major focus of Hawaii’s RTTT was to 

redesign the way the state evaluates and 

supports teachers. The new Educator 

Effectiveness System (EES) incorporates 1) 

consideration of a teacher’s professional 

practice and contribution to student learning 

and growth when determining a rating of 

effectiveness; 2) more rigorous probation for 

new teachers, and professional recognition 

when beginning teachers complete their 

COMPONENTS OF THE EES 

Classroom Observations, using the 
Charlotte Danielson Framework for 
Teaching  

Student Perspectives, using the Tripod 
Student Survey 

Core Professionalism, using the Tripod 
Survey and the Charlotte Danielson 
Framework for Teaching 

Student Growth, using Student Growth 
Percentiles from the Hawaii Growth 
Model 

Student Learning Objectives, intended to 
link planning, classroom instruction, and 
assessment with student learning goals, 
integrating the data team process to 
monitor student progress 
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performance-based probation; and 3) additional hours of training and professional support for 

teachers. A key component of the EES is the relationship between compensation and 

performance. Beginning in July 2015, all pay increases will be tied to a satisfactory or effective 

evaluation rating. 

In the 2013–2014 school year, HIDOE rolled out the EES to schools across the state, after pilot 

testing components of the system in a subset of schools. In our site visits, staff voiced strong 

concerns about the burden created by the system, as well as about training that was characterized 

as rushed and lacking in clarity. In our Year 3 survey, only 27 percent of all teachers and 63 

percent of principals agreed or strongly agreed that the EES seemed fair. In addition, only 55 

percent of teachers and principals reported having received clear communication about EES. 

Overall, teachers’ opinions of the EES were consistently less positive than principals’ 

perceptions. 

The EES represents a significant shift in how teachers are evaluated, and staff expressed a high 

level of anxiety regarding the system’s link between performance and their compensation. On a 

positive note, over the course of the four-year grant, the state has made progress since it first 

began to pilot the EES. For example, teacher and principal perceptions of the EES have 

improved substantially from 2012 to 2014, including their reported understanding of the EES 

overall and of the Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching, used for classroom 

observations (Exhibit B shows teacher survey results; principal survey results are presented in 

the full report).  
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Exhibit B. Perceptions of the Educator Effectiveness System, Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Surveys: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 
*Items without Year 1 data are those that were added to the survey beginning in Year 2. 
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Since our survey administration, the state has made changes to the EES to reduce its burden on 

staff. HIDOE has responded to feedback on the EES and addressed some of the major concerns 

of state, complex area, and school staff. In general, HIDOE has reduced the number of activities 

(e.g., classroom observations) required for each teacher and school, and has made changes that 

differentiate the frequency of observations for teachers according to their abilities and experience 

so that less effective or less experienced teachers will have more observations than those who 

have been rated as highly effective or effective. As a result, perceptions of the EES may grow 

more positive over time, if staff feel the burden of the system has decreased, and if it is 

successful in rewarding high-performing teachers as well as identifying and supporting those 

who receive low ratings. 

RTTT has supported the state’s efforts to retain high-quality staff through its 
induction and mentoring program. 

Throughout the three years of the evaluation, the vast majority of comments about Hawaii’s 

induction and mentoring program (one of the six priority strategies) were positive. The program 

provides ongoing, job-embedded professional development for new teachers. Data from 

HIDOE’s 2014 Beginning Teacher Online Survey (a survey administered by HIDOE each 

spring) indicate that teachers are satisfied with the support received in the induction and mentor 

program. At least 80 percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements: 

their mentors met their needs as growing professionals, their work with their mentors had helped 

them become more effective in teaching, and work with their mentors had impact on their 

students’ learning. The only major criticism of the 

program—heard in multiple years of the evaluation—

related to the time the program required of teachers. 

Based on survey findings in the final year of 
RTTT, there were few differences between 
teachers and principals who worked in the 
ZSIs and those who did not.   

Considering broad survey constructs (groups of 

individual survey items related to the same underlying 

phenomenon), ZSI principals reported greater use of 

data to improve instruction, and greater engagement in 

effectively using data teams in their school, compared 

with non-ZSI principals. However, ZSI principals 

reported more challenges in improving school 

performance, such as student behavior problems, a 

high rate of student turnover, low staff morale, and 

lack of support from parents.  

With regard to teachers, there was only one significant 

difference between those who worked in the ZSIs and 

those who did not: ZSI teachers, like their principals, 

reported greater challenges in improving student 

performance. These barriers include student behavior 

ZONES OF SCHOOL 

INNOVATION 

HIDOE established two Zones of 
School Innovation (ZSIs), which 
include low-performing schools as 
well as the schools that either feed 
into or feed from them (a total of 18 
HIDOE schools and seven public 
charter schools). This approach 
captures the feeder school system 
and attempts to address the 
problem of nonalignment within 
systems of schools serving the same 
students as they move through their 
education.  Throughout RTTT, ZSI 
schools received a higher level of 
services, supports, and monitoring 
than other schools. 
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problems (52% of teachers in non-ZSI schools agreed this was a moderate or major challenge 

compared with 74% of teachers in ZSI schools), student turnover (28% compared with 62%), 

low or erratic student attendance (48% compared with 83%), and unsupportive home 

environments (66% compared with 87%). 

Our interviews with state and complex area staff suggest some positive outcomes associated with 

the ZSIs. Several HIDOE staff reported there was an increased level of collaboration between the 

state and the ZSI schools, as well as among the schools within the ZSI complex areas. A noted 

outcome of improved collaboration within the Zones has been a focus on strengthening student 

transitions across the grades. CASs overseeing the ZSIs also applauded the improved 

information technology opportunities afforded through RTTT (e.g., upgraded technological 

infrastructure, including Internet access). At the same time, however, ZSI CASs (as well as 

principals) expressed concern about their ability to sustain the current level of services and 

staffing levels beyond RTTT.  

While student achievement in Hawaii has continued to improve over the course of 
RTTT, our analysis suggests that those gains did not appear to be the result of 
the grant, but are the continuation of a trend of improvement that started earlier. 
It may be too early to detect the impact of Hawaii’s reform efforts on student 
outcomes, given statewide implementation of core RTTT activities did not take 
full effect until the 2013–2014 school year. 

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

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

percentage of students proficient in mathematics. Specifically, we calculated the impact of RTTT 

on student outcomes in 2014 by estimating the difference between the actual levels of each 

outcome measure in 2014 and the level of the outcome measure we would have expected if the 

outcome had continued to grow at the pre-RTTT rate. In addition, we analyzed fourth-grade and 

eighth-grade National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) scores to provide additional 

context regarding the impact of RTTT on student achievement. We have added NAEP analyses 

in the final report to compare the performance of Hawaii’s students not only to themselves pre-

RTTT, as the HSA analysis allows, but to students across the nation during the RTTT period.  

Hawaii State Assessment. Fourth-grade HSA reading scores, as well as both reading and 

mathematics scores for eighth-grade HSA, continued to grow during the time of RTTT 

implementation, but grew more slowly than they had in the baseline period before RTTT, 

resulting in negative RTTT impact estimates. There was no impact on fourth-grade mathematics 

scores. Findings by specific subgroups of schools and students show that there were positive 

results for ZSI schools at the fourth-grade level in mathematics, and no impact in reading for ZSI 

schools and disadvantaged students in fourth grade. Otherwise, results across all subgroups were 

consistent with the main findings.  

National Assessment of Educational Progress. NAEP scores in fourth grade and eighth grade 

increased during the RTTT period. Although there was a positive trend, the state did not perform 

better or worse than predicted. In other words, the state did not accelerate its growth on the 

NAEP during the RTTT years. Prior to RTTT, Hawaii’s performance on NAEP was lower than 

the national average in all four subject-grade examinations (fourth- and eighth-grade 
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mathematics and reading). Relative to the nation, Hawaii eliminated its performance gap in 

fourth-grade mathematics, with Hawaii’s average score exceeding the national average in 2013. 

In fourth-grade reading and in both reading and mathematics in eighth grade, Hawaii reduced the 

gap between its average score and the nation’s average score during the RTTT period.  

Mathematics and Reading Proficiency. For mathematics and reading proficiency, our analysis 

revealed a steady positive trend in both subjects during the baseline period. Since the 

introduction of RTTT, both mathematics and reading proficiency rates have risen above pre-

RTTT levels. By 2014, 70 percent of students were proficient in reading, and 59 percent of 

students were proficient in mathematics. Although the percentage of students proficient in 

reading has continued to increase since RTTT implementation, it has increased at a slower rate 

than before RTTT. As a result, the estimated RTTT impact on student proficiency is negative.  

Conclusion 

The RTTT grant has brought about deep and far-reaching change in Hawaii—among the most 

significant accomplishments have been the transition to the Common Core, the development of a 

new teacher performance system, and efforts to align and streamline activities in communication, 

planning, support, and monitoring for all schools. Most notably, the state has focused its reform 

work on six priority strategies in an effort to ensure that all schools work on the same core set of 

activities.  

In the final year of the grant, the primary challenge—identified by CASs, school staff, and 

HIDOE administrators—has been the quick pace of reform implementation, in that all schools 

have been required to put the six priority strategies into practice. The stress and burden 

associated with the state requirements that were rolled out this year was by far the most common 

theme in our conversations with staff across all the schools we visited, and there was a clear 

increase in the volume of negative teacher feedback about RTTT and associated reforms than in 

the previous year.  

Support of complex area and school staff will be important to ensure that reform efforts 

eventually translate into positive outcomes for students (and staff). Although it was too early to 

gauge the effectiveness of the new CAST structure and other recently implemented reforms, 

sustainability of this support system may be an important factor in ensuring staff and student 

success. Hawaii has made significant strides in transforming its education system—consistency 

of its reform focus, two-way communication with the field, and support services are needed to 

move forward in the future. 

In regard to RTTT’s impact on student outcomes, the analyses of HSA and NAEP data show that 

student achievement has generally continued to improve over the course of RTTT, but the pace 

of student achievement growth has slowed over the RTTT years, relative to pre-RTTT years. 

Thus, while Hawaii students continued to do better academically and continued to improve their 

standing relative to their counterparts in the U.S. Mainland, those achievement gains did not 

appear to be the result of RTTT.
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Introduction 

In October 2011, the Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) contracted with the American 

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

Race to the Top (RTTT) initiative—the federal grant program that provides states with 

significant funds to reform and improve their education systems. AIR submitted annual 

evaluation reports to HIDOE in September 2012 and September 2013. This third (and final) 

annual evaluation report focuses on the progress Hawaii’s educational system has made in the 

last year of the grant (school year 2013–14)—including RTTT-related successes and obstacles—

and how the state has adapted its efforts to address emerging challenges as it reaches the end of 

its grant funding. 

Hawaii’s Race to the Top grant has been a catalyst for 

fundamental change in the state’s approach to public education. 

The Race to the Top grant focused on reform in five key areas: 

 Creating an aligned, coherent system that is monitored 

for continuous improvement 

 Establishing rigorous standards and assessments 

 Improving data systems and data use 

 Building and supporting great teachers and leaders 

 Turning around low-performing schools using Zones of 

School Innovation (ZSIs)
2
 

Each of these reform areas contains multiple large-scale 

projects that aim to improve learning and educational 

opportunities for all of Hawaii’s students. The state’s structural 

context has influenced the implementation of these reforms. 

Hawaii has a single, large school district, in which one 

superintendent of education and one Board of Education govern 

the entire state school system. This one-district state system is 

divided into 42 complexes—each generally consisting of a high 

school and its feeder schools—which are grouped into 15 

complex areas, each of which is overseen by a complex area 

superintendent (CAS). 

During the 2013–14 school year, the state’s Race to the Top reform work focused on its six 

priority strategies
3 

(see sidebar on page 5), which all schools were required to implement 

beginning in the 2013–14 school year. HIDOE selected each priority strategy to support progress 

toward the three main goals included in the state’s 2011–2018 Strategic Plan: student success, 

                                                 
2
 HIDOE established two ZSIs, which are groups of low-performing schools that include the schools that feed 

students into and receive students from them. These ZSIs include schools in rural or remote areas and hard-to-staff 

areas serving the largest population of native Hawaiian and economically disadvantaged students in the state. 
3
 http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/AdvancingEducation/StrategicPlan/Pages/home.aspx 

HAWAII’S RACE  
TO THE TOP 

In August 2010, Hawaii 
became one of 10 winners 
in the second phase of the 
Race to the Top 
competition, securing a $75 
million, four-year grant. 
Race to the Top—a $4 
billion federal grant 
program created as part of 
the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009—
provided states with access 
to an unprecedented 
amount of competitive 
grant funding to reform and 
improve their education 
systems.  

http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/AdvancingEducation/StrategicPlan/Pages/home.aspx
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staff success, and successful systems of support. The state has piloted and implemented some 

components of the six priority strategies in a subset of schools for several years (e.g., ZSIs 

conducted classroom observations based on the Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching 

before the framework was expanded statewide).  Schools may have used some or all of these 

strategies prior to the introduction of Race to the Top.  However, systematic implementation of 

the entire set of activities, as defined by HIDOE, was not required across all schools until the 2013–

14 school year.  

During the 2013–14 school year, the state’s efforts have focused primarily on building and 

maintaining a system that can effectively support implementation of the six priority strategies on 

a statewide basis in the final year of RTTT and beyond the grant period. As such, this annual 

report focuses primarily on these strategies, in addition to summarizing findings relating to other 

key RTTT-funded projects. 

Overview of the Evaluation 

Through this independent evaluation, AIR has provided Hawaii with ongoing information on 

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

summative evaluation of the initiative’s impact. To this end, our evaluation is based on three 

main research questions: 

 To what extent has Hawaii’s RTTT initiative been implemented as planned, meeting its 

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

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

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

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

complex area, and school levels)? 

Methodology. AIR’s study uses a mixed-methods approach to answer the evaluation’s three 

primary research questions that included interviews with state administrators and complex area 

superintendents, site visits to schools, a survey of teachers and leaders, and an analysis of extant 

data. In the third year of the study, we conducted comprehensive interviews with 27 state leaders 

and 15 complex area leaders and undertook 12 school site visits (three high school visits, three 

middle school visits, five elementary school visits, and one K–12 school visit). We 

systematically coded this qualitative data using coding software (NVivo) and analyzed them to 

identify themes at different levels of the system and in the different reform areas. In addition, we 

administered a spring survey to all principals in the state and to all teachers in a sample of 60 

schools, which we selected using a systematic sampling procedure. We surveyed the same 

sample of schools over time to explore patterns of change across Race to the Top reform areas. 

In addition, we used extant documents—such as HIDOE progress reports to the U.S. Department 

of Education—to help us understand the state’s RTTT plans. For an overview of these data 

collection activities, see Appendix A. 

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

used a comparative interrupted time series (CITS) design. To examine the statewide effect of the 

RTTT initiative on student achievement (and to rule out alternative hypotheses that could explain 
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observed effects of the initiative), we compared two groups of students: (1) past cohorts of 

Hawaii students, and (2) students in other states. (See Appendix G for an analysis of Hawaii’s 

performance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), compared with other 

states.) To examine the value of the additional supports and services provided to the ZSI schools, 

we compared the academic performance of students in ZSI and non-ZSI schools to determine 

whether there were significant differences.  

Overview of the Report. The first chapter of this report summarizes key findings concerning the 

RTTT implementation in the last year of the grant, based on interviews and focus groups with 

staff at each level of Hawaii’s education system. The report also chronicles changes in RTTT-

related activities at the school level, based on a longitudinal survey of principals and teachers, 

offers an analysis of student achievement since Hawaii received RTTT funds, and provides a 

review of RTTT spending. 

Implementation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top 

To understand RTTT implementation, AIR conducted in-depth qualitative research at the state, 

complex, and local levels, in each year of the three-year study. We summarize key findings from 

our interviews and focus groups with state administrators, CASs, and school leaders and teachers 

across the following RTTT assurance areas: State Success Factors; Standards and Assessments; 

Great Teachers and Leaders, Data Use; Turning Around the Lowest Performing Schools; and 

Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM). As noted earlier in this chapter, 

Hawaii’s reform work now is organized around the six priority strategies. As a result, our 

qualitative data collection during the final year of this study focused primarily on these core 

strategies. 

State Success Factors 

 

Race to the Top has served as a catalyst for significant statewide reform in Hawaii’s public 

education system. Over the last four years, HIDOE has accomplished the following key 

milestones: 

 Revision of the state’s Strategic Plan in July 2012, which consolidated the goals of 

HIDOE and the Board of Education  

STATE SUCCESS FACTORS 

Hawaii’s RTTT reform strategies require a state system that can implement and sustain 
systemic change. The creation of the Office of Strategic Reform (OSR) to provide 
leadership and management of Hawaii’s reform efforts was a central component of the 
reorganization effort. Furthermore, the Strategic Project Oversight Committee—
consisting of the state superintendent, deputy superintendent, and assistant 
superintendents—receives support from the OSR to identify any issues and collect 
information needed to make high-level policy decisions.  
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 Ratification of a new teacher contract, effective July 

2013, which links tenure and compensation to a new 

performance evaluation system proposed as part of 

the state’s RTTT application  

 Approval from the U.S. Department of Education in 

May 2013 for an Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act waiver to provide flexibility 

regarding certain requirements of the No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) Act 

 Implementation of a new school accountability and 

improvement system named “Strive HI Performance 

System,” which includes a focus on career and 

college readiness, school performance based on 

multiple measures (as opposed to primarily one 

test—the Hawaii State Assessment), and 

customized rewards, supports, and interventions for 

schools (as opposed to federally designed 

interventions) 

 Statewide rollout of the six priority strategies (see 

sidebar), which are intended to focus all schools on 

the same set of core activities 

 Significant investment in a new staffing structure at 

the complex level known as complex area support 

teams (CASTs) to facilitate the implementation of 

the six priority strategies. In each of the 15 complex 

areas, the CAST includes six full-time resource 

teachers (one for each of the six priorities), which 

correspond to positions at the state level. In 

addition, a seventh position on each team supports 

STEM activities; funding for this role will end after 

school year 2014–15.  

 Ongoing efforts to align the RTTT scope of work 

and the state’s Strategic Plan, including a revision of the school-level Academic Plan 

template to ensure that school plans are organized around the six priority strategies 

According to most state and complex area staff with whom the AIR team spoke during the 

study’s final year, RTTT has catalyzed much-needed reform efforts in Hawaii. As a state 

administrator explained, “If we hadn’t had [Race to the Top] and our feet held to the fire and 

everyone in the nation watching, it would never have happened.” State-level staff remarked that 

a cultural shift has taken place within the HIDOE over the last few years, jumpstarting change at 

all levels of the educational system. Similarly, CASs reported that RTTT has created a more 

cohesive state education system, based on a shared language and more effective leadership and 

communication structures across the state. The articulation and implementation of the state’s six 

HAWAII’S SIX 

PRIORITY STRATEGIES 
1. Implement the Common 

Core State Standards at the 
classroom level  

2. Use formative instruction 
and data teams to inform 
instruction  

3. Use the school’s Academic 
Review Team to monitor 
progress on the school’s 
academic plan and  
make data-based decisions 
that impact achievement. 

4. Provide induction and 
mentoring support for all 
beginning teachers 

5. Provide training, coaching, 
support, and feedback to all 
teachers to ensure they 
maximize their effectiveness 
(Educator Effectiveness 
System)  

6. Provide comprehensive 
student supports/Response 
to Intervention (RTI) 
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priority strategies was identified as a critical outcome of 

the reform work undertaken over the last few years, as 

part of RTTT. A state administrator, for example, 

reported:  

I think the Race to the Top grant brought a level of 

clarity, as well as clear rituals and routines, so 

everybody from the [superintendent’s] office on 

down is clear about moving forward and what 

direction we’re going in and what’s really 

important. 

Supporting the Implementation of the Six Priority 

Strategies  

To bolster support for quality implementation of the six 

priority strategies, HIDOE has put specific structures in 

place. Among the largest of these investments is the 

CAST structure (six-member teams within each complex 

area, aligned to the six priority strategies, as well as a 

seventh position to focusing specifically on STEM). A 

state lead for each strategy facilitates a professional 

learning community for the 15 complex area leads. 

HIDOE provided implementation rubrics to complex areas 

and schools to help them assess their progress in each of 

the six strategies.  

Other approaches to supporting the implementation of the 

state’s reform agenda include the use of Academic 

Review Teams (ARTs), intended to monitor and support 

implementation of the priority strategies (the use of an 

ART is, in itself, one of the six strategies). In addition, in 

the 2013–14 school year, the state revised the school-level 

Academic Plan templates, ensuring that schools document 

their plans (and funding decisions) to demonstrate how 

they would implement and support each of the strategies. 

Details on these activities, as well as other state processes 

and procedures to promote aligned planning and the implementation of the six strategies, namely 

state communication approaches and project management systems, are included in the following 

sections. 

Complex Area Support Teams. In general, state and complex area staff valued the newly 

implemented CAST structure and described its long-term potential in supporting reform efforts 

at the school level. However, at the time of AIR’s school site visits in the third-year evaluation, it 

was too early to gauge the impact of these teams. 

ALIGNED PLANNING 

TOOLS  

COMPLEX AREA SUPPORT TEAMS: In 
the last year of Race to the Top, 
the state established teams in 
each of the 15 complex areas 
intended to bolster support of 
the six priority strategies. 

ACADEMIC PLANS: In the third year 
of Race to the Top, as part of 
HIDOE’s overall school reform 
effort, the state partially 
prepopulated school-level plans 
with individualized goals to 
increase alignment across 
schools, complex areas, and the 
state. In the last year of Race to 
the Top, the state reorganized 
the plans around the six priority 
strategies. 

ACADEMIC REVIEW TEAMS: These 
teams, operating at both school 
and complex area levels, review 
performance data, set priority 
strategies, manage and monitor 
practices using structured 
routines, and target supports 
and resources.  
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Reflecting on the new staffing structure, a state administrator remarked, “It is a more 

decentralized approach than it was a year ago, the creation of almost 100 positions to support the 

implementation of the six priority strategies with staff at the complex- area level. [It] is a huge 

reorganization of resources in Hawaii.” Another state leader described the CAST as a “fairly 

ambitious and expensive structure that we’re putting in place primarily to support the 

implementation of a number of these [Race to the Top] initiatives.” 

All 15 of the CASs emphasized the value of the CASTs in helping schools implement the six 

priority strategies. For example, the CASTs have helped provide a consistent direction and 

messaging across the 15 complex areas, each of which used to operate on a more autonomous 

basis prior to RTTT. Four of the 15 CASs specifically indicated that the CASTs have helped 

schools understand the linkages between the six priority strategies, rather than considering them 

as separate initiatives. 

Although only three of the 15 CASs criticized the CASTs (specifically their roles, 

responsibilities, and reporting structure), many teachers and principals of the schools we visited 

made similar comments. One superintendent noted that more work needs to be done to connect 

the six priority strategies through the CASTs and to demonstrate to schools how each strategy 

reinforces the others to collectively support success among teachers and students (a comment 

echoed by principals during our site visits). Another CAS identified lines of authority and 

reporting within CASTs as a concern, explaining, “I think another issue around this would be who 

really is in charge of this CAST? Is it orchestrated out of the superintendent’s office or the deputy 

office or is it orchestrated out of the CAS’s office? There’s still confusion about where these folks 

get their marching orders from and what they can and cannot do.” Similarly, many teachers and 

principals in the schools we visited suggested that individual CAST members and school staff were 

still in the process of learning their roles and responsibilities (described in more detail in the 

following sections).  

Although state and complex area staff were enthusiastic about the potential of the CAST 

structure, it was too early to gauge its impact at the school level at the time of AIR’s site visits. 

Staff at four of the 12 schools we visited reported limited contact with their CAST. The 

principals who reported working with their CAST described the help they received as assistance 

from individual CAST members (most commonly the person supporting the Educator 

Effectiveness System [EES]) or the CAST STEM resource teacher. Four of the 12 principals 

offered specific comments about the role of the CAST members, suggesting that these teams 

were still figuring out their responsibilities and roles in relation to the complex area offices and 

schools. One principal commented, “I think in theory it sounds good.… I think they’re still trying 

to organize and get things identified, what are their priorities and how they can help the schools.” 

In some schools, however, limited understanding of—or familiarity with—the CAST is likely a 

result of the timing of AIR’s site visits, which occurred shortly after the teams were rolled out in 

the complex areas.  

Academic Review Teams. During the 2012–13 school year, the state required each school to 

develop (or realign an existing group to become) an ART, which serves as a project management 

oversight committee at the school level. Each ART is charged with monitoring implementation of 

the six priority strategies. Compared to last year, the ARTs appear to have become a more 

established group among the schools in our site visit sample. Similar to the CAST structure, staff 
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recognized the long-term potential of these teams to support high-quality implementation of the 

six priority strategies. However, many schools are still working through start-up challenges to 

get the ARTs functioning efficiently. 

As in previous years of the evaluation, feedback from complex area staff about the ART 

structure was universally positive. According to the CASs, ARTs serve as a mechanism for 

schools to reflect on their progress using data, distribute leadership across the school, help them 

understand the connections between the six priority strategies, and provide a general structure to 

ensure consistency and focus on the core set of reforms that are being implemented across the 

state’s schools. However, three of the 15 CASs noted that some schools in their respective 

complex areas need to strengthen their ARTs (specifically, developing a stronger understanding 

of the goal and role of the ARTs). 

At the school level, the ART structure appears to have become more established since AIR site 

visits conducted last year. Last year, two thirds of the schools we visited had an ART in place. In 

2013–14, each of the 12 schools we visited formally maintained an ART, although to varying 

degrees. Most of the schools in the third year evaluation described their ART as a “work in 

progress,” and one principal reported that the ART was a low priority for leadership, with limited 

membership and activity. The majority of principals commented on the long-term potential of the 

ARTs, specifically to identify gaps in student achievement and delve into contributing factors 

(such as student attendance, cited by several principals).  

Many of the schools AIR visited in the third year evaluation are currently working through the 

start-up challenges associated with establishing these teams. Issues include the need to (1) clarify 

the relationship between the ART and the school’s long-standing leadership teams and 

identifying which body has final decision-making authority; (2) find adequate time for the ART 

to convene; (3) identify strategies to efficiently share the findings from the ART on a school 

wide basis; and (4) manage the sheer amount of data the ART reviews (a challenge that staff also 

identified for teacher-level data teams). Across schools, many teachers suggested that a “data 

champion”—particularly a peer, such as a teacher leader or curriculum coordinator, rather than a 

school administrator—was helpful in facilitating the data aspect of the ART and the teacher-level 

data teams (discussed later in this report).  

In addition to tracking the implementation of state reform efforts at the complex area and school 

levels, the evaluation explored changes in state policies and procedures that helped or hindered 

Hawaii’s reform efforts. Specifically, AIR gathered feedback on the state’s internal approach to 

project management, as well as the nature of its communication with the complex areas and 

schools. 

Communication Strategies. Over the course of RTTT, the state has made significant progress in 

its ability to communicate effectively—both internally within complex areas and schools and 

externally to the public. For example, in the first year of our study, we found that school staff 

had a limited understanding of the state’s reform plans. Since that time, the state has taken steps 

in the areas of state-level infrastructure, technology, and human resources to support better 

communication across the tri-level education system.  
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The new CAST structure, for example, 

aims to clearly identify dedicated staff at 

the state and complex area levels who are 

responsible for specific content areas—

helping improve communication about each 

of the six strategies. One HIDOE member 

explained, “I think with the formation of 

the CAST they really solidified how policy 

information and training gets pushed down into schools and complex areas…. [T]hat was an area 

where we didn’t have a lot of structure before, so communication was a little spotty and 

dependent on the fidelity of the communication between leadership, the complex area 

superintendents, and individual principals.” In previous years of the study, the role of the CAS as 

a “lynchpin” for communication between the state and schools was an area of concern for some 

state administrators. The introduction of the CAST team may help alleviate this issue, by 

broadening the channels through which information can flow from state-level staff to school 

leaders and teachers. 

During the final year of the grant, the state has continued to improve its technology and enhance 

its communication strategies, including revamping an external website (known as the community 

access portal) and an internal website (known as the Intranet) for HIDOE staff. These endeavors 

have increased the state’s use of social media, launching a social marketing campaign on radio 

and television (with a focus on communication about the Common Core State Standards) and 

sending regular e-mail blasts with newsletters and updates. Reflecting on these recent efforts, a 

state administrator observed that “the office of communications has really ramped up its efforts 

to try and improve the level of PR around Race to the Top and reforms that are happening.… It 

has tried to start changing perceptions, which is something the communications office hasn’t 

been doing as much of in the past years because of the lack of staffing. And so we have invested 

in tripling, basically, the staff within communications.”  

At the complex area level, the majority of CASs (nine of the 15 respondents) who AIR spoke 

with in the final year of the study expressed satisfaction and/or noted significant improvements 

during the 2013–14 school year in the state’s communication approach. One CAS, for example, 

reported that “the state has done a remarkable job trying to keep us in the loop.” Another CAS 

commented, “I think the state DOE [staff] are listening; they’ve made changes to how we do 

things based on conversations that state leadership has with the CASs and with principals.” 

Three CASs specifically said that the new CAST structure is helping ensure that the state 

provides consistent information across complex areas and schools. 

Delving deeper, we asked CASs if the state’s work was informed by feedback from school staff. 

Six of the 15 CASs responded negatively. For example, one CAS said, “Just because [the state] 

gives us more leeway, I’m not sure they want to hear some of the feedback because [the state is] 

going to do this regardless. There’s tremendous frustration and anxiety at the school level.” This 

perspective was not universal among the CASs; other responses were positive or neutral.  

“I see strong connections and 
communications for the first time between 
the district, state, and school level.” 

–Complex Area Superintendent 
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Feedback from school staff regarding the 

state’s communication was mixed—similar to 

the CASs’ comments. Principals at five of the 

12 schools AIR visited expressed negative 

comments about the state’s communication; 

two principals made positive comments; and 

the remaining five principals made neutral 

comments. One principal, for example, 

commented, “I think the communication is not 

two way. The communication is top down. 

‘You do this, we expect this; these are the 

compliance requirements.’ It’s not two way. I 

don’t have a sense that the people who are 

telling us what to do are necessarily soliciting 

our feedback to see how it’s going.” Principals 

consider the amount of information they have 

been expected to process to be burdensome, 

according to feedback voiced by four of the 12 

principals with whom we spoke. Similar to 

other initiatives, state efforts to improve 

communication have progressed significantly 

over the last several years of RTTT. At the 

complex and school level, the positive impact 

of these efforts has been experienced at a 

somewhat slower pace. 

Project Management and Continuous 

Quality Improvement. Looking broadly over 

the course of the grant, RTTT has had a 

significant impact on the way the state 

conducts its business to improve HIDOE’s 

impact. As AIR noted in the second year 

evaluation report, staff have continued to 

focus more strongly on project management 

procedures to ensure quality work. In our third 

year interviews, staffing structures within 

HIDOE have been restructured and simplified 

so that they focus on the six priority strategies. 

In addition, the state has implemented 

“Stocktake” meetings across the six priority 

areas to identify strengths, weaknesses, and 

issues and to escalate key issues more 

efficiently to the state leadership. One state 

administrator remarked that this is “a more 

intensive process…[that] allows us to go very 

deep into the six strategies.” HIDOE has also 

invested resources to better support school 

STATE SUCCESS FACTORS: 
EVALUATION FINDINGS AT 

A GLANCE 
 

 Race to the Top has served as a catalyst for 
deep and far-reaching reform in Hawaii’s 
education system. 

 During the 2013–14 school year, the focus of 
the state’s reform efforts has been the 
statewide rollout of the six priority strategies, 
intended to ensure that all schools are 
working on the same set of core activities. 

 HIDOE has made a significant investment in 
establishing CASTs to support the 
implementation of the six priority strategies. 
Although state and complex area staff were 
enthusiastic about the potential of the CASTs 
at the time of our site visits, it was too early 
to determine the impact of these teams at 
the school level.  

 All of the schools we visited in 2014 had 
established ARTs, although many considered 
themselves to be in the start-up phase, and 
there was variation in the level of their 
implementation.  

 The state has invested in strategies to better 
communicate with the complex areas and 
schools. CASs noted improvements in the 
state’s communication, although both 
complex area and school staff expressed 
mixed feelings as to whether the state is 
adequately responsive to their feedback.  

 The quick pace of implementation was a 
significant challenge for schools as the state 
has rolled out multiple reforms in 2013–14. 
Teachers reported feeling overwhelmed by 
the sheer amount of change they 
experienced this school year. 
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leaders. In 2013, the state established a new office—The Leadership Institute—to focus more 

attention on the leadership capacity to sustain the work initiated through RTTT.  

Key Challenge: Pace of Implementation 

RTTT has clearly served as a catalyst for significant reforms in Hawaii’s education system. The 

change to the system has been both deep and far reaching. In the final year of the grant, the 

primary challenge—identified by CASs, school staff, and HIDOE administrators—has been the 

quick pace of implementation, as all schools have been required to put the six priority strategies 

into practice. The stress and burden associated with the state requirements that were rolled out 

this year was by far the most common theme in that surfaced in our conversations with staff 

across all of the schools we visited, and there was a clear increase in the volume of negative 

remarks from teachers compared with the previous year.  

Criticism of the six strategies rarely focused on the strategies themselves but rather focused on 

the impact of being required to implement all six strategies at once (as opposed to phasing in 

strategies over time). It is important to note that some schools (including those in the ZSIs) have 

been implementing the state’s agenda (or focusing on various priority strategies on their own) for 

several years. Despite doing so, teachers and school leaders repeatedly expressed concerns about 

their increased workload. One CAS remarked, “For the state it might be just ‘we’ll just do this.’ 

It seems as simple as all that, but when you have six priorities from six different state offices 

funneling down to the school level and everybody thinks this is important…then for the school 

it’s like drinking from a fire hose.… The timing of implementation has been very poor for a lot 

of the schools.” Principals and teachers voiced similar comments regarding the level of change 

the state introduced during the 2013–14 school year.  

Standards and Assessments 

 

This section highlights the key themes that emerged from two of the state’s six priority strategies 

that fall within the Standards and Assessments assurance area: implementation of the Common 

STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS 

To ensure that content delivered in the classroom will ultimately prepare all students for 
college and career, Hawaii has focused its Race to the Top efforts on implementing:  

 The Common Core State Standards  

 Assessments to measure students’ mastery of these new standards  

 Comprehensive System of Student Supports: instructional and behavioral intervention 
strategies to ensure that all students have the opportunity to learn 

 A diploma that demonstrates that students are college and career ready 
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Core State Standards (CCSS), and implementation of the Comprehensive System of Student 

Supports, including Response to Intervention (RTI).
4
 

Common Core State Standards. Hawaii reached a milestone in the final year of RTTT when 

the state required all grades to use the Common Core State Standards (the standards were 

transitioned into specific grades each year, beginning in the 2011–12 school year). State staff 

identified the implementation of the Common Core State Standards in English language arts and 

mathematics as one of the most important successes of the grant. Currently, Hawaii and 42 other 

states, the District of Columbia, and four territories have implemented these standards.
5
  

In the third year evaluation, state and complex area respondents described a strong focus on the 

CCSS—in terms of attention, training, and capacity building—and implementing the new 

standards was a clear priority among the schools AIR visited. The transition to the CCSS appears 

to have proceeded relatively smoothly, with some challenges in specific grades and subject areas. 

Across the schools we visited for the third year evaluation, teachers and principals agreed that the 

new standards were more rigorous than the former Hawaii Content and Performance Standards 

(HCPS), and many teachers felt that this had positive implications for their classroom instruction. 

The majority of ELA teachers we spoke with during our 2013–14 site visit indicated that the 

transition to the ELA CCSS, although challenging, had been relatively positive overall. Teachers 

described numerous benefits of the new ELA standards, including the positive impact of these 

standards on students’ writing, critical thinking, and classroom discussions.  

Compared with ELA, implementation of the CCSS in mathematics was somewhat more 

challenging. For example, some teachers expressed concern about mapping the CCSS to secondary 

school subjects (e.g., algebra, geometry) because the mathematics CCSS are integrated across 

grade levels. One teacher reported, “We’re trying to look at a continuum of instruction in 

mathematics under Common Core, and yet we’re still being asked to box it into these separate 

courses.” In addition, many elementary school teachers described significant differences between 

the CCSS and HCPS. As one elementary school teacher explained, “There are a lot of things that 

we have been teaching that are no longer in it. So it’s kind of a fear that if we just skip [previously 

taught mathematics concepts], the students 

are never going to get it.”  

Secondary school mathematics teachers 

were also concerned about the state’s delay 

in adopting a mathematics curriculum 

aligned with the CCSS (the state had 

planned to purchase mathematics curricula 

in January 2013 for implementation in the 

2013–14 school year but did not identify any 

they considered high quality). At the time of 

                                                 
4
 The use of formative assessments to guide instructional decisions technically falls within the Standards and 

Assessment assurance area. However, given that the state “packaged” formative instruction and the use of data 

teams into one of its six priority strategies, we have summarized these approaches together in the next section (Data 

Systems and Data Use). 
5
 http://www.corestandards.org/ 

“I think that from leadership on down, everyone 
has gotten very clearly and very strongly the 
message that we’re really talking about college, 
career, and community readiness…and about 
Common Core being one of the main strategies 
to help us get there.”  

–State Administrator  

 

http://www.corestandards.org/
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our site visits in January and February of 2014, the state had not made a formal decision 

regarding the mathematics curricula. In the interim, HIDOE has provided schools with resources 

and other supports (e.g., CAST Common Core member) to help them identify Common Core-

aligned materials.  Since our site visits, the state identified curricula at the end of the 2013 – 

2014 school year. According to state staff, the delay was due to a lack of quality materials from 

publishers – as such, the state had to do a third, unplanned vetting of materials in December and 

January of 2014.  This process also involved a review of vendor capacity, which also took time 

to complete.  

In addition to their desire for a curriculum aligned with the CCSS, school staff expressed a need 

for in-depth, follow-up training as well as more time to digest the standards—a theme voiced in 

previous years of the evaluation. Many teachers also requested more grade-level and subject-

specific supports. Several principals said that the initial CCSS trainings occurred before teachers 

were fully immersed in implementing the standards. As one teacher explained, “They gave us 

books to reference and training. I think with everything else, the time to sit and digest it as an 

educator has been limited. That’s the biggest problem.… [We need] time to unpack it and 

explore it and dialogue [about] how this can look in our classrooms.” AIR heard such requests 

for increased opportunities to explore the standards in previous years of the evaluation as well.  

In AIR’s November and December 2013 interviews, state administrators described the key role 

of the CASTs to deliver CCSS training and other supports to schools. Three CASs specifically 

described a value of the CASTs as providing job-embedded support and helping teachers 

understand the interconnections among the six priority strategies. Teacher emphasized the need 

for time, ongoing support, and monitoring to be successful in implementing the Common Core.  

Use of Instructional Materials Aligned With the Common Core State Standards. The state’s 

transition to the CCSS includes the adoption of new ELA and mathematics instructional 

materials aligned with these standards. In regard to the ELA curriculum selected by the state 

(Wonders for Grades K–6 and Springboard for Grades 6–12), five of the 12 schools we visited 

for the third evaluation were using these materials (including two ZSI schools); two schools had 

purchased the materials and had provided initial trainings to prepare for implementation during 

the next school year (2014–15); five schools stated that they would purchase new curricula to use 

during the next school year. 

Feedback from teachers regarding the ELA Springboard curriculum was somewhat negative. 

Many teachers described it as too prescriptive and expressed concern about its quick pacing and 

lack of flexibility. Other staff characterized the curriculum as a valuable resource for new 

teachers who may benefit from a more structured approach. However, principals and teachers in 

these schools also noted that teachers tended to “pick and choose” from the Springboard 

curriculum. None of the schools we visited in 2014 was implementing the Wonders curriculum, 

although a handful of teachers had participated in an introductory training on the materials. 

Teachers were positive about the Wonders curriculum’s apparent alignment with the Common 

Core State Standards and were appreciative of its technology component, but they emphasized 

that they needed more time to process and learn the curriculum.  

At the time of our site visits, school staff reported that they were waiting on the state’s decision 

regarding a mathematics curriculum aligned with the Common Core State Standards. In the 
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schools we visited, teachers were supplementing their current mathematics curriculum with 

materials they had found that aligned with the CCSS. Two schools were using the mathematics 

curriculum being developed by the University of Hawaii at Hilo in some of their classes. 

Reactions to this curriculum were mixed, and the most common critique of the materials was that 

they were too challenging and fast paced for students. 

State administrators and CASs identified the need for improved communication with principals, 

teachers, and the public at large regarding the CCSS, including efforts to clarify the differences 

among the standards, the curricula, and the assessments aligned with them. The state hired a 

communications firm to work on external communications related to the Common Core and the 

Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium assessments, which align with the standards and will 

be introduced during the 2014–15 school year. The state paired this with a robust focus on 

internal communications efforts. For example, the state created and released resources such as 

key points, fact sheets, a document distinguishing “myths versus facts”, and an educator 

reference packet.  

Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium Assessment System. The state will introduce 

Smarter Balanced Assessment assessments in mathematics and ELA during the 2014–15 school 

year; these are aligned with the Common Core State Standards and include online adaptive 

assessments. In the 2013–14 school year, Hawaii’s schools used a “bridge assessment” that 

covered only the standards in both the Common Core and the HCPSIII. Echoing what AIR heard 

during site visits in the second year of the study, many staff we spoke with in 2014 looked 

forward to having the standards, new curricula, and assessments aligned and officially in place. 

Response to Intervention. Hawaii’s Comprehensive Student Support System (CSSS), including 

Response to Intervention (RTI), is one of the state’s six priority strategies that all schools are 

required to implement. (AIR’s conversations with school leaders and teachers focused on the 

RTI component of this system.) Over the last year of RTTT, HIDOE provided an increased level 

of support as schools implemented RTI. Based on our site visits to 12 schools, these state-level 

efforts do not appear to have had a significant impact on school-level implementation of this 

priority strategy yet.  

Specifically, HIDOE has focused on redefining RTI for the field, developing an RTI portal (an 

online repository for RTI materials), disseminating information regarding universal screeners (a 

key component of RTI), and providing schools with RTI implementation rubrics. HIDOE staff 

also reported helping schools connect RTI with another priority strategy—the use of data teams 

(e.g., integrating universal screening data into the data team process). 

Fourteen of the 15 CASs discussed RTI during the interviews AIR conducted in the third year of 

the study. Overall, our conversations with CASs indicated that the level of quality 

implementation of this priority strategy varied among schools, continuing the trend we observed 

in the second year of the evaluation. Five of the CASs mentioned that schools had universal 

screeners
6
 in place to identify students who might benefit from additional supports. Four of the 

                                                 
6
 Universal screening helps identify students at risk for learning challenges. Screening tools are used with all 

students in a specific grade level and followed by additional testing or short-term progress monitoring to corroborate 

students’ risk status. 
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CASs indicated that school staff struggled with adjusting instruction and providing appropriate 

supports once students had been identified as being at risk.  

In our visits to schools in the third year of the study, we found that RTI had not changed 

significantly since the previous year. That is, the use of the RTI model varied across schools, with 

room for improvement. However, we did note an increased awareness and focus on RTI this year, 

compared with the second-year study, likely because of RTI being a part of the six priority 

strategies (and corresponding support from the state). If we were to generally categorize the 12 

schools in the third year site visit sample, three schools were still in the initial phase of using RTI; 

six schools were in the intermediate stage of 

implementing RTI; and three schools had 

developed a comprehensive RTI framework 

to support students. 

Staff at the three schools in the early RTI 

implementation stages described some 

common struggles, including a lack of 

understanding regarding the basic RTI 

model, confusion about the difference 

between RTI and referral systems for special education, and difficulty connecting students with 

the appropriate interventions (particularly at the secondary school level) once they had been 

screened. Staff at two of these three schools noted that they had not yet identified or adopted a 

universal screener—a key component of RTI. Teachers at the one site visit school that was using 

a universal screener indicated that there were challenges associated with linking students with 

the appropriate resources (e.g., “We’re not quite sure exactly how to get those interventions for 

[the students]”). 

Half of the 12 schools we visited in 2014 appeared to be in an “intermediate stage of RTI 

implementation.” These schools were working toward a schoolwide, systematic RTI but had not 

yet reached this goal. In some cases, RTI procedures had been established in some grades or 

departments but not across the school as a whole. Or, as one teacher explained, staff can refer 

students for assessment, but when they fail to qualify for special education services, “there’s not 

a lot of intervention for them, and definitely not systematic intervention.”  

“We had to repackage RTI. People 
automatically assume RTI is linked to special 
education.... We really had to do a reboot in 
RTI definition and explain what it is, what it 
looks like.”  

–State Administrator 
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STANDARDS AND 

ASSESSMENTS: EVALUATION 

SUMMARY  
 A key success of Race to the Top in 

Hawaii has been the transition to the 
Common Core State Standards. By the 
final year of the grant, all grades were 
implementing the Common Core. In 
general, teachers were enthusiastic 
about the standards, noting that using 
them had raised the rigor of their 
instruction. 

 Implementation of the Common Core in 
English language arts appears to have 
been somewhat smoother than in 
mathematics, particularly because the 
state had not yet adopted a 
mathematics curricula at the time of our 
site visits.  

 The state has adopted English language 
arts materials aligned with the Common 
Core State Standards, but only a handful 
of schools we visited had fully 
implemented these curricula. 
Preliminary feedback on Springboard 
(materials for Grades 6–12 in English 
language arts) was somewhat negative, 
with teachers expressing concerns that it 
was too prescriptive.  

 As we found in the last two years of the 
study, implementation of RTI varied 
widely across the 12 schools we visited, 
indicating a need for additional 
professional development and supports 
to ensure fidelity to the model.  

 

Three of the 12 schools described using a 

comprehensive, established framework including 

frequent student progress monitoring and tiered 

levels of supports for students, with clear criteria 

for when students needed (and no longer 

needed) additional supports. Staff at these 

schools commented that they had established 

multiple opportunities for students to receive 

additional supports based on data reviewed at 

data team meetings. RTI appears to have had 

had a systematic impact in these schools. One 

principal, for example, noted that the model had 

helped to embed in the school culture a 

“systemic belief that all students, all services, 

[should be provided] whatever is needed for 

them individually at the time they need it, as 

often as possible.”  

School staff and CASs identified a need for 

additional support in the form of training, 

resources, or time, including support in 

determining appropriate interventions for 

secondary students. For example, a theme 

emerging from discussions with the CASs was 

the need for additional support to help school 

staff adapt their instructional practices (e.g., 

differentiation, interventions)—similar to a 

comment raised by principals and CASs about 

data teams. Given the varied understanding of 

RTI across the schools AIR visited, providing 

more supports on the overarching framework or 

key components of RTI and demonstrating how 

those key components connect with other 

priority areas (e.g., data teams) may help school 

staff see how RTI can systematically support the 

valuable work they are already doing.  



 

American Institutes for Research  Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Third Evaluation Report—16 

Data Systems and Data Use 

 

Hawaii’s Race to the Top program has spurred significant progress in the area of data use, in terms 

of both enhancing data systems and promoting a culture of data use within HIDOE, the complex 

areas, and the schools. Beyond creating two key data systems (LDS and DSI), the state has 

provided supports 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. The 

following section summarizes the key themes that emerged during the 2013–14 AIR interviews 

and site visits about data systems and data use, including the LDS, formative assessment, and data 

teams (staff who meet regularly in department- or grade-level groups to review and analyze data), 

and challenges that hindered the efficient and effective use of data at the school level. Because 

DSI’s vendor discontinued this system, HIDOE is transferring this item bank to a different 

platform that will be available to staff in the 2014–15 school year. During the 2013–2014 school 

year, schools still had access to the DSI system and were notified of the transition to Blackboard.  

In the final year of the evaluation, the study team did not gather data using the DSI system. 

Longitudinal Data System. The LDS combines information from several databases using a 

single sign-on system and includes student-level data, allowing users to monitor individualized 

student progress. Over the course of the RTTT grant, the state has enhanced the LDS, and use of 

the system by school leaders and teachers has increased—although the issue of adequate time 

among teachers to leverage the promise of the system remains a challenge. 

In the final year of RTTT, state administrators reflected on their continuing efforts to make the 

LDS more useful to school staff, particularly the development of customized dashboards that 

enable principals and teachers to more easily access, view, and use school data and 

individualized student growth reports. One administrator explained that the new customized 

dashboards bring “the data together in a way that allows our school-level folks to not even do 

analysis but just to answer questions and be informed of what the status of various elements is at 

their school.” In addition to the changes made to the LDS interface, state administrators cited 

improvements such as upgrades to the training materials for school staff, a shift to SharePoint 

2010, and the integration of LDS into other current projects.  

School-level use of the LDS has generally grown over the course of RTTT, although it has 

varied among the schools AIR visited in the last year of the study. Among the nine schools that 

provided feedback on the LDS, staff at five schools indicated that they used it in some capacity 

throughout the past year. Some principals and teachers reported that they did not have the time or 

motivation to learn the system, echoing the comments of some of the CASs. In general, 

DATA SYSTEMS AND DATA USE 

Access to and use of data is the third key area of reform embedded in Race to the Top, 
and it is a required strategy for all of Hawaii’s schools. As part of Race to the Top, the 
state is implementing two major data systems—the Longitudinal Data System (LDS) and 
the Data for School Improvement (DSI) system—and providing supports for data use, 
including data infrastructure, data coaches, trainings, school structures, and data teams. 
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respondents were appreciative of having a central location from which to access school- and 

student-level information. This availability did not, however, eliminate the primary challenge of 

having limited time to leverage data in a strategic and intentional way. 

Formative Instruction and Data Teams. Using formative instruction, coupled with the data 

team process, is one of the six priority strategies that all schools are required to implement. In 

general, RTTT has resulted in an increased use of formative assessments by teachers, with the 

resulting data informing the work of the data teams.  

Formative Assessments. Over the course of the three-year study, AIR observed an increase in 

teachers’ use of formative assessments. In the second year of evaluation (school year 2012–13), 

it appeared that teachers in seven of the 12 schools we visited used these assessments regularly 

(and the use of formative assessments was growing in the other five schools). In the third year 

(school year 2013–14), teachers across all 12 schools from which we gathered qualitative data 

reported using these assessments. It was clear from our discussions with school staff that they 

understood the state’s emphasis on data-driven instruction.  

The majority of negative feedback from teachers about formative assessments focused on the 

frequency of the assessment administration and the stress associated with testing, which both 

students and teachers experienced. Teachers also noted that frequent testing limited instructional 

time; the other stressors teachers experienced while implementing the six priority strategies in 

the 2013–14 school year compounded this concern.  

Data Teams. In the third year of the study, all schools in our site visit sample were implementing 

data teams to some degree. Staff from half of the schools we visited (six of the 12 schools) 

reported using data teams prior to RTTT, but they agreed that the state’s emphasis on data teams 

(and the subsequent inclusion of data teams in the six priority strategies) had increased the 

formality of these structures, the amount of data collected by staff, and the level of accountability 

for data documentation and use.  

The structure of the data teams among the schools we visited in 2014 varied in terms of the 

frequency and format of their meetings, but they all appeared to use the same standard process 

(collection and analysis of data, identification of goals, selection of instructional strategies, and 

ongoing monitoring and evaluation). The data teams met on a regular schedule, but these 

meetings ranged from daily to monthly frequencies across the schools. The format and size of the 

data teams also ranged, from content-area-specific to grade-level teams. Teachers reported 

reviewing formative assessment data to determine how to differentiate and drive instruction (re-

teaching and double-dosing were common strategies described by teachers) based on student 

needs. Staff across all of the schools AIR visited indicated that they used data to determine 

student groupings at the beginning of the school year, but the frequency with which staff 

revisited and altered these groupings was inconsistent across the site visit sample.  

Among teachers, there was general agreement that data teams have helped teachers identify 

struggling students and collaborate with each other to find and implement instructional support 

strategies. Many teachers noted that data teams were powerful because they allowed them to 

quantify student achievement instead of relying on their “gut” about each student’s progress. As 

one teacher explained, “It’s helped me realize sometimes kids will do better on that or 



 

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

worse…[according to the data] than I would have expected, and sometimes it makes me have to 

relook at that child.… Having the data gives me a better understanding of the child.” As we have 

described in previous evaluation reports, data teams also have facilitated an increase in teacher 

collaboration around common issues. 

Teachers greatly appreciated the support of data coaches to help analyze the data and determine 

how to make instructional changes based on those data. In particular, ZSI administrators lauded 

the data coaches and raised concerns about the sustainability of these positions after RTTT ends. 

As one ZSI vice principal noted, “It’s become the standard for our school and we’re embedding 

it in so many different types of meetings and student focus groups, so to lose two TIPS
7
 positions 

with RTTT out the door, I don’t know how we’re going to continue [the position] and sustain 

without [funding].” Another principal reported that the school was trying to build the capacity of 

grade-level leaders to facilitate data conversations, although “it’s not there yet.” Administrators 

expressed concern about adding another responsibility for teachers, and there was a desire across 

schools for having data coaches or other data supports for teachers. 

Challenges of Data Use. Establishing effective data teams in Hawaii’s schools has not been 

without its challenges. Teachers in the three ZSI schools, which piloted many of the state’s 

reform initiatives before they were rolled out statewide, indicated that it took them several years 

to fully understand the data team process. Several of the school leaders we spoke with noted that 

data teams were still a “work in progress.” Some interrelated factors that appear to have hindered 

implementation of high-functioning data teams include the following: (1) the level of teachers’ 

comfort and skills in translating the data team process into meaningful changes in their own 

classrooms, (2) concerns that the data team process, and its required documentation, are 

burdensome, and (3) a lack of buy-in among some teachers who characterize the data teams as 

mere “compliance.” 

Ensuring that the focus on data is translating into meaningful changes in instructional practices—

a challenge noted in previous years of the evaluation—continued to be a theme in AIR’s third-

year site visits. One principal said, “We’re still working on that second part to it. Okay, now 

we’re able to get the data.… How does it apply [to] our instruction?” Teachers also consistently 

expressed a need to streamline the data team’s data collection and documentation requirements. 

As one teacher reported, “I like the concept. I just feel that there needs to be an easier way and a 

faster way to collect data.” Many teachers said that the amount of data collection that was 

required had increased substantially since RTTT and they felt frustrated that the time it took to 

collect and review data reduced their opportunities to work with students. One teacher explained, 

“I don’t think they [HIDOE] realize how much time it takes and [that] it takes away from our 

teaching.” Many other teachers across the other schools we visited echoed this concern. 

                                                 
7
 TIPS (Teach Implement Perfect Sustain) multimember groups support schools in one of the ZSIs. 
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Teachers were also concerned about the 

data becoming “busy work” with too much 

required documentation (e.g., “we’re doing 

this for compliance”). Many staff wanted a 

more balanced approach to data teams that 

allowed more time and space for discussion 

around instructional strategies. One teacher 

remarked, “I have found that sometimes 

putting all this information into forms 

really impedes our process of discussion 

and our problem solving.” Another teacher 

worried that schools would “lose the whole 

benefit of data teams because then people 

just get swamped in paper.” Overall, there 

was a tension between formalizing the data 

team process (from data collection through 

analysis) and providing teachers with 

adequate time to discuss and plan together.  

DATA SYSTEMS AND DATA USE: 
EVALUATION FINDINGS AT A 

GLANCE 
 Over the course of Race to the Top, the state 

has continued to make improvements to the 
LDS. New customized dashboards help 
streamline school staff’s use of data. 
However, active use of the LDS by teachers 
was not yet evident across all of the schools 
we visited in the third year of the evaluation. 
It is important to note that in many schools, a 
data coach or other staff member who 
focuses on data, draws down information 
from the LDS and distributes to teachers. 

 Based our site visits, teachers’ use of 
formative assessments appears to have 
become more established since last year. 

 Data teams were widespread across the 
schools we visited in the third year of the 
study, with teachers noting an increase in 
peer collaboration and an emphasis on data-
driven instruction. Concerning challenges, 
teachers focused on the need to streamline 
the data team process and documentation 
requirements and to ensure that the process 
was meaningful to teachers (rather than 
something done only for compliance 
purposes). The availability of a data coach or 
“data champion” was identified as a critical 
support in ensuring that the data team 
process was feasible, given the other demands 
on teachers’ time. 

 The data teams are intended to help teachers 
make meaningful changes in their instruction 
based on the needs of each student. Although 
many teachers provided examples of how 
they have changed their instructional 
approaches as a result of an increased 
emphasis on the use of data, school leaders 
identified this area—as they have done in 
previous years of the evaluation—as one for 
additional training and support. 
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Great Teachers and Leaders 

 

Over the course of the RTTT grant, HIDOE has developed new recruitment procedures for 

teachers and principals, enhanced the statewide induction and mentoring program for new 

teachers, and pilot tested and rolled out the EES. The following sections outline the progress 

made over the last year in each major project within this assurance area. A summary of teacher 

feedback regarding their ongoing professional development needs follows each of these 

descriptions. 

Teacher and Principal Recruitment. As noted in previous evaluation reports, the state has 

streamlined the application process for teachers, provided incentives to hard-to-staff schools, given 

prioritized access to ZSIs for teacher applicants over other complex areas, and ensured that new 

teachers or teacher transfers—especially relative to Title I schools, schools in ZSIs, and STEM 

subjects—are “highly qualified,” as defined by Title II of the federal Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act. Concerning principals, the state has also focused on making it easier for principals 

certified on the mainland to move 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. In addition, HIDOE now allows out-of-state vice principals with three years of service 

to occupy these positions in the Hawaii school system.  

In all three years of the evaluation, AIR found that the state’s work to expand the teacher and 

principal pool had yet to significantly affect the school level, based on reports from principals in 

our site visit sample. However, in the long term, these efforts may likely yield an increased 

supply of high-quality teachers and leaders. As in the previous years of the evaluation, HIDOE 

staff indicated that some school leaders had yet to fully utilize the changes in the recruitment 

process. A state administrator said that the process of giving ZSIs prioritized access was a “good 

idea, and I don’t think we’ll ever shift from that, whether it worked or not, probably not very 

much… but there is a lot to do at the school, so they might not necessarily take advantage of 

[new recruitment policies] because there [are] other issues pending.” Another administrator 

noted that the hiring process went more smoothly during the 2013–14 school year than in the 

past, with the process starting earlier than usual: “So we started school with very few vacancies, 

which is unusual compared to prior years. I can’t comment specifically on whether Zone schools 

GREAT TEACHERS AND LEADERS 

Ensuring that schools have great teachers and leaders is a top priority for the state, with 
Race to the Top serving as the catalyst for reforms in the recruitment, training, and 
evaluation of school staff. Over the course of the Race to the Top grant, work in the Great 
Teachers and Leaders assurance area has focused on executing, and in some cases 
refining, initiatives to build and maintain a strong workforce, including (1) recruitment, 
alternative routes to certification, and the equitable distribution of effective teachers and 
leaders; (2) induction and mentoring supports for new teachers; (3) teacher and principal 
performance evaluations; and (4) systems of support focused on effective professional 
development.  
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felt like they had a deeper pool to draw from or not. But I do know the process seemed much 

more orderly for lack of better terms. There was very little anxiety, very few fires needed to be 

put out, which is not how it was in prior years.” 

Among the CASs, there was a general sense that the pool of qualified teachers had not changed. 

Specific challenges included a shortage of staff to work in rural schools and of qualified vice 

principals. For example, five of the CASs said that vice principals and school administrators had 

received temporary assignments. Three CASs explicitly noted the need for more school 

administrators resulting from the number of classroom observations required as part of the EES. 

AIR heard similar remarks from school-level staff, with the majority (nine out of 10 school 

leaders responding to this question) indicating their view that the teacher recruitment process and 

the available pool of qualified staff had not changed as a result of RTTT. 

Leadership Development. In the final year of RTTT, HIDOE has placed a much stronger 

emphasis on building the capacity of school leaders. In 2013, the state created the Leadership 

Institute—a new office that reports directly to the Office of the Superintendent and whose 

mission is to “continue and strengthen the support and development of effective leadership in 

Hawaii’s public schools.” The Leadership Institute encompasses all of the state’s staff 

development efforts. These include the Teacher Leader Academy; the Hawaii Certification 

Institute for School Leaders (a certification vehicle for leaders who wish to pursue a career 

pathway in school administration); the Alternative Certification for School Administrators 

Program; and a program known as Foundations in Operations, which offers year-round learning 

opportunities to support temporary assignment vice principals and other school administrators. 

The office also includes the Vice Principal Academy—which prepares vice principals for 

principalship by building mastery of the competencies necessary to function as highly effective 

partners in school improvement and student achievement—and the New Principal Academy (a 

two-year induction program). Finally, the office offers a Leadership Symposium—a one-day 

professional learning event that provides a system of support through sharing practical, evidence-

based strategies and tools for learning organizations.  

The state’s increased focus on leadership over the last year (the new principal academy, for 

example, expanded from a one-year program into a two-year program) is aligned with the rollout 

of the six priority strategies. A HIDOE administrator reflected on the state’s approach, 

observing, “The theory behind that is simply that we’re asking more than we ever have before of 

principals, and for folks who are new to that role it’s a particular challenge this year, because of 

all the implementation [of the six priority strategies].”  

Induction and Mentoring Program. The state’s induction and mentoring program, one of the 

six priority strategies, is designed to increase effectiveness in teaching, help retain high-quality 

staff, and provide ongoing, job-embedded professional development. The mentor and induction 

model is the same as last year, with one exception: A full-time CAST member is now dedicated 

to the program at the complex area level.  

As in the previous two years of the evaluation, feedback regarding the program was positive. 

School leaders and teachers across all 12 schools AIR visited in 2014 characterized the program 

as an important support mechanism for staff members who were new to the teaching field. In 

addition, most staff we spoke with continued to note the value of the cultural aspect of the 
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program, which they thought was useful for new teachers from the mainland who were not 

familiar with Native Hawaiian history, traditions, and culture. 

Although the vast majority of CASs supported the concept of full release mentors in schools, 

many voiced concerns that there was not enough funding to create these full-time positions. One 

CAS reported, “The infrastructure that we have is limited because we don’t have the resources to 

set up the dedicated mentoring positions that the state would like us to do—the 1:15 [mentor to 

mentee ratio]—we just can’t do that. We don’t have the funding to create all of those full release 

mentor positions.” Another CAS noted the difficulty of creating the full release mentor positions 

resulting from Title II state funding cuts. The CAS stated, “Usually, in the past we were able to, 

with our Title II, fund two positions. This year we were able to only fund one, so I have to 

actually buy a position through some other funding.” Because of a lack of sufficient funding for 

full release mentors, several CASs opted for alternative mentor positions, in which mentors also 

served as instructional coaches or teachers at the schools. 

State administrators acknowledged the need to address the issues of resource allocation and scale 

among the CASs and schools. One state administrator commented, “One of the challenges when 

you have this decentralized model…is that it’s not scaled at a sufficient level. You have 

inconsistencies in terms of the ability of the complex areas to deliver induction and mentoring on 

a consistent basis.” Another state administrator expressed the belief that small schools that do not 

receive Title I funding face a disadvantage in implementing the program because of resource 

allocation. In late 2013, the state indicated that, to mitigate these concerns, it would allocate the 

appropriate funding to schools.  

The only major criticism by teachers and principals of the induction and mentoring program had 

to do with concerns about adequately funding the program (as noted earlier) and the burden it 

placed on both mentors and “mentees” in terms of the time required to participate fully. Teachers 

also expressed concerns (more so than in previous years of the evaluation) about the time it took 

to participate in the induction and mentoring program (e.g., Saturday workshops, paperwork 

required by the program), particularly in light of the other expectations placed on teachers during 

the 2013–14 school year. Both teachers and administrators at six of the 12 schools we visited in 

2014 voiced this issue.  

Staff were also worried about the ability to sustain highly effective teachers as mentors given the 

time required of them and the pressures staff were experiencing in relation to the state’s reform 

efforts (particularly the EES). One former mentor reflected, “I’ve been a mentor—mentor level 

three—and yes, it does take time and I just don’t have that now, not with everything coming 

down. I had to give up something. I gave that up.” Another teacher remarked, “I’ve been asked 

[to be a mentor] and I just can’t handle anything more right now.” 

Educator Effectiveness System. Improving the teacher performance evaluation system has played 

a critical role in the state’s overall education reform strategy. In 2013, the state and the Hawaii 

State Teachers’ Association agreed to a new teacher contract, which includes a new performance 

evaluation (see side bar on the next page for a description of the EES’s key components) that 

considers teachers’ professional practice and contributions to student learning and growth when 

determining an effectiveness rating, and additional hours of training and professional support for 

teachers. A key component of the new contract is the relationship between compensation and 
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performance. Beginning in July 2015, all pay increases will be tied to a satisfactory or effective 

performance. The EES was rolled out statewide during the 2013–14 school year, but EES ratings 

will not be tied to teacher compensation until the 2014–15 school year.  

In the final year of the RTTT grant, HIDOE 

provided supports to schools to implement the EES, 

among which EES CAST members appear to have 

played a critical role. EES CAST members met once 

a month in a learning community with the state and 

receive weekly updates from the EES state project 

manager. Five of the CASs we spoke with 

specifically described the value of the EES CAST 

member in working with schools. In fact, when AIR 

asked leaders and teachers how they worked with the 

CAST in general, they mentioned the EES CAST 

member most frequently and in a positive light. 

The state went from a pilot of the EES that included 

approximately 81 schools to full implementation in 

over 250 schools in the final year of RTTT. With the 

introduction of a complex system, start-up 

challenges naturally emerged. One state 

administrator said, “We’re moving so fast that they 

do not have much time to make changes as they go 

along.” Staff at the state, complex area, and school 

levels generally agreed on the major challenges that 

have hindered EES implementation across the 

state—the most common being the workload created 

by the system. For example, among CASs, more 

than three quarters noted the extensive time required 

to plan for and implement the EES.  

School-level perceptions of the EES were largely 

critical and focused on the burden created by the 

system. Broadly, teacher comments typically fell 

into one of two categories: criticism of the EES and 

its ties to teacher compensation and open-mindedness about the EES and the value of its 

components. The latter group of teachers tended to emphasize the need for the EES to identify 

high-quality teachers and those who lack the appropriate skills to serve in the classroom, 

especially if the state is going to require staff to undergo what teachers consider an extensive and 

complex evaluation process. One teacher said, “After they get all the data together, make sure 

there is accountability that, at the end of the day…a proficient and distinguished teacher is not 

treated the same way as [those who are not].” This group of teachers worried that the state would 

not accurately identify high-quality professionals—and teachers they considered to be failing 

their students—through the EES. The following sections provide school-level feedback on three 

of the main EES components: classroom observations, SLOs, and the Tripod Survey. 

COMPONENTS OF  
THE EDUCATOR 

EFFECTIVENESS SYSTEM 

Classroom Observations, using the 
Charlotte Danielson Framework for 

Teaching for classroom teachers (or 

Working Portfolios for non-classroom 

teachers) 

Student Perspectives, using the Tripod 
Student Survey 

Core Professionalism, using the Charlotte 
Danielson Framework for Teaching 

Student Growth, using Student Growth 
Percentiles (SGP) from the Hawaii Growth 
Model 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs), 
intended to link planning, classroom 
instruction, and assessment with student 
learning goals, integrating the data team 
process to monitor student progress 
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Classroom Observations. Teachers generally characterized classroom observations as helpful, 

although they often perceived them to be overly time consuming and subjective. Among the 12 

schools AIR visited in 2014, the majority of teachers at 10 schools described the classroom 

observation process as valuable, enabling them to reflect on their practice and providing them 

with a new mechanism with which to collaborate with school administrators.  

Teachers’ concerns about the observations did not typically focus on the Danielson Framework 

itself but rather on the observation process. For example, at two of the schools (one of which was 

a ZSI school), the majority of staff expressed a general sense of being overwhelmed and 

burdened by the observations. As one teacher commented, “It takes a tremendous amount of time 

and again, the time’s not really built in. I know that admin seem really overburdened to me and 

their stress gets somewhat, you know, pushed onto us.” Similarly, principals’ overwhelming 

critique related to the time that the classroom observations demanded—which teachers also 

observed about their school leaders. Principals repeatedly described the burden of scheduling and 

conducting observations, as well as preobservation and postobservation conferences with 

teachers (compounded by the preconferences and postconferences required for the SLOs). Many 

teachers and administrators noted that school operations suffered because of the time the EES 

required of school leaders.  

Another issue related to the observation process is a perceived lack of objectivity, qualifications, 

and/or consistency on the part of the observers, which classroom staff at six of the 12 schools 

expressed. Teachers worried that inconsistent and/or subjective observers would make it difficult 

for them to receive a distinguished rating. One teacher said, “There’s a rubric, but…from what 

we’ve been hearing, it seems like it’s kind of impossible to get to ‘proficient’ and 

‘distinguished.’” Several teachers commented that they hoped they would get the “fair” observer 

among those available at the school (there seemed to be consensus on who was a “good” 

observer and who was not). In several secondary schools, teachers reported frustration that their 

administrator lacked background or training in their specific subject content (e.g., biology) and 

thus, they believed, could not fairly evaluate their lessons. 

Teachers at six of the 12 schools also discussed concerns about having to put on a “dog and 

pony” show for their observation, given that it was scheduled in advance for a specific date and 

time. As one teacher commented, “I liked it before when they just walked in and they got what 

they got.… I don’t like the whole idea of putting on a big show, because to me it’s frustrating to 

know that some teachers are putting on a big show…and the rest of the week, or the rest of the 

day, or the rest of the quarter they’re not as effective.” Another teacher reflected on her peers: 

“They [other teachers] put on their best show for one day and all the other days they can just 

slack off and do whatever they want.”  

Student Learning Objectives. Although some school staff said they recognize the value of 

SLOs, many agreed that the state failed to effectively roll out this component of the EES. 

Specifically, the process felt rushed because principals (who then trained their staff) received 

training shortly before SLOs were due. As one principal mentioned, the SLO component “wasn’t 

rolled out until this year.… I thought they should have clarified and trained all the teachers first 

before it was implemented. We did the best we could and we changed as new information was 

received.” Another vice principal explained, “The SLOs are overwhelming. It’s frustrating when 

it feels like it’s been rushed too much. It’s frustrating when the presenters have just learned about 
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it, and they’re trying to come in and teach us about it, but yet they still haven’t mastered the 

SLOs. They aren’t sure. You can tell they’re not confident.” 

Although teachers from several schools mentioned that they had participated in training, they 

were still unclear about the objectives and various components of the SLOs. As one teacher 

explained, the initial training was “confusing—they need time to work through them [the 

SLOs].…I think it was unclear and got a lot of us nervous because we didn’t know what was 

expected, and we felt another thing on our plate to deal with in addition to Danielson, Common 

Core, and all the changes going on.” Although the state provided examples for school-level staff, 

staff from four different schools mentioned that these examples were insufficient or unhelpful 

because they needed ones that varied more across subject areas and grades. 

Concerning the SLOs themselves, the overwhelming feedback from school staff focused on the 

extensive amount of time it took to develop them and to meet with school administrators for the 

pre- and post-SLO conferences. School staff did report strategies they had used to lessen the 

burden of SLOs and/or learn from one another. In three schools, for example, teachers worked on 

the SLOs together in grade-level cohorts. At another school, staff worked hard to have teachers 

convene and work on their SLOs in a group setting, with a state representative and resource 

teachers available to help the staff complete them.  

Tripod Survey. Although teachers from three schools commented that they found the survey 

data valuable in helping them reflect on their instructional practice, staff from the vast majority 

of schools indicated that the wording of the Tripod Survey was confusing or unclear. For 

example, the survey included several reverse-coded items that the staff perceived as challenging 

for students to interpret.  

Other criticisms of the survey, which echoed remarks from previous years of the evaluation, 

focused on the appropriateness of the Tripod for particular populations—namely early 

elementary (particularly kindergarten) students, special education students, and English language 

learners. One teacher said that the survey was particularly challenging for her younger students 

who often take items literally. She explained, “The reading level is not appropriate. For example, 

one item is worded ‘Does your teacher push you to be better?’ and the students were saying ‘No, 

because my teachers don’t push me.’” Another teacher who administered the Tripod survey to a 

third-grade class explained, “I could tell they didn’t understand a large portion of the questions 

because they were asking me questions that I was not supposed to answer. And so I had to tell 

them to skip it.… Having people skip a question...I would say it’s not an effective survey.” 

The Future of the EES. Since AIR’s 2014 site visits, HIDOE has responded to feedback on the 

EES (gathered through a teacher leader workgroup, teacher surveys, teacher forums, and a spring 

2014 interim memo submitted to the state for this evaluation) and addressed some of the major 

concerns of state, complex area, and school staff. The state will implement 18 changes to the 

EES requirements and processes, targeted at reducing the burden on school staff and increasing 

efficiency. Among the revisions, the state has reduced the number of classroom observations, 

Tripod survey administrations, and SLOs required for each teacher and school. Moving forward, 

HIDOE will also differentiate the number of observations for teachers based on their abilities and 

experience so that less effective or less experienced teachers will have more observations than 

those who have been rated as highly effective or effective. HIDOE also plans to eliminate the 
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demographic questions on the Tripod survey 

and exempt students in Grades K–2 from the 

questionnaire. Last, HIDOE has allowed 

more flexibility in the SLOs and the 

Working Portfolio to better reflect actual job 

duties and the goals of nonclassroom 

teachers, such as special education 

instructors.  

Professional Development Opportunities 

for Teachers. During AIR’s site visits to 

schools in the second and third years of the 

evaluation, we asked teachers to identify 

topics they would want to focus on if they 

had two to three days available for 

professional development. In the second 

year evaluation, the most common request 

among teachers was additional training on 

the Common Core State Standards.  

In the third year of the study, the Common 

Core remained the most frequently 

identified professional development need, 

emphasized by staff in at least nine of the 12 

schools as a specific area of interest. 

Teachers also identified more varied 

training needs, beyond the Common Core 

State Standards, than in previous years of 

the evaluation. At seven schools, teachers 

requested more support on strategies to 

differentiate instruction. Other training 

topics of interest included the EES in 

general (at three schools) and SLOs 

specifically (at three schools), as well as the 

inclusion of children with special needs, 

data teams, and the use of technology in the 

classroom. 

GREAT TEACHERS AND LEADERS: 
EVALUATION FINDINGS AT A 

GLANCE: 
 Improvements to the teacher recruitment 

process have not yet had an impact on 
school-level hiring, according to principals 
from AIR’s site visits. It appears to be too 
early to gauge the outcome of reforms in this 
area, although HIDOE staff indicated that the 
overall process, from a state perspective, has 
been smoother than in years past.  

 In this last year of Race to the Top, the state 
has placed more resources into building the 
leadership capacity of teachers and principals 
through enhanced programs and services. 

 Over the course of the three-year study, the 
induction and mentoring program was viewed 
as a highly valuable and successful initiative. 
However, staff expressed concern about the 
time required to participate in the program 
(more so than in previous years of the 
evaluation).  

 The overwhelming majority of teachers and 
leaders expressed concern about the 
workload resulting from the EES and the 
rushed training for and implementation of the 
SLOs in particular. After AIR’s site visits, the 
state made changes to the EES, responding to 
feedback from the field, in an effort to reduce 
principals’ workload and ensure that the 
system results in high-quality feedback to 
effectively support teachers.  

 Professional development on the Common 
Core State Standards continued to be the 
most common need identified by teachers in 
AIR’s site visits, echoing comments voiced in 
previous years of the study. Teachers also 
frequently requested strategies to 
differentiate instruction.  
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Zones of School Innovation 

 

Over the course of RTTT, the state has focused training, resources, and increased operational 

flexibility on supporting ZSIs. The schools in these Zones piloted most aspects of the state’s 

reform agenda before the six priority strategies were mandated statewide in the 2013–14 school 

year. In the words of one CAS, the Zones “were given an advance to practice some of the state’s 

plan.”  

Reflecting on the outcomes associated with the ZSIs, several HIDOE staff focused on an 

increased level of collaboration between the state and the Zone schools, as well as among the 

schools within the ZSI complex areas. One 

state administrator described the “tremendous 

cohesion among the schools that has been 

fostered and nurtured by the whole [Race to 

the Top] initiative.” Another HIDOE 

administrator reported that the Zones had 

brought “us closer together, and [they] forced 

us to collaborate more on a much deeper 

level.” A noted outcome of improved 

collaboration within the Zones has been a 

focus on strengthening student transitions 

across the grades. 

The progress monitoring system developed 

for the Zones, has been particularly helpful, according to HIDOE administrators: “It makes for 

some discomfort and a lot of work,” one administrator observed, “but it’s one of those things that 

constantly refocuses us on what we’re doing and how we’re doing it.” The state has held regular 

internal meetings to track the progress of the Zones as well as maintained frequent 

communication with the ZSI leadership. As described in the second year evaluation report, the 

ZSI CASs indicated having a dedicated lead within HIDOE for the Zones was particularly 

helpful in responding to their issues in a timely manner. 

Complex area superintendents overseeing the Zones echoed the remarks offered by state staff. 

Being part of the Zones, one explained, “gave us the opportunity and resources to improve.… 

ZONES OF SCHOOL INNOVATION 

As part of its Race to the Top efforts, the state established two Zones of School 
Innovation (ZSIs), which include low-performing schools as well as the schools that either 
feed into or feed from them (a total of 18 HIDOE schools and seven public charter 
schools). This approach captures the feeder school system and attempts to address the 
problem of nonalignment within systems of schools serving the same students as they 
move through their education. In addition to a higher level of monitoring from the state, 
Zone-specific programs include increased access to early childhood education, extended 
learning opportunities, and leadership training. 

 

The Zones are “completely different [after 
Race to the Top]… in terms of their ability to 
be successful, and their optimism towards 
success, and the ways they raise their 
expectations for students… work 
together…and provide services and think 
outside the box to do them.” 

–State Administrator 
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That has been tremendous.” In addition, both ZSI complex area superintendents commented on 

the improved information technology opportunities afforded through RTTT (e.g., upgraded 

technological infrastructure, including Internet access). At the same time, however, they 

expressed concern about their ability to sustain the current level of service and staffing beyond 

RTTT and reported that they were continually searching for external funding sources, including 

ones for early childhood education (see next section). 

Early Childhood Education Subsidies. Over the course of the grant, the state has provided over 

600 subsidies to families with young children living in ZSI neighborhoods and supported over 

300 classroom spaces for four-year-old children. In addition, HIDOE staff described ongoing 

partnerships with the Hawaii Office of Early Learning and the Department of Human Services to 

ensure “subsidies are going to be provided to areas that most need it.” CASs reported on their 

ongoing efforts to ensure young children’s access to preschool beyond the RTTT grant cycle, 

including partnerships with early childhood stakeholders and faith-based organizations, to build 

community buy-in for high-quality early childhood programming. 

It is important to consider the Race to the Top work related to early childhood within the context 

of larger, statewide efforts in this area. The Office of Early Learning, created in 2012, 

spearheaded a movement to develop a statewide early childhood development and learning 

system in Hawaii, signed into law by the governor in June 2013. HIDOE is currently in the 

process of rolling out a new public prekindergarten program in 20 elementary schools for the 

2014–15 school year. The goal is to offer developmentally appropriate curriculum focused on 

student outcomes to better prepare students for kindergarten and future academic success. This 

program will target four-year-old children eligible for free and reduced-price lunch, who were 

born between August 1, 2009, and July 31, 2010. The Executive Office of Early Childhood 

Education will provide teachers with ongoing professional development activities to support and 

train them on Hawaii’s Early Learning and Development Standards.  

Extended Learning Time. Extended learning time (ELT) has undergone various transitions over 

the course of RTTT. ELT is a priority specific to the ZSI schools that provides additional 

instructional opportunities for students and additional professional development time for 

educators to help improve student achievement. Originally, the state intended ELT to be a true 

extension of the school day, with teachers contractually obliged to work a longer day and 

mandatory student participation. In the second year evaluation, AIR found considerable variation 

in how schools were using ELT, with many teachers reporting that they lacked guidance on how 

to use the time effectively and lacked adequate preparation time to determine how to use ELT. 

As a result, the state changed its approach to ELT for the 2013–14 school year, targeting 

supports only to students who required additional time and support. 
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Purchasing digital devices for each student has 

been the centerpiece of ELT during the 2013–14 

school year, and it will continue to be part of the 

plan for sustaining the program in the future. 

This is partly because in-school efforts have 

proved too costly (primarily because of 

transportation of students for early morning or 

afterschool ELT). In the last year of the RTTT 

grant, a HIDOE administrator explained, “This 

year [ELT] looks like a combination of in-

school and outside of school computer 

technology interventions for students.” Another 

state staff member called it “the backpack 

model, so kids can take their technology with 

them and they can practice and improve” at 

home. Although schools may continue to host 

in-school tutoring and student support sessions, 

the state will no longer fund such efforts as part 

of ELT. The digital devices will still be 

available after the RTTT funds have expired, 

allowing students to focus on their mathematics 

and language arts skills at home, while working 

with a teacher who is monitoring their progress 

during the school year. 

In terms of in-school ELT programs, the state 

has provided complex areas with a set of 

requirements and asked them to submit 

proposals regarding individualized plans for 

ELT implementation. Schools and complex 

areas have the flexibility to develop and adjust 

their programs to best meet the needs of their 

students.  

The ZSI complex area superintendents spoke 

positively of ELT in the 2013–14 school year. One CAS reported, “After we looked at the data, 

we determined that the schools that did extended learning time around critical thinking and 

inquiry, that’s when we saw their science scores go up.” One CAS indicated that there were 

plans to continue ELT during the next school year, beyond the scope of RTTT. The second CAS 

described a connection between the early childhood supports and ELT: “We’re trying to build 

the capacity so that our early childhood program gets our kids ready for…entering kindergarten. 

Extended learning time takes on a broader look at [kindergarten] readiness, as well as readiness 

for each level.” 

In the third year evaluation, most school staff from the three ZSI schools reported a new focus on 

intervention and enrichment activities through ELT, concentrating on online individualized 

instruction through programs such as I-Ready and Achieve 3000, which help teachers easily 

SUPPORTING THE ZONES OF 

SCHOOL INNOVATION: 
EVALUATION FINDINGS AT  
A GLANCE 
 State administrators and CASs emphasized 

the general success of the ZSIs established 
through Race to the Top. 

 State administrators identified increased 
collaboration between the Zones and the 
state, as well as within the Zones, as a 
positive outcome of Race to the Top.  

 Extended learning time—an initiative 
unique to the ZSIs—has gone through 
several transformations over the course of 
Race to the Top. Beginning as an extra hour 
of instruction for all students, ELT will now 
focus on the use of digital devices that all 
students can take home. Changes to the 
program resulted from concerns about its 
effectiveness and cost. 

 Ongoing efforts to sustain strategies 
designed to improve access to high-quality 
preschool continue in the Zones, in the 
context of larger state reform activities in 
this area. 
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monitor student performance. In addition, some teachers indicated that they were incorporating 

more hands-on lessons to help individualize instruction for students with different learning 

styles. Teachers mentioned growth in reading and mathematics scores among students who 

regularly attended these ELT sessions.  

ELT challenges for the ZSI schools were associated primarily with attendance and 

transportation. Morning ELT sessions, held before school began, proved difficult during winter 

because many students lacked transportation in the dark, early-morning hours. Despite these 

issues, however, many teachers saw students greatly benefit from more individualized instruction 

during these ELT sessions, and they appreciated the flexibility in designing and implementing 

these supports.  

Beginning in 2011–2012, under RTTT, the ZSIs continued to offer afterschool programming at 

all their intermediate and middle schools including Intermediate Athletics. HIDOE will continue 

to support both programs in SY 2014-2015 using 21
st
 Century Community Learning Center 

grants. 

Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics 

 

Over the course of RTTT, the focus on STEM has increased, although the challenges schools 

encounter while integrating STEM subjects into their curricula have persisted. Current STEM 

activities in Hawaii are varied. They include a virtual STEM center for students; an online 

teacher learning community using EdModo (a web-based social learning platform that provides a 

secure place for teachers and students to collaborate); a bank of resources for teachers; a STEM 

resource teacher in each complex area under the CAST structure; and a capstone course with a 

STEM special recognition diploma to be launched for the class of 2016. According to state staff 

interviewed in the third year of the study, the online STEM learning community has been 

particularly successful in engaging school staff.  

At the complex area level, the newly funded STEM resource teachers (part of the new CAST 

structure) played a vital role in developing and driving STEM integration and sustainability in 

schools this year, according to all the CASs we interviewed in the third year of the study. The 

CASs noted that these staff members assisted schools by providing resources, activities, and unit 

plans, as well as training and support to school-level STEM coordinators, principals, and 

teachers. The CASs voiced concern about the elimination of the STEM CAST position after the 

2013–14 school year. Some CASs reported their own funding plans to maintain this position next 

year. Others are trying to create sustainable alternatives, such as using the Common Core State 

Standards to integrate STEM in schools or embedding resources in schools that will last beyond 

the RTTT funding cycle.  

SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, ENGINEERING, AND MATHEMATICS 

An important component of Hawaii’s Race to the Top work is integrating STEM subjects 
(science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) into schools’ curricula—and 
increasing the emphasis schools place on these subjects—to foster students’ ability to 
problem solve, think critically, and collaborate.  
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Although almost half of the CASs believed there is room to significantly improve STEM 

integration in their complex areas, several pointed to a marked increase in STEM opportunities 

for students during the 2013–14 school year. For example, the CASs described an increase in 

school participation in robotics teams and science fairs, as well as a stronger focus on project-

based learning that integrated STEM and “real world” topics. In working toward sustainability, 

four complex area superintendents explained that they had been building partnerships with 

community organizations, local businesses, and/or the University of Hawaii. These partners have 

provided funding for complex area STEM integration initiatives, offered internships and 

opportunities for students to engage in hands-on experience, and provided relevant teacher 

professional development. 

School-level staff expressed a more mixed view of STEM implementation than did the CASs. 

Teachers and leaders from the vast majority of schools AIR visited reported that their STEM 

programs were “a work in progress.” Staff at four of the 12 schools reported that they had 

developed partnerships with a university, a community college, local technology firms and 

businesses, and/or the county; in some cases they had obtained external grants to assist in 

funding and/or providing STEM activities. Almost every school reported having some type of 

STEM activity available to students. However, many staff reported that intentional and 

systematic integration of STEM into the school curriculum across content areas and within every 

grade level is rare—a finding that emerged in previous years of this study. In most schools, staff 

reported that STEM offerings occurred only in specific elective courses and were almost 

exclusively in the science department, career technical education courses, or extracurricular 

activities. Five principals reported that they did not fully understand what the STEM integration 

model look liked, citing a need for more professional development and training (including grade-

specific training).  

Common challenges identified by staff include a lack of teachers with the background and 

knowledge necessary to integrate STEM into their curriculum, a lack of updated equipment and 

state funding to carry out STEM activities, and a lack of time to develop a new curriculum 

incorporating new standards and STEM units or activities. Other issues include a lack of funding 

for travel to participate in robotics competitions, science fairs, and contests and a lack of 

appropriate technology and materials. The success of STEM among those limited schools that 

did have more STEM offerings appeared to result from having “champions”—one or two 

teachers who were passionate about the subject and willing to work beyond their contractual job 

roles to execute STEM integration. 
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Changes to Education Policy  
and Professional Practice 

The following section integrates data from multiple sources to provide a picture of the policies 

and practices associated with Hawaii’s Race to the Top (RTTT)—specifically changes observed 

from the early stages of the grant (2011) to its final year (2014). Throughout this chapter, we 

present findings from Year 1 and Year 3 of the evaluation (2011—12 through 2013—14) to 

focus on changes across the RTTT grant period. The primary source of data was a statewide 

teacher and principal survey, which was administered in all three years of the evaluation to all 

principals in the state and to a representative sample of 60 schools across the state that included 

approximately 3,000 teachers.  

In the third and final year of the evaluation, the overall response rate was 62 percent for teachers 

and 84 percent for principals. The 60 schools sampled for the teacher survey were included in all 

three years of the survey. Among principals, 240 of 285 schools (84 percent) had responses this 

year, and 187 of 285 schools (65 percent) had responses in all three years. Appendix B provides 

additional detail on the composition of each year’s teacher and principal response sample.
8
 

Sampling weights were applied to the teacher survey 

results in order to make general statements about 

teachers’ perceptions in schools across the state as a 

whole. In addition, analyses of other relevant extant data 

are integrated into this chapter to provide a 

comprehensive picture of RTTT, including the 

Beginning Teacher Online Survey, Longitudinal Data 

System (LDS) usage data maintained by Hawaii 

Department of Education (HIDOE), and the Hawaii 

State School Readiness Assessment. 

First, we present the scores for the different survey 

constructs, each of which is based on multiple survey 

items that focus on a particular topic. This approach 

allows us to summarize the survey data and provide an 

overall picture of how teachers’ and principals’ 

perceptions and practices have changed since the first 

year of the study. After presenting the broad survey 

constructs, we then present findings for selected 

individual survey items (organized by Assurance Area). 

As noted earlier, other extant data are woven into this 

section where relevant. 

                                                 
8
 To use all data gathered in each year’s survey, all survey results presented in this chapter draw on the full samples 

from each year. Thus, year-to-year differences may be due to changes in the composition of the respondent sample. 

However, as shown in Appendix B, the samples are similar in terms of key school characteristics, supporting the 

assumption that year-on-year differences in aggregate survey responses are driven primarily by changing school 

conditions rather than sample composition.  

HOW DOES THE 

TIMING OF THE AIR 

EVALUATION RELATE 

TO THE HAWAII’S 

RACE TO THE TOP?  

Hawaii received its RTTT grant in 
August 2010 and the AIR 
evaluation began in 2011. We 
refer to the first year evaluation 
survey as the “Year 1 survey” 
(which aligns to the second year 
of RTTT) and the third year 
evaluation survey as the “Year 3 
survey” (the fourth and final 
year of RTTT).  
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We describe how schools have changed since the first year of our study (Year 1), which 

corresponds with the second year of the RTTT grant—that is, changes between survey responses 

in the first year of the evaluation (in 2011–12) and survey responses in the third year of the 

evaluation (2013–14). We also specifically examine results from this year’s (Year 3) survey. In 

other words, we answer three key questions: 

1. In the final year of RTTT, what has changed for teachers and principals since the first 

survey was administered in 2012?  

2. What has changed specifically for ZSI teachers and principals?  

3. What differences do we observe in the final year of the study between teachers and principals 

in the ZSIs and those outside the ZSIs?  

Findings by Survey Construct 

The teacher and principal surveys were designed to reliably measure a range of constructs related 

to RTTT. Our survey included multiple items that explored different aspects of each construct, 

and we used a method called Rasch analysis to examine teacher and principal responses to the 

survey constructs. The goal of this analysis is to synthesize what can be an overwhelming 

number of individual survey items, grouping related items into “constructs” or topics. Findings 

by survey construct are summarized here, and Appendix C provides details of this analysis.  

Exhibit 1 provides a guide to the survey constructs, as well as a summary of the items that are 

included in each construct. The summary is not meant to be inclusive of all the survey items that 

are included within each construct but rather is intended to help the reader gain a basic 

understanding of each construct. 

Exhibit 1. Guide to the Survey Constructs 

Construct Sample Survey Items 

Readiness to implement the Common 
Core State Standards 

Participation in Common Core training and the extent to which staff have modified 
assessments, instructional materials, and pacing guides to align with the Common 
Core; staff reports of feeling prepared to implement the Common Core 

Challenges to standards-based 
instruction  

Challenges to implementing standards-based instruction, such as lack of training on 
instructional strategies, limited availability of aligned instructional materials, and lack 
of time to learn about standards 

School’s use of data to improve 
instruction  

Extent to which the school engages in the analysis of data, uses a data system, meets 
in data teams, and uses data to make changes in practice 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on 
student data  

Staff comfort working with data, translating data into practice, and development of 
interventions based on data.  

Challenges using data to make 
instructional decisions  

Challenges such as lack of time to focus on data or collaborate with others, limited 
confidence in data systems, and not enough or too much data 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment (HSA) 
data  

Extent to which staff use HSA data to identify students needing support, tailor 
instruction to individual needs, and identify or correct gaps in the curriculum 

Use of formative assessments to 
inform instruction 

Extent to which staff use formative assessments to tailor instruction to individual 
students’ needs, examine the performance of student subgroups, and assign 
students to classes or groups 
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Construct Sample Survey Items 

Challenges with having a qualified 
teaching force  

Challenges such as lack of professional development (PD) or mentoring for new 
teachers, difficulty retaining teachers, and insufficient compensation 

Satisfaction with professional 
development  

Satisfaction with PD opportunities, including the extent to which PD activities, 
professional growth plans, participation in learning communities, and guidance from 
a mentor teacher are considered useful 

Effectiveness of activities and 
resources to improve the school 

Extent to which staff find activities or resources effective in improving school 
performance, such as teacher incentives, improved technology infrastructure, and 
targeted assistance from external providers 

Resource-based challenges to 
improving school performance 

Challenges such as a lack of resources, large class sizes, insufficient number of 
textbooks, materials that are not aligned with standards, and limited funding  

People-based (staff, students, 
parents) challenges to improving 
school performance  

Challenges related to school staff, students, and parents, such as student behavior 
problems, a high rate of student turnover, low staff morale, and lack of support from 
parents 

Perception of positive school 
environment  

Extent to which teachers agree with statements regarding a common school vision 
and shared values and philosophies of education.  

Perception of RTTT implementation Perception of RTTT implementation, including the state’s communication, changes in 
practice and new resources resulting from RTTT, the value of RTTT, and the 
transparency of RTTT funding 

Value of academic and financial 
planning* 

Perceived value of academic plans, alignment with complex area and state priorities, 
impact on school’s planning and decision making, and the utility of Academic Review 
Teams (ARTs) 

Engagement and effectiveness of data 
teams*  

Extent to which principals believe data teams impact on instruction, increase teacher 
collaboration, help staff discuss common formative assessment 

*These two constructs apply to principals only. In addition, these two constructs were added to the second-year survey and 
thus first-year data are not available. 

The following section describes survey construct findings for principals and teachers (more 

detailed reporting on the survey construct analysis is included in Appendix C).
9
  

Statewide Results for the Survey Constructs: Relative to Year 1, principals this year were 

more ready to implement the Common Core and had significantly more positive perceptions of 

RTTT. However, from Year 1 to Year 3, there was a significant decrease in the degree to which 

principals used formative assessment data to inform instruction. There was also a significant 

increase in reported people-based challenges (related to staff, students, and parents such as low 

staff morale, student behavior problems, a high rate of student turnover, and lack of support from 

parents) and resource-based challenges (such as a lack of resources, large class sizes, insufficient 

number of textbooks, materials that are not aligned with standards, and limited funding) among 

principals from Year 1 to Year 3. 

                                                 
9
 Survey constructs are presented in this section, using Rasch-generated scale scores, which were computed using 

survey results from principals who responded to the survey in each. Similarly, the scores for teachers include survey 

results from teachers who responded in Year 1 and teachers who responded in Year 2, regardless of whether a 

teacher responded in both years. The mean teacher scores are computed using school-level means, weighted at the 

school level.  
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Relative to the Year 1 survey, teachers in Year 3 

were more ready to implement the Common 

Core, and they viewed RTTT more favorably. 

However, the extent to which teachers reported 

using HSA data and formative assessment data 

to inform their instructional practices decreased 

significantly, and teachers were significantly 

less positive about their school environments, 

relative to Year 1. They also indicated greater 

challenges to implementing standards-based 

instruction.  

Survey Constructs: Zone of School 

Innovation (ZSI). Compared with Year 1, ZSI 

school principals indicated a significant increase 

in the extent of their schools’ comfort with and 

use of data to improve instruction. However, 

like principals statewide, ZSI principals 

indicated greater people-based challenges with 

their efforts to improve school performance.  

ZSI teachers (like teachers statewide) indicated 

significantly increased readiness to implement 

the Common Core but also significantly greater 

people-based challenges. ZSI teachers also 

indicated a significant increase in their use of 

data to improve instruction. 

Survey Constructs: Differences between ZSI 

and Non-ZSI Schools in 2014. In the final year of 

the grant, ZSI principals indicated that their 

schools were using data to improve instruction to a 

significantly greater extent than their non-ZSI 

school counterparts. ZSI principals also indicated 

significantly greater engagement in effectively 

using data teams in their schools compared to non-

ZSI principals. However, ZSI principals reported 

more people-based challenges to improving 

school performance compared to non-ZSI 

principals.  

 

ZSI and non-ZSI teachers differed only in their perceptions of people-based challenges to 

improving school improvement in the Year 3 survey, with ZSI teachers reporting significantly 

greater challenges in this area.  

  

SIGNIFICANT STATEWIDE 

RESULTS FOR THE BROAD 

SURVEY CONSTRUCTS: 
WHAT HAS CHANGED 

SINCE THE SECOND YEAR 

OF RTTT? 

Using Rasch modeling, we developed 
a set of survey constructs, each 
composed of  multiple survey items 
focused on similar themes (see 
Exhibit 1). Across these broad 
constructs we found that: 

 Principals and teachers reported 
a more positive perception of 
RTTT.  

 Principals and teachers reported 
increased readiness to implement 
the Common Core. 

 Principals and teachers reported 
more challenges in building and 
maintaining a qualified work 
force. 

 Principals indicated greater 
resource challenges. 

 Teachers indicated greater 
challenges to implementing 
standards-based instruction. 

 Teachers were less positive about 
their school environments. 
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Survey Findings by 

Assurance Area and Priority 

Strategy 

The following sections of this chapter 

offer a more detailed look at the survey 

data, organized by RTTT Assurance 

Areas: State Success Factors, Standards 

and Assessments, Data Systems and 

Data Use, Great Teachers and Leaders, 

and Zones of School Innovation.  

We refer to the first-year evaluation 

survey as the “Year 1 survey” and the 

third-year evaluation survey as the “Year 

3 survey.” The Year 1 survey was 

administered in spring 2012, and the 

Year 3 survey was administered in 

spring 2014. We focus on “Year 1 to 

Year 3” differences (rather than year-to-

year differences) to understand changes 

across the RTTT grant period and the 

evaluation. In charts comparing teachers 

and principals, teacher responses to a 

given survey item are labeled “T” and 

principal responses are labeled “P.” 

Similarly, the labels “ZSI” and “Non-

ZSI” distinguish between responses from 

members of each group. 

State Success Factors 

Perceptions of RTTT. The surveys gathered data 

on teachers’ and principals’ perceptions toward 

RTTT—overall, these grew more positive with 

time. In Year 3, teachers viewed every aspect of 

RTTT listed in Exhibit 2 more favorably, relative 

to Year 1. In particular, the proportion of teachers 

who responded favorably to (i.e., moderately or 

extensively agreed with) survey items that asked 

about state communication of RTTT plans, RTTT 

impact on school practices and resources, and 

understanding of RTTT plans increased by at least 

10 percentage points, relative to 2012. Despite this 

improvement, in Year 3, fewer than half of all 

IN THE FINAL YEAR OF THE RTTT, 
HOW DO SCHOOLS IN THE ZONES 

COMPARE TO THE STATE ON THE 

BROAD SURVEY CONSTRUCTS? 

Using Rasch modeling, we developed a set of 
survey constructs, each composed of multiple, 
survey items focused on similar themes (see 
Exhibit 1). Across these broad constructs we 
found that: 

Compared with non-ZSI principals, in 2014 ZSI 
principals reported the following: 

 Greater use of data to improve instruction  

 Greater engagement in effectively using 
data teams in their schools  

 More people-based challenges to 
improving school performance  

There was only one difference between ZSI and 
non-ZSI teachers: ZSI teachers reported 
significantly greater people-based challenges in 
the area of school improvement.  

PERCEPTIONS OF RTTT 
 Principals and teachers’ 

perceptions of RTTT grew more 
positive over the last three years.  

 However, in the final year of RTTT, 
less than half of teachers think the 
state has clearly communicated 
about RTTT. 

 Relative to Year 1, a lower 
percentage of principals reported 
that RTTT is “making a difference” 
in Year 3. 
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teachers agreed that the state communicated RTTT plans and they understood RTTT plans. This 

suggests that although state communication is improving and teachers’ understanding of state 

reforms is increasing, there is still considerable room for growth.  

As Exhibit 2 shows, 62 percent of teachers agreed (to a moderate or great extent) that school 

resources and practices have changed, whereas 37 percent agreed that RTTT is making a 

difference. This gap between perceived changes and perceived benefits may reflect the 

challenges associated with making changes and educators’ perceptions that the changes have not 

yet improved student or teacher outcomes (see Exhibit 31). 

Principals’ perceptions of RTTT—which were more positive than teachers’ perceptions throughout 

RTTT—have also generally improved over time. In particular, the proportion of principals who 

agreed that RTTT is “changing school practices and/or resources” increased by 26 percentage 

points since Year 1. However, principals reported a 13 percentage point decline in their perceptions 

that “RTTT is making a difference” in Year 3, relative to Year 1 (see Exhibit 2). 

When we compared ZSI and non-ZSI teachers in Year 3 (Exhibit 3), we found that both groups 

of teachers viewed RTTT implementation more positively over time (as measured by the survey 

items in Exhibit 3). Although this improvement was greater among non-ZSI teachers, ZSI 

teachers typically rated RTTT implementation higher than their non-ZSI colleagues. 

Exhibit 2. Perceptions of RTTT, All Teachers and Principals 

 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012—2014. 
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Exhibit 3. Perceptions of RTTT, Non-ZSI and ZSI Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012—2014. 

Priority Strategy: Academic Review Teams. In the 2013–14 school year, the state intensified 

its effort to align planning across the state, complex area, and school levels by including the use 

of school-level ARTs as one the state’s six priority strategies. ARTs are intended to oversee the 

implementation of the six priority strategies—this includes reviewing performance data, 

managing and monitor practices using structured routines, and targeting supports and resources. 

In addition, school-level Academic Plans were reorganized to focus on the state’s six priority 

strategies. 

As shown in Exhibit 4, more than 90 percent of principals agreed or strongly agreed with 

statements on the alignment and usefulness of the Academic Plan (the annual plan schools 

complete to document their strategies related to the six priority strategies) and the ART. There 

was a slight decrease in principals’ perceptions of the perceived utility of the Academic Plan 

from Year 2 to Year 3, but there was a slight increase in the perceived utility of the ART from 

Year 2 to Year 3. As context, the template for the Academic Plan changed from Year 2 to Year 3 

to be organized around the six priority strategies, which may account for the slight dip in positive 

ratings in this area. 

  

+14% 

+9% 

+28% 

+11% 

+13% 

+2% 

+2% 

+3% 

+4% 

+5% 

+8% 

+12% 

43% 

47% 

61% 

73% 

40% 

48% 

38% 

52% 

26% 

28% 

36% 

46% 

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

State communicated RTTT plans (Non-ZSI)

(ZSI)

School changed practices/resources (Non-ZSI)

(ZSI)

I understand RTTT plans (Non-ZSI)

(ZSI)

RTTT resources and supports are valuable…

(ZSI)

State transparent about RTTT funding (Non-…

(ZSI)

RTTT is making a difference (Non-ZSI)

(ZSI)

Year 1

Year 3

Percentage Who Agreed “Moderately” or “Extensively” 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 



 

American Institutes for Research  Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Third Evaluation Report—39 

Exhibit 4. Academic Plans and Academic Review Teams, Principals 

To what extent do you agree with the following 
statements?  

Percent who Indicate "Agree" or "Strongly Agree" 

Principals Y2 Principals Y3 Y2-Y3 Change* 

Academic and financial plan aligned with complex 
and state priorities (%) 

96 95 -1 

Academic and financial plan informs school's 
planning and decision making (%) 

100 98 -2 

ART provides me with valuable support (%) 90 93 3 

Academic and financial plan informs decisions 
about what PD to offer teachers (%) 

97 96 -1 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012-2014. 
* Note: Question not asked in Year 1. The Academic and Financial Plan was restructured and renamed the Academic Plan in 
Year 3, but the survey language remained the same to accurately measure changes in perceptions of this planning document 
over time. 

Standards and Assessments 

Priority Strategy: Common Core State Standards. 

Implementing the Common Core is one of the six 

priority strategies and has been cited by state 

administrators as one of the key successes of Hawaii’s 

RTTT grant. As detailed in this report, teachers in 

Grades K–2 and Grades 11 and 12 have been 

implementing the Common Core since the 2011–12 

school year, whereas Grades 3–10 were first required 

to implement the Common Core in 2013–14. Thus, 

the 2013–14 school year represents the first year of 

statewide implementation of the Common Core.  

In general, survey data indicate that teachers in 

Grades K–2 and Grades 11 and 12 felt more ready, 

prepared, and trained to implement the Common 

Core than their peers in Grades 3–10—a finding 

that is not surprising given that this group has been 

implementing the standards for several years. We also observed that the proportion of teachers in 

Grades 3–10 who feel prepared to implement the Common Core has greatly increased, although 

there is still room for growth. 

The following section includes results from the teacher and principal survey that relate to the 

Common Core in both English language arts (ELA)/literacy and mathematics. We specifically 

present results for teachers who indicated that they taught ELA and mathematics, organized by 

grade level groups (Grades K–2 and Grades 11 and 12 versus Grades 3–10). 

Readiness to Implement the Common Core in ELA/Literacy. Teachers in Grades 3–10 who are 

in their first year of state-mandated implementation of the Common Core in the 2013–14 school year 

felt less ready to implement the Common Core in ELA/literacy than their colleagues in Grades K–2 

and Grades 11 and 12. However, in Year 3, more than three quarters of ELA teachers indicated 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

COMMON CORE 

In the final year of RTTT: 

 At least three quarters of both 
ELA and mathematics teachers 
reported that they had had 
enough exposure to the 
Common Core. 

 Over 80 percent of teachers in 
both ELA and mathematics 
reported feeling prepared to 
implement the Common Core. 

 At least 90 percent of teachers 
in both ELA and mathematics 
reported they have prepared 
lessons aligned with the 
Common Core. 
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(through the survey items listed in Exhibit 5) that they had enough exposure to the standards and felt 

prepared to implement the Common Core in ELA/literacy.  

Because all ELA teachers were in the midst of implementing the Common Core in their 

classrooms at the time of the survey, it is promising that at least 90 percent reported readiness to 

prepare lessons aligned with the Common Core in Year 3 (see Exhibit 5). However, teachers 

reported slightly lower readiness associated with identifying instructional strategies aligned with 

the Common Core and understanding differences between Hawaii Content and Performance 

Standards (HCPS) and Common Core; these alignment issues suggest areas of need for 

additional support. 

Exhibit 5. ELA Teacher Readiness to Implement CCSS in ELA/Literacy, by Grade  

 Teaching ELA 

 Grades 3—10  Grades K—2, 11—12  

  Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Had enough exposure to ELA standards (%) 36 56 78 42  64 82 84 20 

Identify instructional strategies that align with 
Common Core ELA (%) 

60 76 87 27  75 88 90 15 

Prepare lessons aligned with Common Core ELA (%) 67 83 90 23  84 93 94 10 

Understand differences between HCPS and Common 
Core ELA (%) 

65 83 85 20  86 90 87 1 

Feel prepared to implement Common Core ELA (%) 40 61 80 40  69 83 86 17 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012—2014. 

Activities to Prepare for ELA/Literacy Common Core Implementation. In Year 3, 

differences in participation in preparation activities to implement the Common Core have greatly 

diminished between ELA educators who teach in Grades K–2 and Grades 11 and 12 versus those 

who teach Grades 3–10. Across grade levels, more than 85 percent of teachers reported learning 

about the content of the standards and making changes in their instructional materials, pacing, 

and assessments. In comparison, lower percentages of teachers reported receiving training on the 

CCSS and using resources from the state’s website. As Exhibit 6 shows, slightly more than half 

of teachers in Grades 3–10 reported using state resources and having been trained on the ELA 

CCSS (54 percent and 53 percent, respectively). 
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Exhibit 6. ELA Teacher Participation in Activities to Prepare for CCSS in ELA, by Grade 

 Teaching ELA 

 Grades 3—10  Grades K—2, 11—12 

  Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 

 
Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Learned about the content of Common Core ELA (%) 57 75 86 29  82 90 87 5 

Made changes in instr. materials to align to Common 
Core ELA (%) 

41 66 88 47  79 87 90 11 

Created new instructional pacing guides for 
Common Core ELA (%) 

37 60 82 45  73 83 80 7 

Made changes in assessments to align to Common 
Core ELA (%) 

33 57 87 54  76 84 87 11 

Used resources from the state's database website (%) 32 46 53 21  62 69 65 3 

Been trained on Common Core ELA (%) 24 53 54 30  52 70 64 12 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 

Readiness to Implement the Common Core in Mathematics. Among mathematics educators, 

teachers in Grades K–2 and Grades 11 and 12 who had been implementing the standards for 

several years reported feeling better prepared than their colleagues in Grades 3–10 who were in 

their first year of implementation in Year 3. However, in Year 3, differences between 

mathematics teachers in different grade levels decreased substantially. Teachers’ perceptions 

about exposure and preparedness have become more positive since Year 1, particularly among 

teachers in Grades 3–10 (Exhibit 7). 

Exhibit 7. Mathematics Teacher Readiness to Implement CCSS in Mathematics, by Grade 

 Teaching Math 

 Grades 3—10  Grades K—2, 11—12 

  Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Had enough exposure to mathematics standards (%) 41 63 77 36  67 80 87 20 

Identify instr. strategies that align with Common 
Core mathematics (%) 

61 74 85 24  80 87 91 11 

Prepare lessons aligned with Common Core 
mathematics (%) 

70 80 90 20  86 91 93 7 

Understand diff. between HCPS and Common Core 
mathematics (%) 

73 83 87 14  84 89 89 5 

Feel prepared to implement Common Core 
mathematics (%) 

44 63 81 37  70 83 85 15 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012—2014. 

Activities to Prepare for Common Core Mathematics Implementation. More than 80 percent of 

teachers across grade levels indicated that they had learned about the content of the Common Core in 

mathematics, made changes in instructional materials and assessments to align with the standards, 

and created new pacing guides. Relative to Year 1, we observed large increases in the proportions of 

teachers in Grades 3–10 who had undertaken activities to prepare for Common Core mathematics 

implementation, whereas the increases in the proportions of teachers in Grades K–2 and Grades 11 

and 12 who had undertaken these activities were more modest. Although implementation activities 

were high across grade levels, training on the standards and use of resources from the state were 
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lower; similar to ELA teachers, only 55 percent of mathematics teachers in Grades 3–10 reported 

having been trained on the standards. 

Exhibit 8. Mathematics Teacher Participation in Activities to Prepare for CCSS in 

Mathematics, by Grade 

 Teaching Mathematics 

 Grades 3—10  Grades K—2, 11—12 

  Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Learned about the content of Common Core 
mathematics (%) 

48 71 84 36  78 85 84 6 

Made changes in instr. materials to align to Common 
Core mathematics (%) 

37 58 89 52  78 85 88 10 

Created new instructional pacing guides for Common 
Core mathematics (%) 

33 50 84 51  73 81 81 8 

Made changes in assessments to align to Common 
Core mathematics (%) 

32 48 89 57  75 83 85 10 

Used resources from the state's database website (%) 29 44 55 26  59 63 63 4 

Been trained on Common Core mathematics (%) 31 52 55 24  53 65 59 6 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 

Priority Strategy: Formative Instruction. Teachers are encouraged to use formative 

assessments to identify, on a continuous basis, areas of student mastery and struggle, and to use 

this information to guide instructional decisions. The use of formative instruction is one of the 

state’s six priority strategies. In the 2014 survey, approximately 60 to 70 percent of teachers 

reported using the results from formative assessments for the various purposes listed in Exhibit 

9, including tailoring instruction, correcting gaps in curriculum, and identifying areas of need for 

teachers to strengthen their content knowledge or teaching skills. From Year 1 to Year 3, we 

observed a slight decrease in the proportion of teachers who use formative assessment data (to a 

moderate or great extent) for these purposes.
10

  

Across the three years of the study, approximately two thirds of teachers reported using 

formative assessments to examine student subgroup performance, assign students to classes or 

groups, and report progress to administrators.
11

 It may be too early to gauge the impact of the 

new CAST structure, which may bolster the use of assessments (and other data) by teachers; 

continued attention to this component is warranted.  

  

                                                 
10

 This finding is different than the Rasch construct analysis presented above. These differences reflect a change in 

the response frequencies for individual items and rating scale categories while the standardized mean differences in 

construct scale scores reflect a change is the distribution of school-level averages. 
11

 The differences reported reflect a change in the response frequencies for individual items and rating scale 

categories (e.g., moderate and great extent), whereas the construct scale scores in the Rasch analysis reflect a change 

in the distribution of school-level averages; thus, the findings and interpretation of formative assessments is slightly 

different across analyses.  
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Exhibit 9. Teacher Uses of Formative Assessments, Teachers 

To what extent do you use benchmark assessments 
for the following activities? 

Percent who indicated a "Moderate" or "Great" extent 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Tailor instruction to individual students' needs (%)  77 70 73 -4  73 72 72 -1 

Identify and correct gaps in the curriculum for all 
students (%) 

76 71 72 -4  74 72 73 -1 

Recommend tutoring or other educational services (%) 67 63 65 -2  64 53 62 -2 

Examine performance of subgroups (%) 61 60 62 1  55 57 57 2 

Identify areas where I need to strengthen my 
content knowledge or teaching skills (%) 

79 71 73 -6  74 71 72 -2 

Assign or reassign students to classes or groups (%) 62 60 62 0  61 63 63 2 

Report progress to administrators (%) 64 60 65 1  59 61 62 3 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 

Data Systems and Data Use 

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

section presents survey findings regarding teachers’ use of data, challenges to using data, and 

data teams. In addition, we analyzed information gathered by HIDOE regarding teachers’ and 

principals’ engagement with the LDS and data on educator employment drawn from the state’s 

electronic human resources (eHR) system. 

Use of Data to Inform Instruction. The teacher and principal surveys gathered information 

regarding data teams (one of the six priority strategies) and other issues related to data use by 

teachers and principals. As Exhibit 10 shows, a large majority of principals and teachers in each 

survey year indicated that they engaged in the systematic analysis of student performance data from 

the individual to department or grade level, and that there is a culture of data use at the school; 

reported changes in data use across years were small. Relative to non-ZSI teachers, ZSI teachers had 

larger increases in every aspect of data use measured by the survey from Year 1 to Year 3, and in 

Year 3, ZSI and non-ZSI teachers reported engaging in data use to similar extents (Exhibit 11). 

Exhibit 10. Use of Data, Teacher and Principal Perceptions 

To what extent do the following characterize your 
school's use of data? 

Percent who indicate a "Moderate" to "Great" extent 

All Teachers  Principals 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Staff are engaged in systematic analysis of student 
performance data (%) 

78 78 81 3  86 85 86 0 

Use of data system to support data analysis (%) 72 70 74 2  80 80 84 4 

Grade level teams/departments meet to analyze 
data (%) 

74 79 81 7  86 86 87 1 

Culture of data use at the school (%) 73 75 77 4  82 80 82 0 

Assessment of student performance leads to change 
in practice (%) 

89 87 88 -1  78 75 74 -4 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
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Exhibit 11. Data Use Activities, ZSI and Non-ZSI Teachers 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 

Comfort with Analyzing and Acting on Student Data. Teachers reported high levels of 

comfort with various data use activities (as shown in Exhibit 12), and we observed little 

difference between ZSI and non-ZSI teachers. At least 90 percent of teachers in both groups 

reported comfort with analyzing student-level data. However, teachers reported lower levels of 

comfort with creating interventions (83 percent). Overall, principals’ perceptions of their 

teachers’ level of comfort with data use were somewhat less positive, but followed similar 

patterns to the teacher survey results. About 80 percent of principals reported that teachers are 

comfortable analyzing student-level data, but using the data to change instructional practice 

remains a challenge for teachers. In Year 3, 70 percent of principals indicated that roughly half 

of their teachers were comfortable with changing instruction based on data, and 62 percent 

reported that their teachers were comfortable creating interventions for lower or higher 

performing students. 
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Exhibit 12. Teacher Comfort With Data Use, Teachers 

To what extent are you comfortable with the 
following activities? 

Percent who  "Moderately" or "Completely" comfortable 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Comfort using data from student assessments (%) 95 93 93 -2  92 94 93 1 

Comfort analyzing individual student performance 
over time (%) 

95 93 92 -3  93 93 92 -1 

Comfort analyzing classroom level performance 
over time (%) 

94 93 90 -4  92 92 93 1 

Comfort translating data into knowledge about 
students' strengths and weaknesses (%) 

93 90 90 -3  91 91 91 0 

Comfort creating interventions for lower or higher 
performing students (%) 

84 85 83 -1  82 84 83 1 

Comfort changing instruction based on data (%) 93 91 89 -4  89 88 91 2 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012-2014.  
* Note: Percentages exclude “N/A” responses. 

Exhibit 13. Teacher Comfort with Data Use, Principals 

To what extent are you comfortable with the following activities? 

Percent who indicate over half 
their teachers are comfortable 

Principals 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 

Comfort using data from student assessments (%) 80 82 84 4 

Comfort analyzing individual student performance over time (%) 78 80 80 2 

Comfort analyzing classroom level performance over time (%) 76 80 81 5 

Comfort translating data into knowledge about students' strengths and weaknesses (%) 73 74 79 6 

Comfort creating interventions for lower or higher performing students (%) 63 67 62 -1 

Comfort changing instruction based on data (%) 68 67 70 2 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 

Challenges to Data Use. Across survey years, the most common challenges to data use reported 

by teachers and principals, by a wide margin, related to time—a lack of time to analyze data and 

a lack of time to collaborate with peers. In addition, teachers and principals reported an increase 

in these time-related challenges in Year 3, relative to both Year 1 and Year 2. 

Teachers also increasingly reported that too much data, a lack of timely data, and a lack of 

confidence with data analysis and with data systems were moderate/major challenges to data use 

in Year 3, relative to Year 1. Principals reported gaining confidence with data analysis and data 

systems over time, but too much data and a lack of timely data remained challenges for 

administrators in Year 3. As shown in the bottom panel of Exhibit 14, ZSI and non-ZSI teachers 

reported similar challenges in Year 3. However, the challenge of “too much data” was the largest 

increase from Year 1 to Year 3 among ZSI teachers.  
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Exhibit 14. Challenges to Using Data, Teachers and Principals 

To what extent are the following factors a 
challenge when using data (assessments or 
other) to make instructional decision? 

Percent who indicate a "Moderate" or "Major" challenge 

All Teachers  Principals 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Lack of time to analyze (%) 75 75 79 4  73 74 86 13 

Lack of time to collaborate (%) 76 76 77 1  74 76 80 6 

Not confident with data analysis (%) 33 38 39 6  41 37 35 -6 

Not confident with data system(s) (%) 38 43 44 6  41 40 39 -2 

Technology problems (%) 43 41 42 -1  43 41 44 1 

Insufficient data (%) 24 26 26 2  14 20 13 -1 

Too much data (%) 32 35 38 6  30 40 40 10 

Lack of DOE communication (%)      41 41 47 6 

Data too late (%) 31 35 40 9  31 36 48 17 

Data use not encouraged by the state (%)      10 5 8 -2 

Leaders don't encourage data use (%) 14 16 15 1      

Other challenges (%) 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 

 
Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

  Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Lack of time to analyze (%) 75 75 80 5  73 73 73 0 

Lack of time to collaborate (%) 76 77 78 2  77 71 72 -5 

Not confident with data analysis (%) 33 38 39 6  34 34 37 3 

Not confident with data system(s) (%) 38 44 44 6  38 40 40 2 

Technology problems (%) 43 41 42 -1  46 42 41 -5 

Insufficient data (%) 24 26 26 2  31 28 26 -5 

Too much data (%) 32 34 38 6  31 38 42 11 

Data too late (%) 30 35 40 10  34 39 38 4 

Leaders don't encourage data use (%) 14 16 16 2  15 15 15 0 

Other challenges (%) 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012-2014. 
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Priority Strategy: Data 

Teams. Survey items were 

added in Year 2 to reflect 

HIDOE’s increasing emphasis 

on the use of data teams (and 

inclusion of data teams as one 

of the six priority strategies), 

and as Exhibit 15 shows, a 

large majority of principals 

(more than three quarters) 

agreed to a moderate or great 

extent that data teams had an 

impact on instruction, 

increased teacher 

collaboration, and facilitated 

the design and discussion of 

common formative 

assessments. A smaller 

majority of principals 

indicated that data teams met 

to analyze student data at least 

weekly (59 percent), and less 

than half reported that a data 

coach had regular data team 

meetings at the school (46 

percent). Principal perceptions 

about data use remained 

relatively constant from Year 

2 to Year 3. 

Exhibit 15. Reported Use of Data Teams, Principals 

To what extent do your schools' data teams engage 
in the following activities? 

Percent who indicate a "Moderate" or "Great" extent 

Principals Y2 Principals Y3 Y2-Y3 Change* 

Data teams have an impact on instruction (%) 81 78 -3 

Data teams increase teacher collaboration (%) 90 91 1 

Data teams analyze student data at least weekly (%) 60 59 -1 

Data teams design and discuss common formative 
assessments (%) 

77 77 0 

Data teams meet regularly with data coach assigned 
to school (%) 

44 46 2 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
* Note: Question not asked in Year 1. 

  

DATA USE 

In the Year 3 survey: 

 Over 80 percent of principals and teachers reported 
they were analyzing data in a systematic fashion in 
grade level or department meetings to a moderate or 
great extent. 

 At least 90% of both ZSI and non-ZSI teachers  
reported they were moderately or completely 
comfortable with analyzing student-level data. 

 Teachers were less comfortable using data to 
implement interventions or change instructional 
practice (83% of both ZSI and non-ZSI teachers were 
moderately or completely comfortable in this area). 

 Principals suggested teachers’ comfort levels were 
lower than teachers’ self-reports indicated: nearly 
three quarters (70%) of principals indicated that 
approximately half of their teachers were 
comfortable with changing instruction based on data. 

 Use of the LDS has shifted over time from 
administrators to teachers. In 2013–14, almost three 
quarters (71 percent) of LDS users were teachers. 
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Longitudinal Data Systems. In addition to our survey responses, we analyzed information 

gathered by HIDOE regarding teachers’ and principals’ engagement with the LDS and data on 

educator employment. Data were available for the 2010–11, 2011–12, 2012–13, and 2013–14 

school years.
12

 

LDS use grew between the 2010–11 and 2013–14 school years, with the number of unique users 

rising from 494 in 2010–11 to 2,738 by 2013–14. We were unable to obtain the total number of 

identification numbers assigned to school employees (“potential users”) in 2013–14, but our 

prior analysis demonstrates that between 2010–11 and 2012–13, the proportion of the population 

of all Hawaii public school educators who used the LDS system grew from 4 percent to 12 

percent. The total number and proportion of staff using the LDS has remained low over time, but 

in our interviews with state administrators and school staff, they noted that often a handful of 

users extract data and produce reports, which are then distributed to school staff for their use. 

Thus, this login data may underestimate the total usage of the LDS.  

Administrators were the primary users of the LDS in the 2010–11 school year, but they were 

surpassed in number by teachers beginning in 2011–12. Exhibit 16 shows how the proportion of 

user types has changed over time. Principals and vice principals accounted for roughly two thirds 

of LDS users in the 2010–11 school year, but by 2013–14, they accounted for only 12 percent of 

users. In 2013–14, almost three quarters (71 percent) of LDS users were teachers.  

                                                 
12

 The school employment totals included only employees active at the end of each school year (excluding 

temporary assignments), and employee status and location were set using data from May of each year. Both LDS 

usage and employment data were provided for school, complex area, and district staff. A small percentage of 

employees in the eHR data were not associated with a specific school or complex area (78 employees in the 2011–

12 school year, representing 0.7 percent of the total number of employees). These employees were included in the 

overall analyses but were not included in the school-level and complex area-level analyses. In addition, a few users 

in the LDS usage data were associated with a community school (0.6 percent of all users in the 2010–11 school year 

and 0.1 percent of users in the 2011–12 school year). For 2010–11 and 2011–12, these schools are not included in 

school-level calculations of percent employee usage, as the eHR file did not contain staff listings associated with 

these schools. For 2012–13, one community school campus is included in school-level and total calculations of 

employee usage because it had staff listings for two potential users, one of whom used the LDS system. 
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Exhibit 16. LDS Users by Job Type 

 

 
Source: HIDOE LDS Data: 2010–2014. 

Although teachers represented the largest proportion of LDS users, Exhibit 17 shows that 

principals were the most active users of the system in all three years (defined by the number of 

page views per user). Relative to 2010–11, the average number of page views per user has 

declined for all job types, but the increasing number of total users may help to explain this trend.  
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Exhibit 17. Average Number of Page Views Per User, by Job Type 

 
Source: HIDOE LDS Data: 2010–2014. 
Note: No counselors used the LDS system in 2010–11. 

Great Teachers and Leaders 

Hawaii’s RTTT includes a focus on recruiting, training, evaluating, and supporting effective 

teachers and leaders. The following section presents AIR survey data, as well as extant data 

provided by HIDOE, related to the Educator Effectiveness System (EES), professional 

development, teacher recruitment and alternative certification, and mentoring and induction. 

Priority Strategy: EES. As described in this report, in the 2013–14 school year, HIDOE rolled 

out the EES to schools across the state. Teacher and principal perceptions of the EES have 

improved substantially from Year 1 to Year 3, including their reported understanding of the EES 

and their understanding of one its key components used to guide classroom observations, 

Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching (see Exhibit 18). Despite these gains, in the Year 

3 survey, only 27 percent of all teachers and 63 percent of principals agreed or strongly agreed 

that the EES seems fair. In addition, only 55 percent of teachers and principals in the Year 3 

survey reported having received clear communication about EES. Overall, teachers’ opinions of 

the EES were consistently less positive than principals’ perceptions. For example, 94 percent of 

principals reported (agreeing or strongly agreeing) that they understand the Danielson 

framework, compared to 76 percent of teachers. 

As Exhibit 19 shows, teachers’ perceptions of EES did not vary much across ZSI and non-ZSI 

schools in Year 3. Teachers working in the ZSIs—where the EES rollout began three years ago, 

before the pilot was expanded to a subset of non-ZSI schools in the 2012–13 school year—reported 

greater understanding of EES in Year 1, relative to non-ZSI teachers, but this difference was almost 
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entirely eliminated in Year 3. In fact, non-ZSI teachers reported a greater understanding of the EES 

components in Year 3 (64 percent for non-ZSI teachers and 57 percent for ZSI teachers). 

Exhibits 18 and 19 also present several items that were added in the Year 3 survey to reflect 

priority areas for the state. Principals and teachers both reported substantial increases in their 

understanding of the Tripod surveys, student learning objectives (SLOs), and student growth 

percentiles from Year 2 to Year 3. During this same period, ZSI teachers reported a decrease in 

understanding of the Tripod survey, SLOs, and student growth percentiles, whereas non-ZSI 

teachers reported an increase in their understanding of these EES components. Principals and 

teachers also reported a decrease in their perception that the EES provides useful information to 

improve their practice in Year 3, relative to Year 2.  

Exhibit 18. Perceptions of the Educator Effectiveness System, Principals and Teachers* 

To what extent do you agree with the following 
statements regarding Hawaii's new teacher 
evaluation system- EES? 

Percent who indicate "agree" or "strongly agree" 

All teachers  Principals 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 

Communication on new system was clear (%) 16 40 55 39  30 58 55 25 

I understand new system's components (%) 18 42 63 45  39 66 79 40 

I understand the Danielson framework (%) 18 50 76 58  61 76 94 33 

New system appears fair (%) 25 41 27 2  71 77 63 -8 

Gives useful information to improve practice (%)  53 46    90 60  

I understand the Tripod Surveys (%)  42 67    66 77  

I understand Student Learning Objectives (%)  65 74    44 85  

I understand Student Growth Percentiles (%)  53 59    64 85  

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
* Note: Percentages exclude “Don’t know” responses. 

Exhibit 19. Perceptions of the EES, Non-ZSI and ZSI Teachers* 

 

Non-ZSI teachers  ZSI teachers 

  Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 

Communication on new system was clear (%) 13 39 55 42  38 57 55 17 

I understand new system's components (%) 15 41 64 49  39 60 57 18 

I understand the Danielson framework (%) 14 47 57 43  55 78 77 22 

New system appears fair (%) 22 40 26 4  39 50 31 -8 

Gives useful information to improve practice (%) 
 

52 46   
 

63 49 
 

I understand the Tripod Surveys (%)  39 67    69 67  

I understand Student Learning Objectives (%)  64 74    75 70  

I understand Student Growth Percentiles (%)  52 60    64 54  

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
* Note: Percentages exclude “Don’t know” responses. 
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Teacher Perceptions of EES Classroom Observations. Teachers’ perceptions of the classroom 

observations, a key component of the EES, were generally positive. As shown in Exhibit 20, 

approximately three quarters of teachers reported that they received useful feedback from these 

classroom observations, and approximately 70 percent of both ZSI teachers and non-ZSI teachers 

reported that they had changed their teaching practice in response to feedback from observers.  

Exhibit 20. Perceptions of the EES Classroom Observations, Teachers  

To what extent do you agree with the following 
statements? 

Percent who indicate "Agree" or "Strongly Agree" 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Feedback from observers using the Danielson 
framework is useful (%) 

58 76 76 18  67 72 73 6 

Changed practice in response to feedback from 
observers using the Danielson framework (%) 

 68 70    66 69  

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
 

Teacher Supports and Resources. Teachers also reported on the usefulness of various supports 

and resources (Exhibit 21). In every survey year, the activities involving peer collaboration 

received the highest positive ratings from teachers. Most teachers—both inside and outside the 

ZSIs—described the exchange of feedback with other teachers and planning with other teachers 

as useful (to a moderate or great extent). Ratings became more closely aligned between ZSI and 

non-ZSI teachers from Year 1 to Year 3. However, teachers generally reported large decreases in 

STAFF PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE EES 

In the Year 3 survey: 

 Sixty-three percent of all teachers agreed or strongly reported that they understand the 
components of the EES. Fifty-seven percent of non-ZSI teachers agreed or strongly 
agreed they understood the Danielson Framework – for ZSI teachers, understanding was 
much higher (77%).   

 Approximately 70% of both ZSI and non-ZSI teachers agreed or strongly agreed that they 
changed practice in response to feedback from observers using the Danielson Framework. 

 Only 63% of all principals and 27% of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the EES is 
fair (a 13% decrease from Year 2 to Year 3 for teachers).  Note: following the Year 3 
survey administration, the state took steps to reduce some requirements of the EES and 
reduce burden. 

 A little over half of all principals and teachers reported that they agreed or strongly 
agreed they received clear communication about the EES in the last year of RTTT 
(although positive ratings of the state’s communication have increased dramatically 
since the Year 1 survey - a 40% increase among teachers and 25% increase for principals). 
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the usefulness of these support activities in Year 3. The general sense of being overwhelmed 

with the many changes associated with implementing the six priority strategies, as described by 

teachers in our interviews, may be associated with decreases here. 

Exhibit 21. Teacher Supports and Resources, ZSI and Non-ZSI Teachers * 

To what extent did you find the following 
activities useful? 

Percent who indicated a "Moderate" or "Great" extent 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

How useful was school orientation (%) 63 64 58 -5  57 60 57 0 

How useful are one-on-one meetings with the 
principal (%) 

69 70 57 -12  64 69 50 -14 

How useful is your professional growth plan (%) 64 65 43 -21  60 59 43 -17 

How useful is lesson or course planning with other 
teachers (%) 

84 85 76 -8  81 79 76 -5 

How useful is exchanging feedback with other 
teachers (%) 

90 88 83 -7  83 84 81 -2 

How useful is participation in a learning 
community (%) 

80 80 67 -13  75 77 72 -3 

How useful is guidance from a mentor teacher (%)  69 74 28 -41  68 67 34 -34 

How useful is working with a data coach (%) 53 57 35 -18  53 61 50 -3 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
* Note: Percentages exclude “Did not do” responses. 

Professional Development Priorities. The reported professional development priorities of 

teachers at ZSI and non-ZSI schools were similar across years (Exhibit 22). For both groups, we 

identified three clear professional development priorities: collaborating with other teachers, 

using technology to improve instruction, and improving instructional strategies. There was a 

large decrease in teachers’ desire to learn more about the Common Core in Year 3. While we 

cannot definitively explain this large decrease, it may be due to state- and/or complex-area 

training that was pushed out in the 2013 – 2014 school year, prior to the Year 3 survey 

administration. The results may indicate the state has been successful in providing basic training 

on the Common Core to teachers. In addition, because all teachers were in the midst of 

implementing the standards for the first year statewide, staff may have been more focused on 

supports that would help them to implement the standards rather than just “learning more about” 

the standards themselves. Our qualitative findings support that teachers were generally informed 

about the standards but wanted more in-depth professional development opportunities.   

Exhibit 22. Professional Development Priorities, Teachers 

Indicate the top three PD priorities 

Percent who Selected Topic as One of Their Top Three PD Priorities 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 

Using basic functions of the data system (%) 17 20 16 -1  18 19 16 -2 

Learning more about Common Core (%) 53 47 31 -22  50 44 26 -24 

Implementing tiered instruction (e.g., Response 
to Intervention) (%) 

27 31 32 5  31 29 32 1 
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Indicate the top three PD priorities 

Percent who Selected Topic as One of Their Top Three PD Priorities 

Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 

Understanding how data can guide instruction (%)  15 17 14 -1  14 13 13 -1 

Collaborating with other teachers (%) 45 45 51 6  43 47 43 0 

Improving student discipline or classroom 
management (%) 

18 20 23 5  24 29 37 13 

Engaging with parents or community (%) 18 19 21 3  26 26 25 -1 

Using technology to improve instruction (%) 52 49 54 2  48 46 49 1 

Improving instructional strategies (%) 53 47 53 0  44 41 52 8 

Other (%) 3 4 5 2  4 5 7 3 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 

Principal Satisfaction with Teacher Workforce. Principals were asked to report on their satisfaction 

with the teaching workforce. Exhibit 23 shows that the percentage of principals who reported being 

moderately or greatly satisfied with the applicant pool for hiring teachers and with their current teachers 

has remained stable since Year 1. Principals are largely satisfied with their teachers’ knowledge and 

skills (88 percent), but satisfaction with the applicant pool is lower (58 percent). 

Exhibit 23. Principal Satisfaction with the Teacher Workforce 

 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 

Challenges to Having a Quality Teacher Workforce. The survey asked teachers and principals 

to assess the extent to which eight different factors posed a challenge to having a quality teacher 

workforce (listed in Exhibit 24). Seven of the eight factors were gauged to be moderate or major 

challenges by more than 50 percent of teachers. Of these factors, at least three quarters of 

teachers indicated that two factors in particular—insufficient salary and lack of time to 

collaborate with others—were moderate or major challenges. The proportion of teachers that 

rated each factor as a major or moderate challenge has not changed much since Year 1. 

Similarly, almost three quarters (73 percent) of principals indicated that a lack of time to 

collaborate with other teachers was a moderate or major challenge. However, principals were 

less likely than teachers to indicate that not being able to retain teachers, teachers’ resistance to 

being evaluated, and ineffective use of observations were challenges. Principals were also 

slightly more likely than teachers to indicate that a lack of professional development for teachers 

and an insufficient number of qualified teachers were challenges. Since Year 1, the proportion of 

+1% 

-2% 

58% 

88% 

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

The applicant pool for hiring teachers

Your current teachers' knowledge and skills

Year 1

Year 3

Percentage Who Indicated "Moderately Satisfied" or "Greatly Satisfied" 

(Principals only) How satisfied are you with… 



 

American Institutes for Research  Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Third Evaluation Report—55 

principals that rated the lack of paid professional development time as a challenge has decreased 

by 14 percentage points, but there have been increases in the reported challenges of availability 

of professional development for administrators and a lack of time for administrator collaboration. 

Exhibit 24. Challenges to Having a Qualified Teaching Force 

 
Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
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Mentoring and Induction. HIDOE’s mentor and induction program is intended to function as a 

system of job-embedded support for beginning teachers that includes working with trained 

mentors to promote teacher effectiveness, facilitate student learning, improve teacher retention, 

and strengthen teachers’ leadership skills. To gather feedback on the program, HIDOE 

administers an online survey each spring to beginning teachers, mentors, and principals 

regarding their experience and satisfaction with the program. In 2014, a total of 191 principals, 

457 mentors, and 774 teachers responded to the survey. The following section summarizes key 

findings from the 2014 survey.
13

 

Number of Teachers Mentored and Frequency of Contact. In spring 2014, 72 percent of 

mentors reported working with one or two teachers, and less than a quarter reported working 

with four or more teachers. Exhibit 25 shows that the majority of participants in the program (67 

percent of participating teachers and 77 percent of mentors) indicated that they interacted at least 

every two weeks on average. Although the induction program standards state that mentors should 

meet with teachers for a minimum of one to two hours per week,
14

 only 41 percent of teachers 

and 51 percent of mentors reported making contact weekly in the 2014 survey, which suggests 

that more than half of the teachers and almost half of the mentors and are not meeting the state’s 

benchmark for frequency of interaction. 

Exhibit 25. Average Monthly Teacher-Mentor Contact, Reported by Teachers and Mentors 

(2014) 

 
Source: Beginning Teacher Online Survey, 2014. 

 

Mentor and Induction Activities. Mentors are expected to use observations and other strategies 

to support beginning teachers in improving their instructional practice and student learning. As 

                                                 
13

 Because of survey revisions, responses to 2014 items are not directly comparable with 2012 items. 
14

 http://www.nctq.org/docs/HI_Teacher_Induction_Program_Standards.pdf 
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Exhibit 26 shows, 82 percent of teachers and 85 percent of mentors reported that teachers were 

observed at least once a semester. Exhibit 27 shows activities beyond observations; it indicates 

that teachers received support from their mentors in differentiating instruction, reflecting on 

practices, and analyzing student work and other data.  

Exhibit 26. Frequency of Teacher Observations by Mentors, Reported by Teachers and 

Mentors (2014) 

 
Source: Beginning Teacher Online Survey, 2014 

Exhibit 27. Mentor Support Activities, Teacher (2014) 

 
Source: Beginning Teacher Online Survey, 2014. 
Note: For “Helps me differentiate instruction and provide accommodations to meet the needs of diverse learners,” the 
percentage reflects the proportion of respondents who marked “agree” or “strongly agree.” 
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Satisfaction with the Induction and Mentor Program. Data from the 2014 survey suggest that 

teachers are satisfied with the support received in the induction and mentor program. At least 80 

percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the following statements: that their mentors 

met their needs as a growing professional, that their work with their mentor had helped them 

become more effective in teaching, and that work with their mentor had impacting their students’ 

learning (see Exhibit 28). 

Exhibit 28. Teacher Satisfaction with the Induction Program (2014) 

 
Source: Beginning Teacher Online Survey, 2014. 

Zones of School Innovation 

Providing intensive resources and supports to the lowest performing schools is a particular focus 

of Hawaii’s RTTT work. Results for the subgroup of ZSI teachers have been presented 

throughout earlier sections of this report, but in the following section we highlight some 

additional findings that are particularly relevant to ZSI schools, including strategies and 

challenges related to improving student performance. 

Strategies to Improve Student Performance. In Year 3, ZSI principals reported implementing 

a variety of strategies to promote student achievement. Eighty percent or more of ZSI principals 

reported using the strategies listed in Exhibit 29 to a moderate or great extent. Non-ZSI 

principals also utilized these strategies, but to a lesser extent than their ZSI colleagues. In 

particular, a substantially higher percentage of ZSI principals used strategies that changed 

instructional time, including restructuring the school day, increasing instructional time, and 

provided extended time for instructional programs. 

In terms of change over time, a greater proportion of ZSI principals than non-ZSI principals 

increased instructional time (an increase of 25 percentage points since the Year 1 survey versus 6 

percentage points, respectively), which likely reflects the implementation of the policy of expanded 

learning time (ELT) in the ZSIs. In addition, ZSI principals’ use of parent involvement strategies 

has increased by 21 percentage points since Year 1, which has significantly reduced the gap 

between them and their non-ZSI peers. ZSI principals have also increased exposure to science, 

technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) content by 16 percentage points from Year 1 to 

Year 3, whereas their non-ZSI colleagues have decreased their STEM work by 8 percentage points. 
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Similarly, Exhibit 30 shows that a 

greater proportion of ZSI teachers 

have increased instructional time 

since Year 1 compared with non-

ZSI teachers (again, likely 

reflecting implementation of 

ELT). The proportions of ZSI and 

non-ZSI teachers that encourage 

college and career readiness have 

both increased by 13 percentage 

points since Year 1. 

Exhibit 29. Strategies to Improve Student Performance, Non-ZSI and ZSI Principals *  

  Percent who Indicated a “Moderate” or “Great” Extent 

 

Non-ZSI Principals  ZSI Principals 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y1-Y3 Change 

Tiered instructional strategies (%) 87 85 85 -2  83 86 90 7 

Behavioral interventions (%) 88 87 84 -4  91 95 90 -1 

Restructuring school day (%) 60 57 60 0  83 91 90 7 

Increased instruction time (%) 52 53 59 7  65 95 90 25 

Extended time programs (%) 65 62 61 -4  87 86 90 3 

Greater focus on college and career 
readiness (%) 

76 76 78 2  83 86 90 7 

Increasing parent involvement (%) 71 75 73 2  61 82 82 21 

Increasing STEM (%) 69 68 61 -8  65 68 81 16 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
* Note: Percentages exclude “Don’t know” responses. 

Exhibit 30. Strategies to Improve Student Performance, Non-ZSI and ZSI Teachers * 

 Percent who Indicated a “Moderate” or “Great” Extent 

 
Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

  Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y1-Y3 Change 

Tiered instructional strategies (%) 83 80 77 -6  70 78 76 6 

Behavioral interventions (%) 79 78 76 -3  67 73 74 7 

Restructuring school day (%) 58 58 57 -1  57 78 65 8 

Increased instruction time (%) 56 59 62 6  56 86 68 12 

Extended time programs (%) 61 64 62 1  68 83 71 3 

Greater focus on college and career 
readiness (%) 

59 69 72 13  61 74 74 13 

Increasing parent involvement (%) 62 63 65 3  49 53 56 7 

Increasing STEM (%) 64 66 65 1  51 58 56 5 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
* Note: Percentages exclude “Don’t know” responses. 

STEM IN ZSI AND NON-ZSI SCHOOLS 
 Teachers’ reports  about STEM remained fairly 

stable over time (approximately 50% to 65% of ZSI 
and non-ZSI teachers agreed to a moderate or 
great extent that their school was increasing STEM 
activities in each year of the three-year study).  
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Challenges to Improving Student 

Performance. Teacher responses to the Year 

3 survey indicate that more than half of all 

teachers consider eight of the 10 items 

measured by the survey (see Exhibit 31) to be 

moderate or great challenges to improving 

student performance. The challenge most 

commonly identified by teachers was 

students’ unsupportive home environments 

(68 percent of teachers rated this as a 

moderate or great challenge), followed by 

large class sizes (cited by 67 percent of 

teachers), limited funding (cited by 60 

percent), and low student motivation (cited by 

60 percent). In general, fewer principals rated 

these challenges as moderate or great, but a 

lack of funding for programs and materials 

was cited by 75 percent of principals as a 

moderate or major challenge. Almost every 

challenge measured by the survey was greater 

in Year 3 than in previous years, and 

principals reported larger increases in 

challenges than teachers. In particular, 

principals reported a 23 percentage point 

increase in student attendance as a challenge 

and a 12 percentage point increase in low staff 

morale as a challenge in Year 3, relative to 

Year 1. 

Compared with their non-ZSI peers, a higher proportion of ZSI teachers reported substantial 

challenges to improving student performance in Year 3, which continues the trends observed in 

Year 1 survey data. These challenges include student behavior problems, student turnover, low 

student motivation, low or erratic student attendance, and unsupportive home environments. The 

proportion of non-ZSI teachers who identified this last challenge—low or erratic student 

attendance—as moderate or great has increased by 11 percentage points since Year 1, but it 

remains far less of a challenge among non-ZSI teachers (48 percent of non-ZSI versus 83 percent 

of ZSI teachers). It is unclear whether the emphasis on data has made teachers more aware of 

student attendance, or if attendance and other factors have become greater challenges as more 

has been demanded of school staff over the course of RTTT. 

  

CHALLENGES IN ZSI AND  
NON-ZSI SCHOOLS 

In the Year 3 survey: 

 Erratic or low attendance was 
identified as a far bigger challenge in 
ZSI schools (87% of teachers identified 
this as a moderate or major challenge) 
compared to non-ZSI schools (48%). 

 In both ZSI and non-ZSI schools, one of 
the top two most common challenges 
reported by teachers was unsupportive 
home environments. 

 Similar percentages of teachers in ZSI 
and non-ZSI schools reported 
moderate or major challenges 
associated with insufficient funding or 
programs or materials (60% in non-ZSI 
schools, versus 61% in ZSI schools) and 
a lack of textbooks or other 
instructional materials (53% in both ZSI 
and non-ZSI schools). 
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Exhibit 31. Challenges to Improving Student Performance, Principals, All Teachers, Non-

ZSI and ZSI Teachers 

To what extent are the following factors a 
challenge to your or your school’s efforts in 
improving student performance? 

Percent who indicate a "Moderate" or "Major" challenge 

All teachers  Principals 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Large class size (%) 62 65 67 5  46 53 44 -2 

Lack of text books or other instructional 
materials (%) 

48 54 53 5  40 50 55 15 

Instructional materials not aligned with 
standards (%) 

37 41 41 4  44 62 51 7 

Large number of student behavior problems (%) 51 53 54 3  24 31 25 1 

Large turnover of student population (%) 31 33 31 0  26 30 28 2 

Low student motivation (%) 58 59 60 2  33 42 43 10 

Low staff morale (%) 49 48 52 3  24 32 36 12 

Low and/or erratic student attendance (%) 41 50 51 10  27 39 50 23 

Unsupportive home environments (%) 67 69 68 1  53 58 55 2 

Not enough funding for programs/materials (%) 67 63 60 -7  75 73 75 0 

  Non-ZSI Teachers  ZSI Teachers 

 Y1 Y2 Y3 
Y1-Y3 

Change 
 Y1 Y2 Y3 

Y1-Y3 
Change 

Large class size (%) 62 65 67 5  65 61 65 0 

Lack of text books or other instructional 
materials (%) 

47 54 53 6  57 58 53 -4 

Instructional materials not aligned with 
standards (%) 

36 40 41 5  43 45 39 -4 

Large number of student behavior problems (%) 49 52 52 3  71 69 74 3 

Large turnover of student population (%) 28 31 28 0  56 55 62 6 

Low student motivation (%) 56 58 59 3  73 73 78 5 

Low staff morale (%) 49 47 52 3  56 60 58 2 

Low and/or erratic student attendance (%) 37 47 48 11  78 78 83 5 

Unsupportive home environments (%) 65 67 66 1  88 87 87 -1 

Not enough funding for programs/materials (%) 67 63 60 -7  71 66 61 -10 

Source: AIR Teacher and Principal RTTT Surveys: May 2012–2014. 
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Early Childhood Education. Under RTTT, the state is 

providing parents of children in the ZSIs with tuition 

subsidies for early childhood education programs from 

preapproved, nonpublic providers. To track participation 

in preschool over time, we analyzed data from the 

Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment (HSSRA). 

The HSSRA is administered annually, and it asks schools 

to report information related to the readiness of children 

to succeed in school, including the percentage of 

Kindergarten students who attended preschool. Exhibit 

32 shows that statewide, preschool attendance rates were 

relatively stable (with an average rate of 61 percent) in 

the baseline period. It appears that over the course of the 

RTTT initiative, preschool attendance rates have 

declined slightly. The 2014 outcome estimate for the 

preschool attendance rate was approximately two 

percentage points below the 2014 baseline prediction. 

This difference was not statistically significant.  

Exhibit 32. Preschool Attendance Rates, All Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment: 2007–2014. 

Exhibit 33 shows that the preschool attendance rates of non-ZSI schools have a trend similar to 

the statewide rate: attendance rates were stable in the baseline period, and they have declined 

slightly during the time period spanning the RTTT initiative. For non-ZSI schools, the 2014 

outcome estimate was below the 2014 baseline prediction by approximately three percentage 

points. This difference was marginally statistically significant. In contrast, preschool attendance 

rates among ZSI schools have increased noticeably since RTTT was introduced.  

ECE 

PARTICIPATION  
IN ZSI AND NON-ZSI 
SCHOOLS 

Preschool attendance rates 
among ZSI schools have 
increased significantly since 
RTTT was introduced. In non-ZSI 
schools, preschool attendance 
has decreased slightly since 
RTTT began. 
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To model the impact of RTTT on early childhood attendance rates at ZSI schools and non-ZSI 

schools, we estimated separate pre-RTTT linear trends for ZSI and non-ZSI schools and 

projected these estimates forward to 2014. Next, we modeled early childhood attendance rates in 

the post-RTTT period using a linear trend. The difference between the projected and estimated 

values in 2014 is considered the impact of RTTT. This methodology is also used in the following 

chapter, which examines RTTT’s impact on student achievement.  

Exhibit 34 shows the outcome estimate and the baseline prediction, and demonstrates that there has 

been a significant increase in preschool attendance in ZSI schools. The outcome estimate for 

preschool attendance rates in 2014 is nearly 14 percentage points above the 2014 prediction, a 

statistically significant and large increase with an effect size of 0.88 standard deviations. In contrast, 

there has been a statistically significant, but smaller magnitude decrease in preschool attendance in 

non-ZSI schools, relative to the baseline prediction based on pre-RTTT attendance rates. 

Exhibit 33. Preschool Attendance Rates, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 

Source: Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment: 2007–2014. 

Exhibit 34. Preschool Attendance Results 

Group 
2007–10 
average 

2014 Outcome 
estimate  

(with RTTT) 

2014 Baseline 
prediction 

(without RTTT) 
Difference Effect size 

Due to 
intercept 

shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

All Schools 60.3 56.1 58.1 -2.0  -0.11 0.0  -2.0  

ZSI 46.8 47.9 34.0 13.9  * 0.88 -2.8  * 16.7  * 

Non-ZSI 61.4 56.8 60.1 -3.4  * -0.19 0.2  -3.6  * 

Source: Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment: 2007–2014. 
Note: The number of schools that participated in the Hawaii State School Readiness Assessment declined from 177 to 91 
between 2013 and 2014; therefore, 2014 results should be interpreted with caution.  
* p < .05. 
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Impact of Hawaii’s Race to the Top on  
Student Achievement 

In this third-year evaluation report, we present estimates of the impact of Race to the Top 

(RTTT) on achievement and other student outcomes, including school proficiency and 

graduation rates, for the final year of the grant. We also present results from our analysis of 

Grade 4 and Grade 8 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) scores to provide 

additional evidence about the impact of RTTT on student achievement. We have added NAEP 

analyses into the final report to compare the performance of Hawaii’s students not only to earlier 

cohorts of Hawaii students before RTTT, as the Hawaii State Assessment (HSA) analysis allows, 

but to students across the nation during the RTTT period. As detailed in our previous evaluation 

reports and described in the following section “Guide to Interpreting Results,” these impact 

estimates are subject to various potential biases, including that we are unable to distinguish the 

impact of RTTT from other activities that coincided with the introduction of the RTTT reforms 

in Hawaii. Therefore, the evaluation examines changes in student achievement during RTTT but 

it cannot definitively answer to what extent these changes in outcomes are caused by RTTT. 

Methodology for Analysis of HSA Scores 

For this report, we calculated the impact of RTTT on student outcomes in 2014 by estimating the 

difference between each outcome measure and the outcome level we would have expected if the 

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

measure estimated by the model in 2014 as the 2014 outcome estimate. We refer to the value of 

the outcome measure that we would have expected in 2014 if the outcome had continued to grow 

at the pre-RTTT rate as the 2014 baseline prediction. 

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

outcomes—that is, we ran a regression model that estimated student outcomes in each year 

before and after the implementation of RTTT (“the interruption”) and allowed for different 

slopes before and after the interruption.  We tested whether the 2014 outcome estimate, modeled 

in this way, was statistically different from the baseline prediction. Because RTTT began after 

the 2010 school year, the pre-RTTT years are 2007 through 2010, and the post-RTTT years are 

2011 through 2014. This impact model is represented by this equation: 

                                                                          

Because trends in student achievement may be sensitive to changes in student background 

characteristics, we check the sensitivity of our model’s results by estimating a similar model with 

three available demographic characteristics aggregated to the school level: the percent of 

students who are Native Hawaiian, the percent of students who are economically disadvantaged, 

and the percent of students who are English Language Learners. As shown in Appendix J, results 

from these analyses are substantively similar to our main models.
15

  

                                                 
15

 The estimated ZSI impact in grade 4 mathematics was positive, but not statistically significant, when student 

covariates were included in the model. Further details are in Appendix J 
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We present our findings in tables and graphs. In the tables, we show the baseline average (a 

simple average of scores across the four pre-RTTT years of data) in order to provide a sense of 

what each outcome measure looked like in pre-RTTT years. We then report the 2014 outcome 

estimate and the 2014 baseline prediction. In the next column, we report the difference between 

the two predictions and whether this difference was statistically significant. We also report the 

difference as an effect size (by dividing the difference by the standard deviation of the outcome 

in the baseline period).
16

 For reference in interpreting effect sizes, the federal What Works 

Clearinghouse: Procedures and Standards Handbook [Institute of Education Sciences, 2011] 

suggests that an effect size of a quarter of a standard deviation or larger is a “substantively 

important” effect for educational interventions measured at the student level. Finally, we 

decompose the difference between the baseline prediction and the RTTT outcome estimate into 

two components: the difference due to the estimated upward or downward shift in the outcome 

(referred to in the table as the intercept) and the difference due to the change in the direction and 

steepness of the estimated trend (referred to in the table as the slope). We examined overall HSA 

scores as well as subgroup analyses for students in ZSI and non-ZSI schools, Native Hawaiian 

and non-Native Hawaiian students, and disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged students. For these 

subgroup analyses, we report our results in a similar fashion, and also test whether the difference 

in scores between the subgroups changed between 2010 (the year preceding RTTT) and 2014 

(the final year of RTTT). Impact estimates generally did not vary across subgroups; detailed 

findings are presented in Appendix F. 

We also present our results graphically by plotting year-by-year averages across the study period 

and overlaying the estimated baseline trend and the estimated post-RTTT trend. In these figures, 

the baseline trend for the years 2007 to 2010 appears as a solid line, and for years following 

RTTT (2011 to 2014), the line showing the baseline trend is dashed to indicate that it is a 

projection of how test scores might have changed in the absence of RTTT, if they had continued 

to follow the baseline trend. The post-RTTT trend line is plotted from 2011 to 2014 and is solid 

to represent that it is estimated from actual 2011 to 2014 test scores. The vertical dashed line 

between 2010 and 2011 represents the introduction of RTTT, the interruption in the time series. 

Similarly, we also employ an interrupted time series analysis to estimate RTTT impacts on 

proficiency and graduation rates. Because these outcomes are measured at the school level, we 

present subgroup analyses for these outcomes only for students in ZSI and non-ZSI schools. 

Results generally did not vary across these two subgroups; detailed subgroup analyses for these 

outcomes are in Appendices H and I. 

Methodology for Analysis of NAEP Scores 

For the analysis of NAEP scores, we explored two trends: how student achievement has changed 

in Hawaii since the introduction of RTTT and how Hawaii’s trends on the NAEP compared with 

students nationwide. The analyses in the report are based on NAEP results for public schools that 

participated in the Grade 4 and Grade 8 NAEP assessments in mathematics and reading in 

biennial test administrations from 2003 to 2013, weighted to represent the state and the nation. 

The period between 2003 and 2009 provides four pre-RTTT years, and the period between 2011 

                                                 
16

 Converting these differences into an effect size gives us a better sense of whether the observed differences are 

large or small and allows us to easily compare estimates across outcomes.  
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and 2013 provides two post-RTTT years for analyzing NAEP changes over time.
17

 We analyzed 

NAEP composite scores as well as subscale scores.
18

 

To examine the performance of Hawaii students on the NAEP since the introduction of RTTT, 

we used Hawaii’s prior NAEP performance to predict its scores in 2011 and 2013. Then, we 

compared these predicted scores with Hawaii’s actual scores in those years. The 2011 prediction 

was based on four years of prior data (2003–2009) and the 2013 prediction was based on five 

years of prior data (2003–2011). The change in scores in these prior periods was modeled using a 

linear trend. 

Two models were estimated for each grade level and subject area: one using test scores only 

from Hawaii, and one using test scores from all 50 states and the District of Columbia.
19

 

We constructed a confidence interval around Hawaii’s predicted NAEP score in each RTTT 

year. Scores within the range of the confidence interval would suggest that changes in Hawaii’s 

performance on the NAEP were typical based on trends observed in prior years. Scores outside 

the confidence interval would suggest that changes in Hawaii’s educational system since 2009—

including RTTT—could have affected Hawaii’s performance on the NAEP. 

To compare Hawaii’s NAEP performance to the nation’s between 2003 and 2013, we used 

descriptive analyses. We calculated state-level averages for the composite and subscale scores on 

the Grade 4 and Grade 8 NAEP assessments in 

mathematics and reading.
20

 We present overall 

scores in this chapter to allow clear comparisons 

with the HSA analyses, but we also conducted 

NAEP subscale analyses to provide additional 

context about student performance in specific 

content areas. Each subscale covers a specific 

content area within a subject. In mathematics, 

there are five subscales: number properties and 

operations, measurement, geometry, data 

analysis, statistics and probability, and algebra. In 

reading, there are two subscales: reading for 

information and reading for literary experience. 

Subscale results are available in Appendix G. 

Guide to Interpreting Results 

Several factors should be considered when 

reviewing the findings in this chapter. First, we 

cannot rule out the possibility that any observed 

changes from the baseline trend are the result of 

                                                 
17

 NAEP is administered biennially.  
18

 We use NAEP full population estimates to rule out the possibilities that observed outcomes are due to differential 

participation rates of students with disabilities or of English Language Learners across states and/or across time.  
19

 We considered controlling for changes in student background characteristics over time but were unable to do so 

due to a lack of degrees of freedom, especially among the test result data points for Hawaii.  
20

 To determine whether the averages for Hawaii and the nation were statistically different, we used adjusted t-tests.  

GUIDE TO INTERPRETING 

RESULTS 
 The analyses cannot isolate RTTT’s 

effect on student achievement 
from other events and activities 
that took place during the grant 
that may have influenced student 
achievement.  

 A linear trend may overestimate 
deviations from the baseline 
pattern.  

 Some of the reforms introduced 
under RTTT may be better 
evaluated using longer-term 
trends. 
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other events that occurred during the period in which RTTT was implemented. In other words, 

this analysis cannot disentangle the introduction of RTTT from other contemporaneous events 

that may have influenced achievement and other student outcomes during this period. Second, 

for the subgroup comparisons, we cannot rule out the possibility that the trends we observe are 

an artifact of regression to the mean. Schools that were a part of the Zones of School Innovation 

(ZSI) were among the lowest performing schools in Hawaii at a particular point in time (the 

introduction of RTTT), but they might have improved relative to other schools regardless of 

RTTT or other interventions. In addition, we cannot rule out the possibility that the changes we 

observed have occurred because of shifts in the distribution of different kinds of students across 

Hawaii’s schools since the year in which RTTT was first implemented. For example, ZSI schools 

may have fewer or more low-achieving students now than when they were selected to be in the 

ZSI initiative. Although we explore this possibility in Appendix J and find that our results are 

substantively similar, it is also plausible that unobserved factors that are not easily measured 

could be influencing the observed trends in student achievement.   

Results from an interrupted time series analysis are highly sensitive to how the baseline trend is 

modeled.
21,22

 The analyses in this chapter use a linear trend, which assumes that test scores 

increase (or decrease) by a constant amount each year. Although the linear trend generally fit the 

observed baseline patterns well, in cases in which growth in test scores may level off over time, 

predictions that follow a linear baseline trend may overestimate any deviations from the trend. If 

the baseline trend took this curvature into account, the level of test scores predicted in 2014 

would most likely be lower. Because a nonlinear baseline trend allows the slope of the projected 

line to change over time, however, it also can result in predictions in which test scores initially 

rise but then decline, which is a baseline trajectory that we have no good reason to predict or 

expect. This is why we decided to retain a linear baseline model despite its being conservative in 

this analysis, considering the steep upward baseline trend Hawaii experienced in the years 

immediately preceding RTTT. 

Finally, because some of the reforms introduced under RTTT may take years to affect student test 

scores, longer term trends in student achievement and other outcomes may offer a different and 

better perspective on the impacts of RTTT than the relatively short-term results presented here. 

Summary of Results 

For Grade 4 HSA reading scores as well as Grade 8 HSA reading and mathematics, test scores 

grew more slowly across the period in which RTTT was implemented than they had in the 

baseline period, resulting in estimated RTTT impacts that generally were negative and 

statistically significant. There was no impact on Grade 4 mathematics scores. If controls for 

student background characteristics are added to the model, results are similar. Findings for 

specific subgroups of schools and students, which are detailed in Appendix F, show that the 

                                                 
21

 Bloom, H.S. (2003). Using “Short” Interrupted Time Series-Analysis to Measure the Impacts of Whole-School 

Reforms. Evaluation Review 27(1): 3-49. 
22

 Whole-School Reforms. Evaluation Review 27(1): 3-49.Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of 

Education. (2011). What Works Clearinghouse: Procedures and standards handbook (version 2.1). Washington, 

DC: Author. Retrieved from 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_procedures_v2_1_standards_handbook.pdf 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_procedures_v2_1_standards_handbook.pdf
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results for subgroups were generally consistent with the main findings, which are presented in 

the following section.
23

 

NAEP scores in Grade 4 and Grade 8 increased during the RTTT period. Although there was a 

positive trend, the state did not perform better or worse than predicted. In other words, the state 

did not accelerate its growth on the NAEP during the RTTT years. Prior to RTTT, Hawaii’s 

performance on NAEP was lower than the national average in all four subject-grade 

examinations (Grade 4 and Grade 8 mathematics and reading). Relative to the nation, Hawaii 

eliminated its performance gap in Grade 4 mathematics, with Hawaii’s average score exceeding 

the national average in 2013. In Grade 4 reading and in both subjects among eighth graders, 

Hawaii reduced the gap between its average score and the nation’s average score during the 

RTTT period. 

Taken together, the HSA and NAEP analyses show that student achievement has generally 

continued to improve during RTTT, but the pace of student growth slowed in the RTTT years, in 

comparison with the immediate pre-RTTT years. Results were generally similar across 

subgroups (ZSI/non-ZSI, Native Hawaiian/non-Native Hawaiian students, disadvantaged/ 

nondisadvantaged students) for HSA and across subscales for the NAEP. For details about 

student subgroup performance on the HSA, see Appendix F. For details about student 

performance on NAEP subscales, see Appendix G. 

The analyses of student proficiency rates show a similar pattern to the HSA and NAEP 

analyses—proficiency rates improved during the RTTT period, but at a slower rate than the pre-

RTTT period. In contrast, graduation rates, which declined during the pre-RTTT period, 

increased in the RTTT years. Estimated impacts on graduation rates, however, were not 

statistically significant. 

In some instances, our findings differed for schools that were part of the ZSI initiative. These 

schools were targeted to receive additional support under Hawaii’s RTTT initiative and we find 

that the average mathematics and reading scores of Grade 4 students who attended ZSI schools 

were above the baseline projection in 2014. In mathematics, this difference was marginally 

statistically significant. Further, the difference in average Grade 4 reading scores between ZSI 

and non-ZSI schools narrowed between 2010 and 2014. This difference was statistically 

significant.  Similarly, the mathematics and reading proficiency rates of ZSI schools were both 

above the baseline projection in 2014. For mathematics proficiency rates, the difference was 

marginally statistically significant. On the other hand, in Grade 8 in both subjects, the average 

scores of ZSI schools were below baseline projections in 2014. Also, the difference in average 

Grade 8 mathematics scores between ZSI and non-ZSI schools increased by an amount that was 

marginally statistically significant between 2010 and 2014.  

Hawaii State Assessment Results 

Students enrolled in Hawaii Public Schools in Grades 3–8 and 10 take the HSA every spring. 

The assessments were scaled so that a score of 300 is the threshold for proficiency. Standards for 

the test were last set during the 2006–07 school year; therefore, scores from that year and later 
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 Results for restructuring and nonrestructuring schools are not presented for Year 3 because Hawaii had 

transitioned to the Strive HI Accountability System.  
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are comparable across time. Average reading scores tended to be higher than mathematics 

scores, and the proportion of students who were proficient in reading was larger than that of 

students who were proficient in mathematics.
24

 

Grade 4 

Mathematics. As shown in Exhibit 35, there was a positive trend in Grade 4 mathematics scores 

during the baseline period (to the left of the vertical dotted line). In 2011, there was a noticeable 

upward shift in scores over the levels in earlier years, followed by a somewhat less positive trend 

than before 2011. Extending the baseline trend plotted in Exhibit 35 out to 2014 results in a 

projected score of 311.1 (as shown by the dashed trend line). However, as shown in Exhibit 37, 

the 2014 outcome estimate was 311.9, resulting in an estimated RTTT impact of +0.8 points, or 

an effect size of +0.02 standard deviations, which was not statistically significant. 

Reading. Exhibit 36 shows that Grade 4 reading, similar to mathematics, had a positive baseline 

trend and a positive post-RTTT trend. But, although reading scores increased between 2010 and 

2011, there was not a noticeable upward shift as seen in mathematics. The post-RTTT trend 

appears to be nearly flat. Exhibit 37 shows that the 2014 baseline prediction was 5.4 points 

greater than the 2014 outcome estimate of 317.2 points. This negative RTTT impact estimate 

was statistically significant, but not substantial (effect size of –0.13). 

Exhibit 35. Average Grade 4 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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 See Appendix E for more information about the number of students and schools in the HSA analysis. 
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Exhibit 36. Average Grade 4 HSA Reading Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit 37. Grade 4 HSA Scale Scores: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With RTTT) 

2014 Baseline 
Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 298.1 311.9 311.1      0.8  0.02 6.4***  -5.6*** 

Reading 305.3 317.2 322.5 -5.4*** -0.13 6.2***  -11.6*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Grade 8 

Mathematics. As in the Grade 4 findings, Exhibit 38 shows that there was a positive trend in 

Grade 8 mathematics scores during the baseline period and a noticeable upward shift in scores in 

2011. The positive post-RTTT trend, however, was not as steep as the baseline trend. The 

baseline projection for 2014 was a score of 318.2, which was noticeably higher than the 2014 

outcome estimate, as well as the actual 2014 score level of 309.7 and 310.1, respectively).
25

 

Thus, as shown in Exhibit 40, the estimated RTTT impact was –8.6 points, which was 

statistically significant and translated into an effect size of –0.21 standard deviations. 

Reading. Exhibit 39 shows that there was a positive trend in reading scores during the baseline 

period, followed by a downward shift in scores in 2011. The post-RTTT trend line was less 

positive than the baseline trend line. If the baseline trend is extended out to 2014, the projected 
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 The actual score levels are the plotted points in the time-series exhibits.  
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score is 331.0 points, which is higher than the actual 2014 outcome estimate of 317.4 points as 

well as the 2014 actual outcome level of 316.5 points. Because of the downward shift and flatter 

post-RTTT trend, the estimated RTTT impact was –13.5 points, which was statistically 

significant. This impact translated into a large negative effect size of –0.38 standard deviations. 

Exhibit 38. Average Grade 8 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit 39. Average Grade 8 HSA Reading Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit 40. Grade 8 HSA Scale Scores: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With RTTT) 

2014 Baseline 
Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 286.0 309.7 318.2 -8.6*** -0.21 5.5***  -14.1*** 

Reading 312.1 317.4 331.0 -13.5*** -0.38 -5.0*** -8.6*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

NAEP Results 

Grade 4 

As Exhibit 41 shows, Hawaii’s NAEP performance increased from 2003 to 2013 on the Grade 4 

mathematics and reading assessments. 

Exhibit 41. Full Population Estimates of Average Scale Scores for 

Hawaii on the Grade 8 NAEP Assessments in Mathematics and 

Reading, by Year, 2003–2013 

Year Grade 4 Mathematics Grade 4 Reading 

2003 226 206 

2005 229 208 

2007 234 211 

2009 235 209 

2011 238 212 

2013 243 214 

NAEP mathematics and reading scales range from 0 to 500 at Grades 4 and 8. 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of 
Education, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Mathematics and 
Reading Assessments 

Exhibit 42 illustrates the findings for the model predictions for 2011 and 2013 on the basis of the 

prior scores of Hawaii and the prior scores of all 51 jurisdictions, respectively. In both subjects, 

although NAEP scores improved over time, they fell inside the predicted NAEP confidence 

interval. This suggests that RTTT implementation was not associated with an increase in NAEP 

scores beyond what could be expected from Hawaii’s past performance on NAEP. It is notable 

that Hawaii sustained its improvement from 2003 to 2013, but its growth did not accelerate 

during the RTTT years. 
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Exhibit 42. Prediction Interval and Actual Full Population Estimates of Average Scale 

Scores for Hawaii by Subject in Post-RTTT Years 

Prediction Interval 

Subject and Grade Year Lower Bound Upper Bound Actual Score 

Hawaii Model 

Mathematics, Grade 4 
2011 237 240 238 

2013 241 243 243 

Reading, Grade 4 
2011 210 214 212 

2013 212 215 214 

51-Jurisdiction Model 

Mathematics, Grade 4 
2011 227 253 238 

2013 229 254 243 

Reading, Grade 4 
2011 204 233 212 

2013 206 233 214 

NAEP mathematics and reading scales range from 0 to 500 at Grades 4 and 8. 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Mathematics and Reading Assessments 

Comparing Hawaii’s performance on NAEP to all schools in the national public sample, it 

appears that the performance gap between Hawaii and the rest of nation narrowed in reading. 

Moreover, in mathematics, Hawaii’s average mathematics score exceeded the national average 

by 2013.  

As Exhibit 43 shows, Hawaii improved Grade 4 mathematics NAEP scores at a faster rate than 

in the national average. The state’s scores remained below the national average between 2003 

and 2009. By 2011, Hawaii’s scores on NAEP were not statistically different from the national 

average, and in 2013, Hawaii outperformed the national average in Grade 4 mathematics. 

Exhibit 43. Full Population Estimates of Grade 4 Mathematics Scale Scores for Hawaii and 

the Nation, 2003–2013 

 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Mathematics Assessments 
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Exhibit 44 shows that in Grade 4 reading, Hawaii’s achievement significantly improved over 

time relative to the rest of the United States but remained lower than the nation’s average score. 

Exhibit 44. Full Population Estimates of Grade 4 Reading Scale Scores for Hawaii and the 

Nation, 2003–2013 

 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Reading Assessments 

Grade 8 

As Exhibit 45 shows, Hawaii’s NAEP performance increased from 2003 to 2013 on the Grade 8 

mathematics and reading assessments. 

Exhibit 45. Full Population Estimates of Average Scale Scores for 

Hawaii on the Grade 8 NAEP Assessments in Mathematics and 

Reading, by Year, 2003–2013 

Year Grade 8 Mathematics Grade 8 Reading 

2003 264 249 

2005 264 246 

2007 268 250 

2009 272 253 

2011 277 256 

2013 281 259 

NAEP mathematics and reading scales range from 0 to 500 at Grades 4 and 8. 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of 
Education, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Mathematics and 
Reading Assessments 

Exhibit 46 illustrates the findings for the model predictions for 2011 and 2013 on the basis of the 

prior scores of Hawaii and the prior scores of all 51 jurisdictions, respectively. As in the Grade 4 

grade findings, in both subjects, although NAEP scores improved over time, they fell inside the 

predicted NAEP confidence interval. 
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Exhibit 46. Prediction Interval and Actual Full Population Estimates of Average Scale 

Scores for Hawaii by Subject in Post-RTTT Years 

Prediction Interval 

Subject and Grade Year Lower Bound Upper Bound Actual Score 

Hawaii Model 

Mathematics, Grade 8 
2011 273 278 277 

2013 278 282 281 

Reading, Grade 8 
2011 252 258 256 

2013 255 261 259 

51-Jurisdiction Model 

Mathematics, Grade 8 
2011 266 299 277 

2013 267 300 281 

Reading, Grade 8 
2011 248 276 256 

2013 251 277 259 

NAEP mathematics and reading scales range from 0 to 500 at Grades 4 and 8. 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Mathematics and Reading Assessments 

Comparing Hawaii’s performance on NAEP to all schools in the national public sample, it 

appears that the performance gap between Hawaii and the rest of nation narrowed in both 

mathematics and reading. Exhibits 47 and 48 show that in Grade 8 mathematics, and Grade 8 

reading assessments, Hawaii’s achievement significantly improved over time relative to the rest 

of the United States but remained lower than the nation’s. 

Exhibit 47. Full Population Estimates of Grade 8 Mathematics Scale Scores for Hawaii and 

the Nation, 2003–2013 

 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Mathematics Assessments 
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Exhibit 48. Full Population Estimates of Grade 8 Reading Scale Scores for Hawaii and the 

Nation, 2003–2013 

 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Reading Assessments 

Other Education Outcomes 

In addition to HSA and NAEP scores, we explored changes in other education outcomes, 
including the percentage of students who were proficient in mathematics and reading and 
graduation rates. These analyses compare students in Hawaii over time, before and after RTTT. 
Overall impact analyses of these data follow, and subgroup analyses of students in ZSI and non-
ZSI schools are presented in Appendices H and I. 

Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics and Reading 

Our analysis of school-level mathematics and reading proficiency rates revealed a steady positive 
trend in both mathematics and reading proficiency during the baseline period, as shown in 
Exhibits 49 and 50.

 26
 

Between 2010 and 2011, there was an upward shift in proficiency rates in mathematics but a 
slight downward shift in proficiency rates in reading. For both subjects, the post-RTTT trend was 
positive but flatter than the pre-RTTT trend. As a result, as shown in Exhibit 51, and consistent 
with other impact estimates presented in this chapter, the 2014 outcome estimate for mathematics 
proficiency was lower than the 2014 baseline prediction by 2.5 percentage points. Likewise, the 
2014 outcome estimate for reading proficiency was below the 2014 baseline prediction by 7.7 
percentage points. The negative impact on mathematics proficiency was marginally statistically 
significant and translated into an effect size of –0.17. The negative impact on reading proficiency 
was statistically significant and translated into a large effect size of –0.61. 
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 The 2010–12 proficiency rate data were from the final HSA file, but the 2013–14 proficiency rates utilize 

preliminary HSA data. To explore whether results would be sensitive to the use of the preliminary file, we tested a 

model in which we substituted preliminary proficiency rates for final proficiency rates in two prior years of data. 

Results were similar.  
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Exhibit 49. Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics, All Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student proficiency data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit 50. Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading, All Schools 

 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit 51. Percentage of Students Proficient: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 45.2 60.2 62.7      -2.5* -0.17       8.8*** -11.2*** 

Reading 65.2 71.7 79.4  -7.7*** -0.61 0.5  -8.3*** 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

High School Graduation Rates 

As shown in Exhibit 52, high school graduation rates had a slightly negative baseline trend. 

Since the introduction of RTTT, however, it appears that the trend has become slightly positive. 

As a result, the 2013 outcome estimate was 1 percentage point higher than the 2013 baseline 

prediction; the difference was small, however, and not statistically significant, as shown in 

Exhibit 53. 

Exhibit 52. Student Graduation Rates, All Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data, 2007–2013. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit 53. Graduation Rates: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Group 
2007–2010 

Average 

2013 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With 
RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

All Schools 82.0 82.0 81.0 1.0  0.10 -2.5** 3.5** 

Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data, 2007–2013. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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How did Hawaii Use RTTT Funds? 

In this section, we present a brief analysis of Hawaii’s RTTT expenditures from the beginning of the 

grant through June 2014 (which is nine months into the fourth year of the grant). Specifically, we 

present total spending by year and spending across assurance areas – by year and over the life of the 

grant to date (October 2012 through June 2014). 

Finally, we break down spending by expenditure type 

by year and across the entire grant. 

After a difficult first year, HIDOE is now on track 

to spend out the entire $75 million RTTT grant by 

the end of Year 4. A review of expenditures by 

year shows an increased level of funding to 

implement Year 3 RTTT activities. Ninety-five 

percent ($28.3 million) of the Year 3 budget was 

spent at the close of Year 3. We also see substantial 

growth in spending from Year 1 to Year 3, with 

expenditures peaking in Year 3. A comparison of 

spending from Year 1 to Year 3 reveals a 798 

percent increase in expenditures from the first year 

of the grant when only $3.2 million (18 percent of 

the projected Year 1 budget) was spent. Growth 

has continued into the fourth year of the grant—

after nine months, $18.9 million, or 75 percent of 

the revised Year 4 budget, has been spent, 

compared to 70 percent at this time in Year 3.  

Exhibits 54 and 55 present the allocation of 

spending across reform areas by year. Specifically, Exhibit 54 displays budgeted versus actual 

spending, by assurance area, for each year of the grant, whereas Exhibit 55 shows assurance area 

spending as a percentage of total spending. An examination of these data shows that although all 

reform areas made significant progress toward meeting projected budgets in Year 3, Standards 

and Assessments, Great Teachers and Leaders, and Zones of School Innovation made the most 

headway. Standards and Assessments and Great Teachers and Leaders reached 90 percent and 95 

percent of their projected Year 3 budgets, respectively. Year 3 spending was 4 percent over 

budget in the Zones of School Innovation ($8.0 million of $7.7 million budgeted). Similar to 

Year 2, Year 3 spending was the highest in the areas of Great Teachers and Leaders and Zones of 

School innovation. Expenditures reached $11.4 million in the area of Great Teachers and 

Leaders and $7.7 million in the Zones of School Innovation. Together, spending in these areas 

accounted for nearly three quarters of total Year 3 expenditures (Exhibit 55). 

  

FUNDING YEARS 

In this section: 

 Year 1 includes October 2010 
through September 2011,  

 Year 2 includes October 2011 
through September 2012,  

 Year 3 includes October 2012 
through September 2013, and 

 Year 4 includes October 2013 
through June 2014 (nine months).  

The Year 1 budget figures reflect the 
original budget, whereas the Year 2, 
Year 3, and Year 4 budgets reflect 
revised budgets. 
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Exhibit 54. Total Spending by Year: Budgeted Versus Actual  

 

 

Exhibit 55. Percentage of Total Actual Spending by Year and Assurance Area  

Assurance Area Year 1% of Actual Year 2 % of Actual Year 3 % of Actual 
Year 4 % of 

Actual (Partial) 

State Systems 16% 12% 11% 9% 

Standards and Assessments 3% 8% 15% 20% 

Data Systems and Data Use 37% 14% 8% 5% 

Great Teachers and Leaders 39% 41% 38% 38% 

Zones of School Innovation 4% 26% 28% 28% 

In addition, there was a steady increase in spending from Years 1 through 3, with spending 

peaking across all assurance areas, except for Data Systems and Data Use, in Year 3. Each 

assurance area expended 85 percent or more of its projected Year 3 budget.  (Note that in Year 1 

no reform areas expended more than 45 percent of their projected budgets. Furthermore, four out 

of five reform areas expended only a quarter or less of their Year 1 budgets). At the close of Year 

3, the percentage of the budget expended rose by about 50 percent or more in each reform area 

from Year 1. In the areas of Great Teachers and Leaders and Zones of School Innovation, the 

percentage of the total budgeted amount spent rose 82 and 99 percent from Year 1, respectively. 

In Data Systems and Data Use, the percentage of the total budget expended increased by nearly 

45 percent from Year 1 to Year 2, but then remained relatively stable from Year 2 to Year 3 (88 

percent to 86 percent, respectively).  
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Budgets and expenditures across all reform areas (Exhibit 56) except Standards and Assessments 

decreased from Year 3 to June 2014 (which is nine months into the fourth year of the grant). The 

Standards and Assessment budget as well as expenditures have remained relatively stable nine 

months into the fourth year of the grant. The reform area of State Systems expended the smallest 

percentage of budgeted funds in Year 4 (62 percent) compared with other reform areas. The 

remaining reform areas have expended three quarters or more of their projected budgets nine 

months into Year 4, signaling that as the grant comes to an end and spending slows, the state is 

continuing to expend funds toward meeting goals in each reform area. Spending remains highest 

in the area of Great Teachers and Leaders, a finding consistent across all years of the grant, 

followed by Zones of School Innovation (consistent from Years 2 through 4). Similar to Year 3, 

the least amount of spending was observed in the area of Data Systems and Data Use.  
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Exhibit 56. Percentage of Budgeted and Total Actual Spending by Year and Assurance Area 
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We turn now to spending by assurance area over the life of the grant to date (October 2012 

through June 2014). Exhibit 57 presents the proportion of funds expended in each reform area 

through June 2014. To date, the greatest proportion of funds has been spent in the areas of 

Great Teachers and Leaders (39 percent of total spending to date) and Zones of School 

Innovation (26 percent of total spending to date). It is important to note that data coaches who 

support formative assessments, the use of the Data for School Improvement system, and data 

use in general are budgeted and expended from the Great Teachers and Leaders assurance area. 

In addition, the Standards and Assessments assurance area is using non-RTTT funding (Title II 

and general funds) to support its implementation efforts.  

Exhibit 57. Spending to Date: Percentage of Total by Assurance Area 

 

In the following exhibits, we break down spending by expenditure type. First, Exhibit 58 

presents the proportion of spending through June 2014 by expenditure type. These data reveal 

that the largest share of spending is concentrated on personnel and fringe benefits and 

contractual expenditures. Spending on personnel and fringe benefits makes up 41 percent of 

total expenditures to date ($28.2 million) and contractual expenditures make up 35 percent of 

total expenditures to date ($24.3 million). Together, these two expenditure types account for 

just more than three quarters of total spending through June 2014. With such a large share of 

expenditures focused on ongoing staff expenditures, HIDOE may have a difficult time retaining 

these staff (and the services they provide) after RTTT ends. 
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Exhibit 58. Percentage of Spending to Date by Expenditure Type 

 
 

To see the allocation of funds by expenditure type within each year, we turn our attention to 

Exhibit 59. Spending on staff increased steadily from Year 1 to three quarters into Year 4 of the 

grant. The largest increase in spending on staff occurred in Year 2 when expenditures rose $5.6 

million from Year 1 ($1.7 million to $7.3 million). The spending on staff continued to rise 

considerably from Years 2 to 3 ($7.3 million to $9.2 million) and shows a much slower increase 

from Year 3 to nine months into Year 4 ($9.2 million to $9.9 million). Although there were no 

contractual expenditures recorded in the first year (interview data from winter 2012 suggest this 

was due to challenges brought about by a slow procurement process at the state level), spending 

in this area ramped up in Year 2, from $0 to $5.9 million (or 32 percent of Year 2 spending). 

Contractual expenditures continued to rise in Year 3, showing a 217 percent increase from Year 

2 to Year 3 ($5.9 million to $12.8 million). This accounts for just under half of Year 3 

spending. Contractual expenditures have slowed significantly in the third quarter of Year 4, 

showing a 211 percent decrease from Year 3 ($12.8 million to $5.7 million). 
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Exhibit 59. Spending by Year and Expenditure Type  

 

A review of spending to date by expenditure type and assurance area (presented in Exhibit 60) 

reveals that most of the $28.1 million spent on personnel and fringe benefits to date has been 

focused in the areas of Great Teachers and Leaders and Zones of School Innovation, with spending 

in each of these areas accounting for just more than a third of total personnel and fringe 

expenditures to date ($9.9 million and $10.3 million, respectively). In the area of Great Teachers 

and Leaders, over three-quarters of personnel and fringe expenditures to date were focused on 

resources at the school level (an estimated $7.9 million). For example, nearly 50 percent of total 

personnel and fringe spending in Great Teachers and Leaders supported data coaches. Other 

resources included instructor fees for professional development courses and stipends for educators 

to attend professional development training on the EES, and instructional resource teachers.   

In the Zones of School Innovation, all personnel and fringe expenditures occurred at the school 

level. Half of the $10.3 million in personnel expenditures supported full-time data coaches for 

ZSI schools. Furthermore, over a third of personnel expenditure in the ZSIs went to student 

success coaches, who were responsible for assisting ZSI schools in making timely interventions 

for student’s academic and non-academic needs.   

Half of contractual expenditures to date ($24.3 million) were focused in the area of Great 

Teachers and Leaders ($11.8 million), while a quarter of expenditures ($5.6 million) were spent 

in the area of Standards and Assessments. We see this finding reversed when examining travel 

expenditures to date. Just under half of the $961,686 spent on travel expenses was focused in 

the area of Standards and Assessments, while a quarter was concentrated in the area of Great 

Teachers and Leaders. Last, spending on equipment and supplies was split between Data 

Systems and Data Use and Great Teachers and Leaders, with each reform area spending just 

under half of total expenditures nine months into the fourth year of the grant ($2.7 million and 

$2.6 million, respectively).  
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Exhibit 60. Expenditures to Date by Type and Assurance Area 

Budget Category 
State Systems Standards and Assessments Data Systems and Data Use Great Teachers and Leaders Zones of School Innovation 

 
Total % of Total Total % of Total Total % of Total Total % of Total Total % of Total Grand Total 

Personnel and Fringe $3,324,434 12% $3,264,401 12% $1,322,061 5% $9,986,063 35% $10,264,292 36% $28,161,251 

Travel $224,111 23% $443,543 46% $42,556 4% $251,476 26% $0 0% $961,686 

Equipment and Supplies $52,108 1% $19,071 0% $2,697,399 42% $2,567,066 40% $1,157,972 18% $6,493,616 

Contractual $3,323,440 14% $5,618,739 23% $2,556,243 11% $11,750,833 48% $1,087,600 4% $24,336,854 

Other $107,156 2% $212,124 3% $56,781 1% $1,332,893 21% $4,527,846 73% $6,236,801 

Indirect Costs $316,590 12% $124,663 5% $130,332 5% $894,982 35% $1,098,225 43% $2,564,791 

Total $7,347,839 11% $9,682,541 14% $6,805,371 10% $26,783,312 39% $18,135,935 26% $68,754,998 

Encumbrances by Assurance Area as of June 2013. Additional funds have been encumbered to payout obligations spanning the 

remainder of Year 4. A summary of encumbrances is shown in Exhibit 61.  

Exhibit 61. Encumbrances by Assurance Area 

Assurance Area  Encumbrances as of July 2014 

Aligned State Systems  $1,169,654  

Standards and Assessments  $603,424  

Data Systems  $339,762  

Great Teachers and Great Leaders  $1,015,091  

Zones of School Innovation  $883,412  

Total  $4,011,343  
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Appendix A: Data Collection Activities 

Data Collection 

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

November 2013 and July 2014 from the state, complex area, and school levels. In the third year 

of the evaluation, AIR conducted the following data collection activities: 

 State Leader Interviews: AIR conducted 30 semistructured, in-depth phone interviews 

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

project managers associated with the RTTT initiative. 

 CAS Interviews: A CAS who oversees and monitors the schools in his or her area leads 

each complex area. AIR conducted semistructured, in-depth phone interviews with all 15 

CASs in December 2013 and January 2014. 

 School Visits: In January and February 2014, AIR conducted visits to 12 schools (six 

elementary schools, two middle/intermediate schools, and four high schools). AIR used a 

systematic sampling procedure to select the 12 schools (three of which were within the 

ZSIs and nine of which were outside the ZSIs) based on factors such as geography, 

school level, performance level, poverty, and urbanicity. Site visit activities included 

interviews with the principal, vice principal, teacher leaders and teacher focus groups. 

 Extant Data: AIR collected extant documentation through August 2014 from HIDOE 

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

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

practices within each assurance area. 

 Teacher and Principal Surveys: In April and May 2014, AIR administered surveys to 

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

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

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

(18 HIDOE schools and seven charter schools) and a random sample of non-ZSI and 

charter schools, which were representative of all the schools across the state, including 

different levels of schooling (elementary, middle, and high school), island locations, 

socioeconomic status, and different levels of student performance. 

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

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

HIDOE and analyzed student achievement data from the Hawaii State Assessment (HSA) 

between 2007 and 2014. AIR also collected school-level teacher and student-level 

demographic data to serve as control variables in the analyses. These data allowed AIR to 

conduct subgroup analyses. 
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Appendix B: Survey Samples From 2012, 2013, 
and 2014 

This appendix provides information about the response rates and sample composition in each of the 

survey years. Principal surveys were sent to 285 schools in 2012 and 2013, and to 287 schools in 

2014.
27

 Teacher surveys were sent to 60 schools in each year. Exhibit B1 summarizes response rates 

for each year, as well as the share of respondents who completed all three surveys, among the subset 

of teachers and principals who received a survey in all three years. The tables that follow in the 

principal and teacher sections of this appendix provide more detail on the composition of respondent 

samples in each year. A final section includes further detail on the share of survey recipients who 

received and responded to surveys in all three years, among principals and teachers. Analysis 

samples used for this report include all completed responses from each year. This allows us to 

maximize the amount of information used when calculating aggregate responses for the state as a 

whole, as well as groups such as ZSI and non-ZSI teachers and principals. 

Exhibit B1. Survey Response Rates in All Three Years 

  Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 All 3 Years 

  
Surveys 

Completed 
% 

Surveys 
Completed 

% 
Surveys 

Completed 
% 

Surveys 
Completed 

Percentage 
of Three-

Year 
Recipients 

School Response Rates 
        

Principals 230 81 247 87 240 84 187 65 

Teachers  60 100 60 100 59 98 59 98 

Individual Response Rates 
        

Principals 230 81 246 87 240 84 142 78 

Teachers 1,857 61 2,446 70 1,804 57 912 57 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 
Note: There was one new school that opened in fall 2013 that was added to our Year 3 sample. 

We believe that the changes in the survey responses since 2012 reveal genuine changes in 

opinion. Two schools were removed from our Year 2 sample and were added back into our 

Year 3 sample (see footnote 1), but the rest of our school sample did not change between years. 

Although it is hypothetically possible that the observed changes in aggregate responses between 

years may be due to the changing composition of respondent samples rather than the changing 

conditions and overall perceptions that the survey is designed to measure, our examination of 

sample characteristics in each year (described next) indicates that the samples are highly similar 

on several measures. This supports the conclusion that changes in perceptions, averaged over 

large groups of respondents, are primarily due to changes in school conditions rather than 

systematic changes in the sample composition. 

                                                 
27

 Two schools—Waikele Elementary and Pu’u Kukui Elementary—were removed from the Year 2 sample. Pu’u 

Kukui was a new school in Year 2, and there was no record of survey administration for Waikele Elementary in 

Year 2. Pu’u Kukui Elementary opened in fall 2013, and Waikele Elementary was administered a survey in Year 3. 

Both schools were added back into our Year 3 sample. 
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To assess the likelihood that changes in sample composition are driving observed differences 

between years, Exhibits B2 through B9 compare representations of several key characteristics in 

each year’s sample. The teacher and principal samples in Year 1 are remarkably similar to their 

counterparts in Year 2 and Year 3 in their representation of Zone of School Innovation (ZSI), 

charter, and Title I recipient schools (the restructuring category was removed in Year 3 because 

Hawaii received a No Child Left Behind waiver). They are also very similar in their 

representation of schools serving the range of grade levels. The tables are presented without 

further commentary; none of the characteristics presented in the tables exhibit cross-year 

differences in representation of more than five percentage points. 

Principal Sample Characteristics 

Exhibit B2. Principal Analysis Sample, Charter and Non-Charter 

 
Charter Non-Charter Total 

Schools, Year 1 21 209 230 

% 9 91 100 

Schools, Year 2 20 227 247 

% 8 92 100 

Schools, Year 3 17 223 240 

% 7 93 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 

Exhibit B3. Principal Analysis Sample, ZSI and Non-ZSI 

 
ZSI Non-ZSI Total 

Schools, Year 1 23 207 230 

% 10 90 100 

Schools, Year 2 22 225 247 

% 9 91 100 

Schools, Year 3 20 220 240 

% 8 92 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 

Exhibit B4. Principal Analysis Sample, Title I and Non-Title I 

 
Title I Non-Title I Total

28
 

Schools, Year 1 163 66 229 

% 71 29 100 

Schools, Year 2 171 75 246 

% 70 30 100 

Schools, Year 3 165 75 240 

% 69 31 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 

                                                 
28

 One school (Ewa Makai) did not have publicly available Title I information. This accounts for the two records 

missing in this summary and explains why schools do not total 230 and 247 for Years 1 and 2, respectively. 
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Exhibit B5. Principal Analysis Sample, School Level 

 
Elementary Middle High Mixed Total 

Year 1 74 32 26 98 230 

% 32 14 11 43 100 

Year 2 75 32 28 112 247 

% 30 13 11 45 100 

Year 3 80 32 26 102 240 

% 33 13 11 43 100 

Source: AIR Principal RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 

Teacher Sample Characteristics 

Exhibit B6. Teacher Analysis Sample, Charter and Non-Charter 

  Charter Non-Charter Total 

Year 1 119 1,738 1,857 

% 6 94 100 

Year 2 101 2,345 2,446 

% 4 96 100 

Year 3 86 1,718 1,804 

% 5 95 100 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 

Exhibit B7. Teacher Analysis Sample, ZSI and Non-ZSI 

  ZSI Non-ZSI Total 

Year 1 702 1,155 1,857 

% 38 62 100 

Year 2 855 1,591 2,446 

% 35 65 100 

Year 3 663 1,141 1,804 

% 37 63 100 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 

Exhibit B8. Teacher Analysis Sample, Title I and Non-Title I 

  Title I Non-Title I Total 

Year 1 1,385 472 1,857 

% 75 25 100 

Year 2 1,821 615 2,446 

% 74 26 100 

Year 3 1,275 529 1,804 

% 71 29 100 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 
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Exhibit B9. Teacher Analysis Sample, School Level 

  Elementary Middle High Mixed  Total 

Year 1 310 245 605 697 1,857 

% 17 13 33 38 100 

Year 2 373 330 856 864 2,423 

% 15 14 36 35 100 

Year 3 304 245 553 702 1,804 

% 17 14 31 39 100 

Source: AIR Teacher RTTT Survey: May 2012, May 2013, and May 2014. 

Three-Year Survey Respondent Detail 

For the principal and teacher survey samples, respondents were matched using employee 

identification numbers (IDs) and a manual name or e-mail address match (for employees who 

were missing IDs). As a result, it is thought that the group of individuals that responded to the 

surveys does not correspond across years primarily because teachers and principals had left their 

jobs during that time (or, in the case of teachers, transferred schools) and therefore did not 

receive the survey. However, it is possible that the matching procedure failed to match some 

observations, such as for those who may have received new employee IDs between surveys. For 

this reason, the match rates described Exhibits B2 through B9 should be considered conservative 

estimates of the overall rate of overlap between each year’s survey samples. 

Using the matching method described above, we estimated that 182 principals and 1,587 teachers 

were surveyed in all three years, although they may not have stayed in the same school 

throughout the three years. Of the 182 principals surveyed in all three years, 142 principals 

completed the survey every year, for a 78 percent completion rate. Of the 1,587 teachers 

surveyed in all three years, 912 teachers completed survey every year, for a 57 percent 

completion rate. 
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Appendix C: Rasch Analysis 

This appendix provides an overview of the Rasch model and the full set of Rasch results for 

principals and teachers, including standardized between-year differences (i.e., 2014 minus 2012 or 

Year 3 minus Year 1) and between-group differences (i.e., Zone of School Innovation (ZSI) and 

non-ZSI, Title I and non-Title I). 

Overview of the Rasch Model and Analyses 

Our teacher and principal surveys were designed to reliably capture larger underlying constructs 

by using multiple questions that explored different aspects of each construct. Specifically, survey 

items were analyzed using the Rasch measurement model.
29

 A specific Rasch model, the rating 

scale model, was used for each construct on the teacher and principal surveys, and the scores are 

therefore not directly comparable across constructs within a survey, or across teacher and 

principal surveys. For the teacher and principal surveys, responses from the 2012, 2013, and 

2014 surveys were scaled together so that the scores for a particular construct could be compared 

over time within a given construct within either the principal or teacher survey.
30

 

The comparisons were done using a Wald F test or t test, and the mean differences that were 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level are denoted with an asterisk. These differences presented 

on the following tables are expressed using standardized mean difference effect sizes, which are 

standardized measures of change that allow for comparisons across constructs. Positive effect 

sizes tell us that principals’ and teachers’ perceptions have become more favorable or positive 

since Year 1, whereas negative effect sizes tell us that principals’ and teachers’ perceptions have 

become less favorable or less positive since Year 1. 

Principal values for each construct are representative of principals across the state because every 

school in the state was included in the principal sample. However, because teacher survey 

responses were drawn from a systematic sample of schools in the state, sampling weights have 

been applied to school-level means of teacher construct values to make them representative of 

teachers’ perceptions of implementation in schools across the state.
31

  

We present mean score comparisons for all survey constructs
32

 from Year 1 to Year 3 across the 

following groups: all teachers and principals, ZSI teachers and principals, non-ZSI teachers and 

                                                 
29

 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, and strongly 

agree) using Winsteps (v3.81). 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 odds units, or logits, which makes them suitable for use in concise 

descriptions and as outcome variables in statistical models. These items were analyzed individually.  
30

 We used item-level information, namely the item difficulties and the response option difficulties to equate the 

Year 3 survey responses to Year 1 and Year 2 survey responses.  
31

 In our survey sampling, we oversampled some teachers (for example, in the ZSI schools). To make the survey 

results representative of the full Hawaii teacher population, we gave those teachers a weight smaller than 1, and we 

gave undersampled teachers a weight greater than 1, so that the distribution of teachers in the weighted survey 

sample closely resembled the distribution of teachers in the state as a whole.  
32

 The Rasch scores in this section were computed using survey results from principals who responded to the survey 

in Year 1 and principals who responded in Year 3, regardless of whether a principal responded in both years. 
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principals (the subset of teachers and principals that work in schools outside of the ZSIs), teachers 

and principals in Title I schools, and teachers and principals in non-Title I schools. These analyses 

answer the following questions: What has changed since the first survey for teachers and 

principals? What has changed specifically for ZSI teachers and principals? What has changed for 

Title I teachers and principals? 

We also present the results from this year’s survey, focusing on comparisons of ZSI and non-ZSI 

principal and teacher data. What differences do we observe this year between teachers and 

principals in ZSI schools and those outside the ZSIs? Corresponding analyses are presented for 

Title I schools. 

Finally, we present two constructs that were only measured in the Year 2 and Year 3 surveys—

value of academic planning and financial planning; and engagement and effectiveness of data 

teams. 

Changes from Year 1 to Year 3 Statewide and in ZSI and Non-ZSI 

Schools 

Statewide Results. Exhibits C1 and C2 present standardized mean differences (i.e. standardized 

mean difference effect size estimate) in construct scale score since the Year 1 surveys for 

principals and teachers, respectively. The effect sizes are standardized measures of the mean 

differences between the groups being compared, making it easier to compare the magnitude of 

differences between groups across constructs. Positive effect sizes indicate that respondents have 

more positive perceptions; negative effect sizes indicate that respondents have more negative 

perceptions than the comparison time period or comparison group. 

Exhibit C3 presents within-year standardized mean differences for ZSI schools and non-ZSI 

schools for Year 1 and Year 3. Exhibit C4 presents the raw annual construct scale score means 

for all principals, non-ZSI principals, and ZSI principals; Exhibit C5 presents raw annual scale 

score means for teachers.   

Overall, these findings demonstrate that principals were more prepared to implement the 

Common Core State Standards and their perceptions of Race to the Top (RTTT) were 

significantly more positive in Year 3 than in Year 1. They also indicated using formative 

assessments to inform instruction more frequently than in Year 2. Principals in Year 3 did, 

however, indicate more people-based and resource-based challenges to school improvement 

compared with Year 1.  

In Year 3, teacher survey respondents also indicated a greater readiness to implement the 

Common Core and they had more positive perceptions of RTTT than in Year 1. However, Year 3 

teachers indicated a decrease in the extent to which they use Hawaii State Assessment (HSA) 

data and the extent to which they use formative assessments to inform their instruction. They 

                                                                                                                                                             
Similarly, the scores for teachers include survey results from teachers who responded in Year 1 and teachers who 

responded in Year 3, regardless of whether a teacher responded in both years. The mean teacher scores are 

computed using school-level means, weighted at the school level.  
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also indicated more challenges with standards based instruction than in Year 3 and, like 

principals, more people-based challenges to school improvement.  

ZSI Schools. Although non-ZSI principals were similar to principals statewide, ZSI principals 

indicated significant increases in their schools’ data usage to improve instruction and their 

comfort in analyzing student data. In addition, like principals statewide, ZSI teachers indicated 

more people-based challenges to school improvement in Year 3 than in Year 1.  

Non-ZSI Schools. Non-ZSI principals were similar to principals statewide in how their perceptions 

changed from Year 1 to Year 3. Non-ZSI teachers also were similar to teachers statewide with one 

exception: Non-ZSI teachers’ perceptions of the effectiveness of activities and resources used for 

school improvement were significantly less positive in Year 3 compared with Year 1.  

Exhibit C1. Year 1 to Year 3 Changes in Principal Perceptions, All Schools, Non-ZSI and ZSI 

Construct All Schools Non-ZSI Schools ZSI Schools 

Readiness to implement the CCSS +0.4** +0.4** +0.1 

Challenges to standards-based instruction — — — 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  +0.1 +0.0 +0.2* 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  +0.0 -0.0 +0.2* 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions -0.1 -0.2 +0.1 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data — — — 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction -0.3** -0.3** -0.2 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  +0.0 +0.1 -0.0 

Satisfaction with professional development  — — — 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  -0.3** -0.2** -0.1 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  -0.3** -0.2* -0.2* 

Perception of positive school environment  -0.1 -0.2* +0.2 

Perception of RTTT implementation +0.3** +0.3** +0.1 

Value of Academic and Financial Planning (Y2–Y3 only) — — — 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams (Y2–Y3 only) — — — 

Notes. The changes are expressed as an effect size (that is, a proportion of the standard deviation of the same measure in 

2012). Constructs with the  symbol are reverse-coded, relative to their source items, so that higher values on all constructs 
represent more positive perceptions, regardless of the coding of individual survey item response options underlying each 
construct. *p < .05, **p < .01. 
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Exhibit C2. Year 1 to Year 3 Changes in Teacher Perceptions, All Schools, Non-ZSI and ZSI 

Construct All Schools Non-ZSI Schools ZSI Schools 

Readiness to implement the Common Core +0.9** +1.0** +1.1** 

Challenges to standards-based instruction  -0.4* -0.5* -0.2 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  -0.1 -0.2 +0.9** 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  -0.3 -0.5 +0.4 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions   -0.3 -0.4 -0.0 

Use of HSA data -0.5* -0.6* -0.4 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction  -0.5* -0.6* +0.0 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.2 -0.3 -0.2 

Satisfaction with professional development  -0.1 -0.1 +0.4 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school -0.3 -0.5 +0.5 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  -0.3 -0.4 +0.3 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  -0.6** -0.7** -0.6* 

Perception of positive school environment  -0.3 -0.4 +0.2 

Perception of RTTT implementation +0.6** +0.8** +0.2 

Notes. Changes are expressed as an effect size (that is, a proportion of the standard deviation of the same measure in 2012). 

Constructs marked with  are reverse-coded, relative to their source items, so that higher values on all constructs represent 
more positive perceptions, regardless of the coding of individual survey item response options underlying each construct.  
*p < .05, **p < .01 

Exhibit C3. Within-Year Comparisons of ZSI Versus Non-ZSI Teachers, Principals 

Construct 

ZSI—Non-ZSI 
2012 

ZSI—Non-ZSI 
2014 

Teachers  Principals Teachers  Principals 

Readiness to implement the Common Core -0.4  0 -0.2  -0.1 

Challenges to standards-based instruction  +0.2  — +0.3  — 

School’s use of data to improve instruction  -0.8*  0 +0.1  +0.2** 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data  -0.3  -0.3 +0.3  +0.2 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions  -0.4  -0.1 +0.1  +0.1 

Use of Hawaii State Assessment data -0.9*  — -0.2  — 

School use of formative assessments  -0.5  +0.3 -0.1  +0.0 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force  -0.6  +0.1 -0.3  -0.0 

Satisfaction with professional development  -0.6  — -0.1  — 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school -0.7*  0 +0.0  -0.1 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance  -0.7  +0.2 -0.1  +0.1 

People-based challenges to improving school performance  -1.5**  -0.7** -0.8**  -0.6** 

Perception of positive school environment  -0.9**  -0.3 -0.3  +0.2 

Perception of RTTT implementation +1.3**  +0.5* +0.2  +0.1 

Value of academic and financial planning —  — —  +0.03 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams —  — —  +0.3** 

Notes: Changes are expressed as an effect size (that is, a proportion of the standard deviation of the same measure in 2012). 

Constructs marked with  are reverse-coded, relative to their source items, so that higher values on all constructs represent 
more positive perceptions, regardless of the coding of individual survey item response options underlying each construct. 
*p < .05, **p < .01. 
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Exhibit C4. Principal Perceptions: All Schools, Non-ZSI Schools, and ZSI Schools 

 

All Principals Non-ZSI Principals ZSI Principals 

 

Y1 Y3 p > F Y1 Y3 p > F Y1 Y3 p > F 

Readiness to implement the 
Common Core 

0.15 1.54 0.000** 0.14 1.60 0.000** 0.24 0.80 0.582 

Use of data to improve instruction 3.87 4.10 0.502 3.86 3.91 0.894 3.96 6.30 0.049* 

Comfort with analyzing and acting 
on student data 

2.83 2.99 0.673 2.94 2.88 0.880 1.80 4.21 0.045* 

Challenges using data to make 
instructional decisions¨ 

0.43 0.30 0.187 0.44 0.29 0.113 0.31 0.50 0.592 

Use of formative assessments to 
inform instruction 

1.32 0.71 0.002** 1.26 0.71 0.006** 1.77 0.79 0.106 

Challenges with having a qualified 
teaching force¨ 

-0.12 -0.07 0.629 -0.13 -0.07 0.551 -0.04 -0.12 0.805 

Effectiveness of activities and 
resources to improve the school 

0.62 0.40 0.133 0.62 0.43 0.219 0.63 0.07 0.239 

Resource-based challenges to 
improving school performance¨ 

0.05 -0.31 0.005** 0.01 -0.33 0.009** 0.36 0.00 0.454 

People-based challenges to 
improving school performance¨ 

0.76 0.37 0.005** 0.86 0.51 0.012** -0.17 -1.20 0.018* 

Perception of positive school 
environment 

3.51 3.12 0.124 3.58 3.05 0.044* 2.84 3.99 0.106 

Perception of RTTT 
implementation 

0.11 0.88 0.001** -0.01 0.81 0.001** 1.24 1.77 0.558 

Value of academic & financial 
planning 

NA 
  

NA 
  

NA 
  

Engagement and effectiveness of 
data teams 

NA 
  

NA 
  

NA 
  

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p <0 .05, **p <0 .01. 
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Exhibit C5. Teacher Perceptions: All Schools, Non-ZSI Schools, and ZSI Schools 

 

All Teachers Non-ZSI Teachers ZSI Teachers 

 

Y1 Y3 p > F Y1 Y3 p > F Y1 Y3 p > F 

Readiness to implement the 
Common Core 

-0.27 0.33 0.000** -0.25 0.35 0.000** -0.55 0.12 0.000** 

Challenges of standards-based 
instruction 

0.20 -0.15 0.041* 0.19 -0.18 0.048* 0.33 0.20 0.432 

School’s use of data to improve 
instruction 

3.02 2.80 0.501 3.11 2.78 0.335 1.94 3.03 0.002** 

Comfort with analyzing and 
acting on student data 

5.22 4.93 0.081 5.24 4.89 0.056 5.01 5.39 0.182 

Challenges using data to make 
instructional decisions¨ 

0.59 0.33 0.070 0.60 0.32 0.074 0.42 0.42 0.965 

Use of HSA data 1.32 0.66 0.016* 1.38 0.69 0.021* 0.70 0.33 0.191 

Use of formative assessments to 
inform instruction 

1.18 0.88 0.017* 1.22 0.89 0.016* 0.78 0.78 0.983 

Challenges having a qualified 
teaching force¨ 

-0.24 -0.34 0.178 -0.22 -0.32 0.208 -0.48 -0.56 0.478 

Satisfaction with professional 
development 

0.92 0.88 0.725 0.95 0.89 0.625 0.63 0.82 0.134 

Effectiveness of activities and 
resources to improve the school 

0.23 0.00 0.063 0.28 0.00 0.042* -0.29 0.02 0.114 

Resource-based challenges to 
improving school performance¨ 

0.06 -0.20 0.119 0.11 -0.19 0.099 -0.40 -0.27 0.233 

People-based challenges to 
improving school performance¨ 

0.02 -0.22 0.003** 0.11 -0.13 0.006** -0.98 -1.17 0.040* 

Perception of positive school 
environment 

2.30 1.88 0.137 2.41 1.94 0.128 1.06 1.22 0.467 

Perception of RTTT 
implementation 

-1.58 -0.94 0.001** -1.66 -0.98 0.001** -0.67 -0.56 0.574 

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p <0.05, **p <0.01. 

Differences Between ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools in Year 3 

In this section, we focus specifically on the Year 3 survey and discuss statistically significant 

differences between ZSI and non-ZSI schools. ZSI and non-ZSI principals differed significantly 

in four constructs. ZSI principals indicated that their schools more frequently used data to 

improve instruction, their perceptions of the schools’ environments were more positive than non-

ZSI principals’ perceptions, and they were more positive about the effectiveness and engagement 

of their data teams than non-ZSI schools in Year 3. However, ZSI principals reported greater 

people-based challenges to school improvement compared with non-ZSI schools. These 

comparisons are presented in Exhibit C6. 

Differences between ZSI and non-ZSI teachers in Year 3 were minimal, presented in Exhibit C7. 

They differed only in one construct: their perceptions of people-based challenges to school 

improvement, with ZSI teachers indicating greater challenges in this area than non-ZSI teachers, 

which is consistent with principal perceptions of this issue.  
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Exhibit C6. Year 3 Survey, ZSI Principals and Non-ZSI Principals 

 

ZSI Non-ZSI p > F 

Readiness to implement the Common Core 0.80 1.60 0.216 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 6.30 3.91 0.006** 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 4.21 2.88 0.080 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions ¨ 0.50 0.29 0.435 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 0.79 0.71 0.845 

Challenges with having a qualified workforce¨ -0.12 -0.07 0.851 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school 0.07 0.43 0.202 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance¨ 0.00 -0.33 0.450 

People-based challenges to improving school performance¨ -1.20 0.51 0.000** 

Perception of positive school environment 3.99 3.05 0.066* 

Perception of RTTT implementation 1.77 0.81 0.191 

Value of academic and financial planning 4.37 4.14 0.707 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams 5.00 2.56 0.000** 

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01. 

Exhibit C7. Year 3 Survey, ZSI Teachers and Non-ZSI Teachers 

 

ZSI Non-ZSI p > F 

Readiness to implement the Common Core 0.12 0.35 0.387 

Challenges of standards-based instruction¨ 0.20 -0.18 0.078 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 3.03 2.78 0.683 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 5.39 4.89 0.157 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions¨ 0.42 0.32 0.673 

Use of HSA data 0.33 0.69 0.377 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 0.78 0.89 0.739 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force¨ -0.56 -0.32 0.144 

Satisfaction with professional development 0.82 0.89 0.733 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school 0.02 0.00 0.953 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance¨ -0.27 -0.19 0.684 

People-based challenges to improving school performance¨ -1.17 -0.13 0.000** 

Perception of positive school environment 1.22 1.94 0.105 

Perception of RTTT implementation -0.56 -0.98 0.202 

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.  

Changes from Year 1 to Year 3 in Title I and Non-Title I Schools 

Title 1 Schools. Title I principals significantly differed from their Year 1 responses in four 

constructs, shown in Exhibit C8. Compared with Year 1, Year 3 Title I principals were more 

prepared to implement the Common Core, and they were more positive about implementing 

RTTT. However, they indicated more people-based challenges to school improvement in Year 3 

than they did in Year 1 and a reduction in their use of formative assessments. As shown in 
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Exhibit C9, Title I teachers differed in the same constructs that Title I principals did, comparing 

Year 3 survey responses to Year 1 survey responses.  

Non-Title I Schools. Non-Title I principals were also more prepared to implement the Common 

Core than in Year 1; however, they indicated a reduction in use of formative assessment to 

inform instruction in their schools, and they indicated more resource-based challenges to school 

improvement than they did in Year 1. These results are presented in Exhibit C8.  

Non-Title I teachers showed a significant change in nearly all of the teacher survey constructs 

when compared with Year 1, as show in Exhibit C9. These teachers were more prepared to 

implement the Common Core and they were more positive about RTTT than they were in Year 1. 

They also reported significantly fewer challenges to using data in instructional decision making. 

However, compared with Year 1, they indicated less comfort in analyzing and acting on student 

data, less frequent use of HSA data, less frequent use of formative assessment data to inform 

instruction, less satisfaction with their professional development, and more people- and resource-

based challenges to school improvement. They also were less positive about both their school 

climate and the effectiveness of activities and resources used toward school improvement.  

Exhibit C8.   Principal Perceptions: All Schools, Non-Title I Schools, and Title I Schools 

 

All Principals Non-Title I Principals Title I Principals 

 

Y1 Y3 p > F Y1 Y3 p > F Y1 Y3 p > F 

Readiness to implement the 
Common Core 

0.15 1.54 0.000** 0.52 2.33 0.002** 0.00 1.16 
0.001*

* 

Use of data to improve instruction 3.87 4.10 0.502 3.75 4.39 0.290 3.91 3.97 0.895 

Comfort with analyzing and acting 
on student data 

2.83 2.99 0.673 2.77 3.57 0.260 2.86 2.73 0.781 

Challenges using data to make 
instructional decisions¨ 

0.43 0.30 0.187 0.39 0.10 0.082 0.44 0.40 0.686 

Use of formative assessments to 
inform instruction 

1.32 0.71 0.002** 1.24 0.32 0.009** 1.35 0.88 0.043* 

Challenges with having a qualified 
teaching force¨ 

-0.12 -0.07 0.629 0.03 0.02 0.985 -0.18 -0.11 0.573 

Effectiveness of activities and 
resources to improve the school 

0.62 0.40 0.133 0.68 0.60 0.798 0.60 0.31 0.071 

Resource-based challenges to 
improving school performance¨ 

0.05 -0.31 0.005** 0.28 -0.31 0.011* -0.05 -0.31 0.088 

People-based challenges to 
improving school performance¨ 

0.76 0.37 0.005** 1.50 1.26 0.379 0.46 -0.05 
0.000*

* 

Perception of positive school 
environment 

3.51 3.12 0.124 4.27 3.99 0.569 3.20 2.70 0.074 

Perception of RTTT 
implementation 

0.11 0.88 0.001** 0.17 0.32 0.738 0.09 1.15 
0.000*

* 

Value of academic & financial 
planning 

NA 
  

NA   NA 
  

Engagement and effectiveness of 
data teams 

NA 
  

NA   NA 
  

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p <0 .05, **p <0 .01. 
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Exhibit C9.   Teacher Perceptions: All Schools, Non-Title I Schools, and Title I Schools 

 

All Teachers Non-Title I Teachers Title I Teachers 

 

Y1 Y3 p > F Y1 Y3 p > F Y1 Y3 p > F 

Readiness to implement the 
Common Core 

-0.27 0.33 0.000** -0.18 0.50 0.001** -0.30 0.27 0.000** 

Challenges of standards-based 
instruction 

0.20 -0.15 0.041* 0.72 0.02 0.000** 0.04 -0.21 0.234 

School’s use of data to improve 
instruction 

3.02 2.80 0.501 3.27 3.15 0.801 2.94 2.68 0.555 

Comfort with analyzing and 
acting on student data 

5.22 4.93 0.081 5.58 4.95 0.001** 5.11 4.92 0.371 

Challenges using data to make 
instructional decisions¨ 

0.59 0.33 0.070 0.80 0.17 0.032* 0.52 0.38 0.290 

Use of HSA data 1.32 0.66 0.016* 1.66 0.69 0.018* 1.21 0.65 0.136 

Use of formative assessments to 
inform instruction 

1.18 0.88 0.017* 1.36 0.73 0.001** 1.12 0.93 0.212 

Challenges having a qualified 
teaching force¨ 

-0.24 -0.34 0.178 0.02 -0.07 0.388 -0.32 -0.43 0.255 

Satisfaction with professional 
development 

0.92 0.88 0.725 1.39 0.97 0.024* 0.77 0.85 0.485 

Effectiveness of activities and 
resources to improve the school 

0.23 0.00 0.063 0.75 -0.13 0.009** 0.06 0.05 0.904 

Resource-based challenges to 
improving school performance¨ 

0.06 -0.20 0.119 0.30 -0.07 0.016* -0.01 -0.24 0.320 

People-based challenges to 
improving school performance¨ 

0.02 -0.22 0.003** 0.88 0.47 0.024* -0.26 -0.45 0.023* 

Perception of positive school 
environment 

2.30 1.88 0.137 3.79 2.45 0.020* 1.81 1.68 0.622 

Perception of RTTT 
implementation 

-1.58 -0.94 0.001** -1.31 -1.03 0.154 -1.66 -0.91 0.001** 

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p <0.05, **p <0.01. 

Comparison of Survey Results Between Title I Schools and Non-Title I 

Schools in Year 3 

Title I and non-Title I principals differed significantly on six survey constructs. Title I principals 

were significantly less prepared to implement Common Core than non-Title I principals. Title I 

principals also indicated significantly more challenges with using data to make instructional 

decisions at their schools, more people-based challenges to school improvement, less positive 

school climates, and placed less value on academic and financial planning compared with non-

Title I principals. Their perceptions of RTTT implementation, however, were more positive than 

non-Title I school principals. These results are presented in Exhibit C10. 

Title I and non-Title I teachers differed less than principals in their Year 3 responses, as shown in 

Exhibit C11. They differed significantly in only one construct: perceptions of people-based 

challenges to school improvement, with non-Title I schools indicating greater challenges to 

school improvement in this area.  
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Exhibit C10. Year 3 Survey, Title I Principals and Non-Title I Principals 

 

Title I Non-Title I p > F 

Readiness to implement the Common Core 1.16 2.33 0.012* 

Use of data to improve instruction 3.97 4.39 0.409 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 2.73 3.57 0.107 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions¨ 0.40 0.10 0.049* 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 0.88 0.32 0.053 

Challenges with having a qualified teaching force¨ -0.11 0.02 0.343 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school 0.31 0.60 0.162 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance¨ -0.31 -0.31 0.999 

People-based challenges to improving school performance¨ -0.05 1.26 0.000** 

Perception of positive school environment 2.70 3.99 0.000** 

Perception of RTTT implementation 1.15 0.32 0.018* 

Value of academic & financial planning 3.91 4.66 0.041* 

Engagement and effectiveness of data teams 2.60 3.13 0.252 

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p<0.05, **p<0.01.  

Exhibit C11. Year 3 Survey, Title I Teachers and Non-Title I Teachers 

 

Title I Non-Title I p > F 

Readiness to implement the Common Core 0.27 0.50 0.461 

Challenges of standards-based instruction -0.21 0.02 0.381 

School’s use of data to improve instruction 2.68 3.15 0.578 

Comfort with analyzing and acting on student data 4.92 4.95 0.938 

Challenges using data to make instructional decisions¨ 0.38 0.17 0.519 

Use of HSA data 0.65 0.69 0.954 

Use of formative assessments to inform instruction 0.93 0.73 0.588 

Challenges having a qualified teaching force¨ -0.43 -0.07 0.121 

Satisfaction with professional development 0.85 0.97 0.716 

Effectiveness of activities and resources to improve the school 0.05 -0.13 0.682 

Resource-based challenges to improving school performance¨ -0.24 -0.07 0.506 

People-based challenges to improving school performance¨ -0.45 0.47 0.021* 

Perception of positive school environment 1.68 2.45 0.331 

Perception of RTTT implementation -0.91 -1.03 0.703 

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p<0.05, **p<0.01.  

Constructs Specific to Year 2 and Year 3 

Two constructs were measured only in the Year 2 and Year 3 principal survey: value of academic 

planning and financial planning, and engagement and effectiveness of data teams. Differences in 

these construct scale scores were evaluated for all schools, ZSI schools, non-ZSI schools, Title I 

schools, and non-Title I schools. Across each of these groups, no significant differences were found 

across Year 2 to Year 3. These mean differences are presented in Exhibit C12.  
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Exhibit C12. Year 2 and Year 3 Construct Differences, Academic and Financial Planning 

and Data Teams. 

 
Year 2 Year 3 P > F 

All Schools 
Academic and Financial Plans 

4.02 4.16 0.570 

Data Teams 2.88 2.76 0.692 

Non-ZSI Schools 
  Academic and Financial Plans 4.01 4.14 0.602 

Data Teams 2.62 2.56 0.852 

ZSI Schools 
   Academic and Financial Plans 4.15 4.37 0.805 

Data Teams 5.61 5.00 0.530 

Non-Title I Schools 
  Academic and Financial Plans 4.46 4.66 0.607 

Data Teams 2.72 3.13 0.445 

Title I Schools 
  Academic and Financial Plans 3.84 3.91 0.793 

Data Teams 2.96 2.60 0.333 

Note: Values presented are the raw annual construct scale score means. *p<0.05, **p<0.01.  
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Appendix D: HSA Interrupted Time Series 
Methodology 

Interrupted Time Series Analysis 

For interrupted time series analyses that use HSA scale scores, the outcome was measured at the 

student level. Therefore, for these analyses we estimated the following model: 

                                                        

where Y is the outcome observed in year t at school j for student i, Time is a trend variable that 

captures baseline changes in the outcome, Intv is the term that captures the immediate shift in the 

outcome variable after the introduction of RTTT, and Time × Intv is a trend variable that 

captures changes in the outcome in the period after the introduction of RTTT.      is an error 

term for each student-by-school-by-year observation, clustered at the school level. It is important 

to note that although the model is estimated at the student level, data from a different pool of 

students are used each year—that is, students do not appear in the model more than once, unless 

they repeated a grade. We fit all models in STATA 13 by using ordinary least-squares 

estimation.
 33

 

All other outcomes were measured at the school level. For these measures, we estimated the 

following model: 

                                                   

where Y is the outcome observed in year t at school j, Time is a trend variable that captures 

baseline changes in the outcome,
34

 Intv is the term that captures the immediate shift in the 

outcome variable after the introduction of RTTT, and Time × Intv is a trend variable that 

captures changes in the outcome after the introduction of RTTT.     is an error term for each 

school-by-year observation, clustered at the school level.
35

 

In the two models just described,    represents the estimated value of the outcome in 2010 

(because the time trend is coded to zero in this year),    represents the estimated slope of the 

time trend,    represents the estimated initial upward or downward shift in the outcome 

associated with the introduction of RTTT, and    represents the estimated change in the time 

trend associated with the introduction of RTTT. 

Therefore, for outcomes for which 2013 is the most recent year for which data were available, 

the total estimated effect of RTTT would be    +       because RTTT had been implemented 

                                                 
33

 To examine the sensitivity of our model’s results, we also fit a model that included three student background 

covariates aggregated to the school-level: percent of students who are native Hawaiian, percent of students who are 

disadvantaged, and percent of students who are English Language Learners.  
34

 The time variable was centered around 2010 so that the first year of RTTT (2011) was coded as 1. Years were 

therefore coded ranging from -3 in 2007 to 4 in 2014. 
35

 For school-level measures, observations are weighted by school size in the analysis.  
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for only two years by that point. For outcomes for which 2014 data were available, the total 

estimated effect would be    +      . To test whether the outcome’s predicted level since the 

introduction of RTTT was different from the predicted baseline level in the most recent year, we 

tested whether the sum of    +        or    +       (the choice depending on the number of 

post-RTTT years in which we observed the outcome) was different from zero. To contextualize 

the size of these effects, we also reported the impacts in terms of effect sizes by dividing the 

effect by the standard deviation of the outcome measure in the baseline years. When we 

compared changes in outcomes between two groups of schools or students (e.g., ZSI versus non-

ZSI, Native Hawaiian versus non-Native Hawaiian), we included several additional terms: 

                                                            

                                      

                                  

As was stated earlier, Time is a trend variable that captures baseline changes in the outcome, Intv 

is the term that captures the immediate shift in the outcome variable after the introduction of 

RTTT, and the term Trtgroup captures the average difference between the two groups in the 

baseline period. Time   Trtgroup, a trend variable, captures the difference in trends between the 

two groups in the baseline period; Trtgroup   Intv captures the difference in the shift in 

outcomes between the two groups after the introduction of RTTT; and Trtgroup   Intv   Time 

captures the difference in outcome trends between the two groups after the introduction of 

RTTT. For one group, the total impact of RTTT was represented by   +     , and for the 

other group, the total impact of RTTT was represented by    +      +    +     . To 

examine whether the difference in student achievement between the subgroups has changed since 

the introduction of Race to the Top, we test whether the 2010 difference between the subgroups 

(represented by   ), is statistically different from the 2014 difference (represented by  

                                                     +                    
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Appendix E: HSA Analysis: Number of Students 
and Schools by Subject and Grade 

Students enrolled in Hawaii Public Schools in Grades 3–8 and 10 take the HSA every spring. 

Approximately 12,000–15,000 students take the test in each grade. 

Exhibit E1. Number of Students in the HSA Analysis in Grade 4 Mathematics by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Overall 13,073 13,265 13,336 13,850 13,525 14,531 14,761 14,710 

ZSI Schools* 1,056 1,114 1,155 1,186 1,136 1,283 1,252 1,280 

Non-ZSI Schools* 12,012 12,148 12,176 12,663 12,386 13,247 13,506 13,430 

Native Hawaiian Students 9,617 9,648 9,508 9,958 9,781 10,291 10,693 10,520 

Non-Native Hawaiian 
Students 

3,456 3,617 3,828 3,892 3,744 4,240 4,068 4,190 

Disadvantaged Students 7,155 7,044 6,810 6,768 6,628 6,826 6,737 6,552 

Nondisadvantaged Students 5,918 6,221 6,526 7,082 6,897 7,705 8,024 8,158 

*One school that served only special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 

Exhibit E2. Number of Students in the HSA Analysis in Grade 4 Reading by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Overall 13,075 13,263 13,355 13,856 13,537 14,550 14,765 14,743 

ZSI Schools* 1,059 1,113 1,156 1,187 1,138 1,285 1,251 1,282 

Non-ZSI Schools* 12,011 12,147 12,194 12,668 12,396 13,264 13,511 13,461 

Native Hawaiian Students 9,617 9,647 9,522 9,962 9,792 10,305 10,700 10,550 

Non-Native Hawaiian 
Students 

3,458 3,616 3,833 3,894 3,745 4,245 4,065 4,193 

Disadvantaged Students 7,157 7,044 6,818 6,772 6,637 6,836 6,745 6,567 

Nondisadvantaged Students 5,918 6,219 6,537 7,084 6,900 7,714 8,020 8,176 

*One school that served only special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 

Exhibit E3. Number of Schools in the HSA Analysis in Grade 4 by Year 

  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Overall 193 194 197 196 196 204 202 201 

ZSI Schools* 15 15 15 15 15 17 17 16 

Non-ZSI Schools* 177 178 181 180 180 186 184 185 

*One school that served only special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 
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Exhibit E4. Number of Students in the HSA Analysis in Grade 8 Mathematics by Year 

 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Overall 13,012 13,128 12,515 12,789 12,714 12,903 12,880 13,217 

ZSI Schools* 1,144 1,111 1,083 1,091 1,048 1,145 1,171 1,178 

Non-ZSI Schools* 11,863 12,013 11,418 11,693 11,660 11,754 11,704 12,036 

Native Hawaiian Students 9,414 9,608 9,132 9,322 9,383 9,417 9,257 9,622 

Non-Native Hawaiian 
Students 

3,598 3,520 3,383 3,467 3,331 3,486 3,623 3,595 

Disadvantaged Students 7,744 7,553 7,030 6,731 6,501 6,384 6,145 6,063 

Nondisadvantaged Students 5,268 5,575 5,485 6,058 6,213 6,519 6,735 7,154 

*One school that served only special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 

Exhibit E5. Number of Students in the HSA Analysis in Grade 8 Reading by Year 

 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Overall 13,014 13,139 12,535 12,795 12,706 12,916 12,877 13,222 

ZSI Schools* 1,143 1,113 1,081 1,093 1,051 1,148 1,170 1,171 

Non-ZSI Schools* 11,866 12,022 11,440 11,697 11,649 11,764 11,702 12,048 

Native Hawaiian Students 9,416 9,615 9,153 9,323 9,379 9,425 9,252 9,629 

Non-Native Hawaiian 
Students 

3,598 3,524 3,382 3,472 3,327 3,491 3,625 3,593 

Disadvantaged Students 7,750 7,558 7,034 6,733 6,495 6,385 6,139 6,063 

Nondisadvantaged Students 5,264 5,581 5,501 6,062 6,211 6,531 6,738 7,159 

*One school that served only special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 

Exhibit E6. Number of Schools in the HSA Analysis in Grade 8 by Year 

 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Overall 72 75 79 81 82 80 84 80 

ZSI Schools* 7 8 9 10 10 9 10 9 

Non-ZSI Schools* 64 66 69 70 71 70 73 71 

*One school that served only special education students was removed from ZSI versus non-ZSI comparison. 
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Appendix F: HSA Subgroup Analyses 

HSA Subgroup Analyses 

As a reminder, students enrolled in Hawaii Public Schools in Grades 3–8 and 10 take the HSA 

every spring. The assessments were scaled so that a score of 300 was the threshold for 

proficiency. Standards for the test were last set during the 2006–07 school year; therefore, scores 

from this year and later are comparable across time. Average reading scores tended to be higher 

than mathematics scores, and the proportion of students who were proficient in reading was 

larger than the proportion who were in mathematics. 

For the third year of the evaluation, we also compared the scores of students in ZSI schools with 

those of students in non-ZSI schools in both Grade 4 and Grade 8 in mathematics and reading. 

We also compared the scores of Native Hawaiian students with those of students who are not 

Native Hawaiians, and disadvantaged students with those of students who were not identified as 

disadvantaged. 

ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

Grade 4 

Mathematics. In both mathematics and reading, Grade 4 students at non-ZSI schools had higher 

average scores than students at ZSI schools. As shown in Exhibit F1, the scores for both groups 

of schools showed a positive trend during the baseline period. There was an upward shift in test 

scores between 2010 and 2011, which was especially noticeable among ZSI schools. The 2014 

baseline projections were 288.2 and 313.4 for ZSI and non-ZSI schools, respectively. For ZSI 

schools, the 2014 outcome estimate was above the baseline projection, but for non-ZSI schools, 

the estimate was slightly below the baseline projection. As a result, the estimated RTTT impact 

was –0.1 points for non-ZSI schools and +8.7 points for ZSI schools. The impact for ZSI schools 

was marginally statistically significant and translated into an effect size of +0.24 standard 

deviations, as shown in Exhibit F3. The estimated impact of RTTT for non-ZSI schools was 

small and not statistically significant. The predicted difference in average scores between ZSI 

and non-ZSI schools in 2014 was not statistically distinguishable from the 2010 predicted 

difference.  

Reading. The baseline pattern for Grade 4 reading was similar to the pattern for Grade 4 

mathematics. ZSI schools experienced noticeable gains as a result of a large upward shift 

between 2010 and 2011, whereas the non-ZSI schools did not experience a noticeable shift 

between 2010 and 2011, as shown in Exhibit F2. If we extend the baseline projection to 2014, 

the predicted score level for ZSI schools is 298.3 and for non-ZSI schools is 324.9. The 2014 

outcome estimate for ZSI schools was above the baseline projection by about 4 points, but for 

non-ZSI schools, the 2014 estimate was below the projection by about 6 points. As shown in 

Exhibit F3, for ZSI schools, the estimated impact of RTTT was not statistically significant. For 

non-ZSI schools, the estimated impact of RTTT was negative and statistically significant, 

translating into an effect size of –0.16 standard deviations. The predicted difference in average 
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scores between ZSI and non-ZSI schools in 2014 was statistically different from the 2010 

predicted difference, narrowing from 22.5 points to 16.8 points.  

Exhibit F1. Average Grade 4 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI 

Schools 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit F2. Average Grade 4 HSA Reading Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit F3. Grade 4 HSA Scale Scores, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools: Interrupted Time Series 

Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With 
RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  ZSI 281.1 296.9 288.2 8.7* 0.24 13.4*** -4.7 

Non-ZSI 299.7 313.3 313.4 -0.1   0.00   5.7*** -5.8*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  ZSI 286.2 301.9 298.3 3.5   0.09 13.3*** -9.7*** 

Non-ZSI 307.1 318.6 324.9 -6.3*** -0.16   5.6*** -11.9*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Grade 8 

Mathematics. Although ZSI schools showed RTTT gains in Grade 4 mathematics assessments, 

they did not fare as well with their Grade 8 students, as shown in Exhibit F4. The baseline trends 

in mathematics scores for both groups of schools were positive. Both groups of schools 

experienced upward shifts in scores between 2010 and 2011 but had post-RTTT trends that were 

positive but not as steep as their pre-RTTT trends. As a result, 2014 outcome estimates were 

below 2014 baseline projections. The estimated impact of RTTT was negative and statistically 

significant for both groups of schools. The difference between the outcome estimate and the 

baseline projection was –7.3 points for non-ZSI schools and –21.9 points for ZSI schools and 

translated into effect sizes of –0.18 and –0.53, respectively. The predicted difference in average 

scores between ZSI and non-ZSI schools in 2014 was marginally statistically different from the 

predicted difference in 2010, with the gap increasing from 10.9 points to 18.5 points.  

Reading. Grade 8 reading scores for ZSI and non-ZSI schools showed a positive baseline pattern 

that was similar to that of the Grade 8 mathematics scores. However, these were followed by 

noticeable negative shifts between 2010 and 2011. Exhibit F5 shows that the 2014 baseline 

projections for both groups were above 2014 outcome estimates. As a result, the estimated 

impact of RTTT was –28.9 points for ZSI schools and –12.1 points for non-ZSI schools, and 

both were statistically significant. The predicted difference in average scores between ZSI and 

non-ZSI schools in 2014 was not statistically distinguishable from the predicted difference in 

2010. 
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Exhibit F4. Average Grade 8 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI 

Schools 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit F5. Average Grade 8 HSA Reading Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit F6. Grade 8 HSA Scale Scores, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools: Interrupted Time Series 

Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With 
RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  ZSI 273.6 292.9 314.8 -21.9*** -0.53 7.6*** -29.5*** 

Non-ZSI 287.2 311.3 318.6 -7.3*** -0.18 5.3*** -12.5*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  ZSI 297.0 303.8 332.7 -28.9*** -0.80 -3.3* -25.7*** 

Non-ZSI 313.6 318.8 330.9 -12.1*** -0.35 -5.2*** -6.9*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

Grade 4 

Mathematics. Native Hawaiian students had lower test scores for both subjects in both grades 

than non-Native Hawaiian students. As seen in Exhibits F7 and F8, the scores of both groups of 

students had a positive baseline trend. After RTTT began, both saw an initial upward shift in 

scores. After 2011, scores continued to show a positive trend, but the slope of the line was 

slightly flatter in relation to the baseline period. Non-Native Hawaiians had a 2014 outcome 

estimate that was slightly above the 2014 baseline projection, and Native Hawaiians had a 2014 

outcome estimate that was slightly below the 2014 baseline projection. As a result, the estimated 

impact of RTTT was +1.2 points for non-Native Hawaiians, and –1.6 points for Native 

Hawaiians. Neither impact was statistically significant. The predicted difference in average 

scores between Native Hawaiian students and Non-Native Hawaiian students in 2014 was not 

statistically distinguishable from the predicted difference in 2010. 

Reading. Exhibit F8 shows that, on average, non-Native Hawaiian students had higher reading 

scores than Native Hawaiian students. As in Grade 4 mathematics scores, Grade 4 reading scores 

for both groups of students showed a positive baseline trend. There was an upward shift in the 

scores of Native Hawaiian students between 2010 and 2011. The post-RTTT trends for both 

groups were noticeably flatter than the baseline trend. As a result, the 2014 outcome estimates 

for both groups were below the baseline projection. The impact of RTTT for both groups of 

students was negative and statistically significant, as shown in Exhibit F9. The predicted 

difference in average scores between Native Hawaiian students and Non-Native Hawaiian 

students in 2014 was not statistically distinguishable from the predicted difference in 2010. 
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Exhibit F7. Average Grade 4 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: Native Hawaiian and 

Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit F8. Grade 4 HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Native Hawaiian and Non-Native 

Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit F9. Grade 4 HSA Scale Scores, Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian 

Students: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With 
RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  Native Hawaiian 288.4 301.5 303.1 -1.6  -0.05 8.6*** -10.2*** 

Non-Native Hawaiian 301.8 316.0 314.9 1.2  0.03 5.4*** -4.3*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Native Hawaiian 295.2 307.4 315.2 -7.8*** -0.20 7.4*** -15.2*** 

Non-Native Hawaiian 309.1 321.0 326.0 -5.0*** -0.12 5.7*** -10.7*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Grade 8 

Mathematics. Both groups of students had positive trends in mathematics scores during the 

baseline period, as shown in Exhibit F10, followed by upward shifts in scores between 2010 and 

2011, which were especially apparent for Native Hawaiian students. The post-RTTT trends of 

both groups of students were also positive, but less positively sloped than the baseline trends. As 

a result, for both groups of students, the 2014 baseline projections were higher than 2014 actual 

score levels and 2014 outcome estimates. The impact of RTTT for Native Hawaiians was –8.7 

points and for non-Native Hawaiians was –8.2 points. Both impacts were statistically significant 

and translated into effect sizes of –0.24 and –0.20, respectively. The predicted difference in 

average scores between Native Hawaiian students and Non-Native Hawaiian students in 2014 

was not statistically distinguishable from the predicted difference in 2010. 

Reading. As with the mathematics scores, reading scores for both groups of students had a 

positive trend during the baseline period, as shown in Exhibit F11. There was a downward shift 

in scores, however, among both groups of students between 2010 and 2011. The post-RTTT 

trend for the two groups of students was positive but less steep than for the baseline period. As a 

result, if the baseline trend is extended into 2014, the projection is much higher than 2014 

outcome estimates. The impact of RTTT was –17.6 points among Native Hawaiians and –11.8 

points among non-Native Hawaiians. Both impacts were statistically significant and translated 

into large effect sizes of –0.53 and –0.33, respectively. The predicted difference in average 

scores between Native Hawaiian students and Non-Native Hawaiian students in 2014 was not 

statistically distinguishable from the predicted difference in 2010. 
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Exhibit F10. Average Grade 8 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: Native Hawaiian 

and Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit F11. Average Grade 8 HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Native Hawaiian and 

Non-Native Hawaiian Students 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit F12. Grade 8 HSA Scale Scores, Native Hawaiian and Non-Native Hawaiian 

Students: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With 
RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  Native Hawaiian 273.7 298.0 306.7 -8.7*** -0.24 7.9*** -16.6*** 

Non-Native Hawaiian 290.6 314.1 322.3 -8.2*** -0.20 4.5*** -12.8*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Native Hawaiian 301.5 309.2 326.8 -17.6*** -0.53 -5.4*** -12.2*** 

Non-Native Hawaiian 316.1 320.6 332.4 -11.8*** -0.33 -4.9*** -6.8*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Disadvantaged and Nondisadvantaged Students 

Grade 4 

Mathematics. In both subjects and grades, disadvantaged students, defined as pupils who are 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, had lower average test scores than nondisadvantaged 

students. Exhibit F13 shows that the scores of both disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged 

students had a positive baseline trend. There was a large upward shift in scores among 

disadvantaged students between 2010 and 2011. In the post-RTTT period, the scores of both 

groups of students continued to have a positive trend, although slightly flatter than the baseline 

trends. The 2014 outcome estimate for disadvantaged students was above the 2014 baseline 

prediction, but for nondisadvantaged students, the baseline projection was slightly higher than 

the 2014 outcome estimate. As a result, the estimated impact of RTTT for disadvantaged 

students was +3.0 points, and –2.5 points for nondisadvantaged students. Neither impact was 

statistically different from zero. The predicted difference in average scores between 

disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged students in 2014 was not statistically distinguishable from 

the predicted difference in 2010. 

Reading. Exhibit F14 shows that the reading scores of disadvantaged students had a pattern 

similar to the pattern observed in mathematics. Both groups of students had a positive baseline 

trend, but only the scores of disadvantaged students had a noticeable upward shift between 2010 

and 2011, although they are smaller than the increases observed in mathematics. The post-RTTT 

trends for both groups of students were positive but less steeply sloped. For both groups, 2014 

outcome estimates are below 2014 projected levels. For nondisadvantaged students, the impact 

of RTTT was –10.2 points. This negative impact was statistically significant and translated into a 

large effect size of –0.27. For disadvantaged students, the impact was –2.1 points and not 

statistically significant. The predicted difference in average scores between disadvantaged and 

nondisadvantaged students in 2014 was statistically different from the predicted difference in 

2010, narrowing from 24.5 to 21.1 points. 
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Exhibit F13. Average Grade 4 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: Disadvantaged and 

Nondisadvantaged Students 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit F14. Average Grade 4 HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Disadvantaged and 

Nondisadvantaged Students 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit F15. Grade 4 HSA Scale Scores, Disadvantaged and Nondisadvantaged Students: 

Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With 
RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  Disadvantaged 287.4 302.1 299.1 3.0  0.08 9.1*** -6.2*** 

Nondisadvantaged 308.1 324.1 326.7 -2.5  -0.07 3.0*** -5.5*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Disadvantaged 293.6 307.8 309.9 -2.1  -0.05 8.2*** -10.2*** 

Nondisadvantaged 316.1 328.9 339.0 -10.2*** -0.27 3.7*** -13.9*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Grade 8 

Mathematics. Exhibit F16 shows that for both disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged students, 

there was a positive trend in mathematics scores in the pre-RTTT period. There was an increase 

in test scores between 2010 and 2011, which was more pronounced for disadvantaged students. 

In the post-RTTT period, test scores continued to show a positive trend, although it was less 

steep than the baseline trends. As a result, for both groups of students, baseline projections were 

higher than 2014 outcome estimates. As a result, the impact of RTTT was negative and 

statistically significant for both groups of students. For disadvantaged students, the difference 

between the 2014 baseline prediction and the 2014 outcome estimate was –7.4 points. For 

nondisadvantaged students, the difference was –9.9 points. These negative impacts translated 

into effect sizes of –0.19 and –0.25 standard deviations, respectively. The predicted difference in 

average scores between disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged students in 2014 was not 

statistically distinguishable from the predicted difference in 2010. 

Reading. There was a positive trend in reading scores for both disadvantaged and 

nondisadvantaged students in the pre-RTTT period. Unlike with mathematics scores, as shown in 

Exhibit F17, there was a downward shift in scores between 2010 and 2011 among both groups of 

students. Test scores increased among both groups, however, between 2011 and 2014, but the 

slope of the post-RTTT trend lines was not as steep as the baseline trend lines. As a result, 2014 

baseline predictions for disadvantaged and nondisadvantaged students were higher than actual 

score levels and 2014 outcome estimates. As shown in Exhibit F18, the impact of RTTT was  

–16.0 points for disadvantaged students and –12.0 points for nondisadvantaged students. These 

negative impacts were both statistically significant and translated into large effect sizes of –0.47 

and –0.35, respectively. The predicted difference in average scores between disadvantaged and 

nondisadvantaged students in 2014 was not statistically distinguishable from the predicted 

difference in 2010. 
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Exhibit F16. Average Grade 8 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: Disadvantaged and 

Nondisadvantaged Students 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit F17. Average Grade 8 HSA Reading Scores Across Time: Disadvantaged and 

Nondisadvantaged Students 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit F18. Grade 8 HSA Scale Scores, Disadvantaged and Nondisadvantaged Students: 

Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With 
RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  Disadvantaged 275.6 300.4 307.8 -7.4*** -0.19 8.9*** -16.3*** 

Nondisadvantaged 294.0 320.5 330.4 -9.9*** -0.25      2.4  -12.3*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  Disadvantaged 302.1 308.8 324.8 -16.0*** -0.47 -4.4*** -11.6*** 

Nondisadvantaged 319.8 327.6 339.6 -12.0*** -0.35 -5.5*** -6.5*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Appendix G: NAEP Subscale Analyses 

We examined Hawaii’s performance on the mathematics and reading subscales to provide 

additional detail underlying the NAEP composite scale score findings. Across the four 

assessments, the pattern for subscale scores mirrors the composite scores. Hawaii did not 

perform as well as the national average on most of the subscales, but its performance on every 

subscale improved dramatically over time relative to the rest of the United States. In addition, in 

some cases, Hawaii is now outperforming the nation. 

The gap between Hawaii and the nation narrowed on the NAEP mathematics subscales. As 

Exhibit G1 shows, Hawaii outperformed the nation in three of the five mathematics subscales in 

Grade 4 mathematics in 2013. Between 2003 and 2011, Hawaii did not perform as well as the 

nation on the five subscales of Grade 4 mathematics. In 2003, 2005, and 2007, Hawaii’s average 

scores were below the nation’s on all five subscales. By 2011, the differences between Hawaii 

and the nation had narrowed, and the negative difference was statistically significant in only two 

subscales: number properties and operations; and data analysis, statistics, and probability. By 

2013, the gap between Hawaii and the nation had reversed. Hawaii’s performance was not 

significantly different from the nation in number properties and operations and algebra, and the 

state’s performance was statistically higher than the nation’s performance on three subscales: 

measurement; geometry; and data analysis, statistics, and probability. 

Exhibit G1. Difference Between Hawaii and the Nation on Grade 4 Mathematics Scores, by 

Subscale, 2003–2013 

Scale 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 

Algebra -4.7* -5.3* -3.8* -2.7* -0.4 0.5 

Data analysis, statistics, and probability -8.6* -8.0* -6.3* -4.3* -2.2* 2.4* 

Geometry -3.7* -3.7* -2.3* -0.8 0.3 3.5* 

Measurement -8.7* -8.5* -5.8* -3.8* -1.8 3.6* 

Number properties and operations -8.2* -8.0* -5.3* -4.3* -1.8* 1.4 

*Statistically different from zero (p < .05) 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Mathematics Assessments 

Hawaii also erased the performance gap with the national average on two of the five 

mathematics subscales for Grade 8 between 2003 and 2013. As Exhibit G2 shows, Hawaii did 

not perform as well as the nation on the five subscales of the Grade 8 mathematics NAEP 

assessment between 2003 and 2011. From 2003 to 2009, the difference between Hawaii’s 

average score and the national public sample was statistically significant on all five subscales. In 

2011, the gap was no longer statistically significant on the measurement subscale. In 2013, 

Hawaii’s mean scores on the measurement and geometry subscales were not statistically 

different from the nation’s mean scores, indicating that Hawaii performed as well as the national 

average in these mathematical areas. On the other three subscales, the differences between 

Hawaii and the nation became substantially smaller over time. 



 

American Institutes for Research  Evaluation of Hawaii’s Race to the Top: Third Evaluation Report—122 

Exhibit G2. Difference Between Hawaii and the Nation on Grade 8 Mathematics Subscale 

Scores, by Subscale, 2003–2013 

Scale 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 

Algebra -10.1* -12.8* -12.9* -8.1* -5.8* -3.7* 

Data analysis, statistics, & probability -17.4* -16.0* -14.3* -12.3* -6.2* -2.8* 

Geometry -8.0* -9.3* -6.4* -3.2* -3.2* -0.2 

Measurement -9.5* -11.2* -11.8* -7.9* -2.5 1.1 

Number properties & operations -8.9* -10.7* -11.7* -9.1* -6.1* -4.0* 

*Statistically different from zero (p < .05) 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Mathematics Assessments 

Hawaii’s performance was lower than the national average on the two NAEP reading 

subscales. As Exhibits G3 and G4 demonstrate, Hawaii did not perform as well as the nation on 

the two reading subscales between 2003 and 2013, and differences remained statistically 

significant during this period. The gap in the literary experience subscale persisted from 2003 to 

2013, and scores on the information subscale improved substantially over time but remained 

lower than the national average. 

Exhibit G3. Difference Between Hawaii and the Nation on Grade 4 Reading NAEP 

Subscale Scores, by Subscale, 2003–2013 

Scale 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 

Information -9.9* -9.3* -7.3* -9.5* -7.1* -4.3* 

Literary experience -6.8* -6.4* -5.2* -8.6* -5.7* -7.3* 

*Statistically different from zero (p < .05) 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Reading Assessments 

Exhibit G4. Difference Between Hawaii and the Nation on Grade 8 Reading NAEP 

Subscales, by Subscale, 2003–2013 

Scale 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 

Information -9.7* -11.6* -8.4* -8.0* -7.1* -6.1* 

Literary experience -9.1* -11.5* -10.4* -7.3* -5.6* -6.0* 

*Statistically different from zero (p < .05) 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2003 to 2013, Reading Assessments 
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Appendix H: Mathematics and Reading 
Proficiency Subgroup Analyses 

Exhibits H1 and H2 illustrate changes in the percentage of students proficient in mathematics 
and reading for the ZSI and non-ZSI subgroups. The overall average student proficiency rate in 
ZSI schools was 20 percent lower than in non-ZSI schools. We observed similar positive 
baseline trends in mathematics and reading for both groups of schools. 

In mathematics, there was an upward shift in proficiency rates between 2010 and 2011, followed 
by a slightly less positively sloped post-RTTT trend. As a result, the 2014 outcome estimates 
were below the 2014 baseline predictions. For non-ZSI schools, the impact was marginally 
statistically significant, as shown in Exhibit H3. 

In reading, there was a downward shift in proficiency rates between 2010 and 2011 among non-
ZSI schools but not among ZSI schools. In the post-RTTT period, the slope flattened for both 
groups of schools. As a result, the 2014 outcome estimates were below the 2014 baseline 
predictions. For ZSI schools, the 2014 outcome estimate was below the baseline prediction by 
8.6 percentage points, translating into an effect size of –0.71 standard deviations, and for non-
ZSI schools, the 2014 outcome estimate was below the baseline prediction by 7.8 percentage 
points, translating into an effect size of –0.70 standard deviations. The patterns for ZSI and non-
ZSI schools both follow those in the overall analysis, indicating a significantly and substantially 
lower than predicted growth in reading in the RTTT period. 

Exhibit H1. Percentage of Students Proficient in Mathematics: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student proficiency data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit H2. Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 
Source: Hawaii student proficiency data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit H3. Percentage of Students Proficient, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools: Interrupted Time 

Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–2010 

Average 

2014 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With 
RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to 
Slope 

Change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  ZSI 30.1 45.2 47.2 -2.0  -0.15 8.7*** -10.7* 

Non-ZSI 46.5 61.6 64.3 -2.6* -0.19 8.8*** -11.5*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  ZSI 46.3 55.8 64.3 -8.6* -0.71 2.4  -11.0*** 

Non-ZSI 67.0 73.2 81.0 -7.8*** -0.70 0.4  -8.2*** 

Source: Hawaii student proficiency data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Appendix I: Graduation Rate Subgroup Analyses 

Because the analysis of graduation rates was at the school level, we were able to examine only 

subgroup impacts for ZSI and non-ZSI schools. Graduation rates were higher at the non-ZSI 

schools, but both ZSI and non-ZSI schools had a negative trend in the pre-RTTT period. Relative 

to non-ZSI schools, the post-RTTT trend was much steeper and more positive among ZSI 

schools. As a result, the difference between the 2013 outcome estimate and the 2013 baseline 

prediction was much larger for ZSI schools. The estimated effect of RTTT on high school 

graduation, however, was not statistically significant for either group. 

Exhibit I1. Student Graduation Rates: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 

Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data, 2007–2013. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit I2. Graduation Rates: ZSI Versus Non-ZSI Results 

Group 
2007–2010 

Average 

2013 
Outcome 
Estimate 

(With RTTT) 

2013 
Baseline 

Prediction 
(Without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect Size 
Due to 

Intercept 
Shift 

Due to Slope 
Change 

ZSI 72.0 77.9 68.5 9.4  0.95 -1.7  11.1* 

Non-ZSI 83.1 82.7 82.4 0.3  0.04 -2.4** 2.7* 

Source: Hawaii student graduation rate data, 2007–2013. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Appendix J: HSA Analyses with Demographic 
Covariates 

To examine whether changes in student demographic characteristics may have influenced trends 

in student achievement over the course of RTTT, we fit models that included three student 

background characteristics: the percent of students who are Native Hawaiian, the percent of 

students who are economically disadvantaged, and the percent of students who are English 

Language Learners. We compare the results of the two models (with and without covariates) by 

plotting the fitted trend lines of both models. The black solid lines denote results from the 

models without covariates, and the red dashed and dotted lines denote results from the models in 

which covariates were included.
36

 The results of the new models are also reported in tables that 

are similar to those found in the main body of the quantitative chapter. We refer to the model 

without covariates as the base model and the model with covariates as the covariate model.  

Grade 4 

Mathematics. As shown in Exhibit J1, both the baseline trend and post-RTTT trend for the 

covariate model is slightly steeper than the base model. However, Exhibit J3 shows that the 

estimated RTTT impact is small and not statistically significant in the covariate model, similar to 

the results of the base model.  

Reading. Exhibit J2 shows that similar to mathematics, both the baseline trend and post-RTTT 

trend for covariate model is slightly steeper than the base model. The estimated RTTT impact is 

negative and statistically significant in the covariate model, similar to the results of the base 

model.  

                                                 
36

 We plot the predicted scores by evaluating the regression coefficients for the demographic characteristics at the 

sample mean.  
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Exhibit J1. Average Grade 4 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

 

Exhibit J2. Average Grade 4 HSA Reading Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit J3. Grade 4 HSA Scale Scores: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2014 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Mathematics 298.1 313.4 314.8    -1.3  -0.03 5.9***  -7.3*** 

Reading 305.3 318.0 327.3 -9.3*** -0.23 5.7*** -15.0*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Grade 8 

Mathematics. Like the Grade 4 findings, Exhibit J4 shows that trend lines for the covariate 

model are slightly steeper than the base model. Exhibit J6 shows that similar to the base model, 

the estimated RTTT impact of the covariate model is negative and statistically significant.  

Reading. Exhibit J5 shows that similar to mathematics, both the baseline trend and post-RTTT 

trend for the covariate model is slightly steeper than the base model. The estimated RTTT impact 

of both the base model and the covariate model is negative and statistically significant.  

Exhibit J4. Average Grade 8 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit J5. Average Grade 8 HSA Reading Scores Across Time 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

 

Exhibit J6. Grade 8 HSA Scale Scores: Interrupted Time Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2014 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Mathematics 286.0 310.7 319.7 -9.0*** -0.22 6.1*** -15.1*** 

Reading 312.1 319.1 333.5   -14.4*** -0.41 -4.1*** -10.3*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

Grade 4 

Mathematics. As shown in Exhibit J7, for both ZSI and non-ZSI schools, relative to the base 

model, the covariate model had baseline trends and post-RTTT trends that were slightly steeper.  

Exhibit J9 shows that for non-ZSI schools, the estimated RTTT impact was small and not 

statistically significant in both models. For ZSI schools, however, due to the slightly steeper 

baseline trend, the estimated impact of RTTT was positive, but not statistically significant.  

Reading. Similar to mathematics, in reading, for both ZSI and non-ZSI schools the covariate 

model had baseline trends and post-RTTT trends that were slightly steeper than the base model.  

For ZSI schools, the estimated RTTT impact was small and not statistically significant in both 
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models. For non-ZSI schools, the estimated RTTT impact was negative and statistically 

significant in both models.  

Exhibit J7. Average Grade 4 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI 

Schools 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively 

Exhibit J8. Average Grade 4 HSA Reading Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit J9. Grade 4 HSA Scale Scores, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools: Interrupted Time Series 

Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2014 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2014 Baseline 
prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference 
Effect 
size 

Due to 
intercept 

shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  ZSI 281.1 298.5 293.5 5.0  0.14 12.4***      -7.4  

Non-ZSI 299.7 314.6 316.7 -2.1  -0.05   5.3***  -7.4*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  ZSI 286.2 302.3 304.7 -2.3  -0.06    12.3***    -14.6*** 

Non-ZSI 307.1 319.2 329.3     -10.1*** -0.25  5.1***    -15.2*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Grade 8 

Mathematics. As shown in Exhibit J10, for both ZSI and non-ZSI schools, the covariate model 

had baseline trends and post-RTTT trends that were slightly steeper than trends in the base 

model.  Exhibit J12 shows that for both non-ZSI schools and ZSI schools the estimated RTTT 

impact was negative and statistically significant in both models.  

Reading.  In both models, the estimated impact of RTTT for non-ZSI and ZSI schools was 

negative and statistically significant.  

Exhibit J10. Average Grade 8 HSA Mathematics Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI 

Schools 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 
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Exhibit J11. Average Grade 8 HSA Reading Scores Across Time: ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools 

 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

Exhibit J12. Grade 8 HSA Scale Scores, ZSI and Non-ZSI Schools: Interrupted Time 

Series Analysis Results 

Outcome 
2007–10 
average 

2014 
Outcome 
estimate 

(with RTTT) 

2014 
Baseline 

prediction 
(without 

RTTT) 

Difference Effect size 
Due to 

intercept 
shift 

Due to 
slope 

change 

Mathematics 
   

  
 

  ZSI 273.6 293.8 314.3   -20.5** -0.50 8.1*** -28.6*** 

Non-ZSI 287.2 312.2 320.1 -7.8*** -0.19 5.9*** -13.8*** 

Reading 
   

  
 

  ZSI 297.0 307.1 334.9   -27.7*** -0.77     -2.9  -24.8*** 

Non-ZSI 313.6 320.2 333.3   -13.1*** -0.38 -4.1***  -9.0*** 

Source: HSA data, 2007–2014. 

***, **, and * denote statistical significance levels of 1 percent, 5 percent, and 10 percent, respectively. 

 


