school success for the students. Schools will also use their scholastic audits (see Invitational Section

6) to help inform their decisions.

The 50% teacher turnover required in the turnaround model creates a particular challenge for us in
the hard-to-staff areas of our rural state, particularly the Arkansas Delta. However, some schools are
already contemplating this option. We already have significant experience in closing and
consolidating school districts when their student enrollment falls below legal thresholds, so we can
quickly assist schools choosing the closure option. We're well versed in all aspects of transitional
planning, including preparing the necessary financial transfers, integrating staff and services, and
supporting students and parents. Help for schools choosing the restart model will be available from
our Charter School Office and its partners, such as the Arkansas Public School Resource Center,*

along with the expertise and resources of outside charter and education management organizations.

If none of these three interventions is selected, the transformational model is the school's remaining
option. Rural areas and very small towns often are home to the sole elementary or middle school
within a large geographic area. Closing the school leaves few appealing alternatives when the nearest
school is miles away down narrow roads: brokering the agreement, uprooting staff, students, and
parents, and unifying distant schools is very difficult. As noted earlier, replacing half the staff of a
turnaround-model school in an isolated or economically depressed area is highly problematic; and
restart models face recruiting charter sponsors to remote locations where the qualified staffing pool is
shallow. Thus, for persistently low-performing rural schools, the transformation model is a necessity,
not from lack of political will, but from the practical perspective of what's sensible and workable.

Despite the inherent challenges, the transformation model musters the resources of the state-directed
feature of the Smart Accountability plan. The model mobilizes the turnaround network, from the
schools and school districts themselves to co-ops, state, and from other change agents, such as those

described next.

Specialized turnaround support Commissioner Kimbrell is committed to a strong network of
change support for PLA schools. Not only has he reorganized ADE to more quickly and cohesively

mobilize support, but he's establishing a School Turnaround Office within our Division of Learning

% The Arkansas Public School Resource Center is an organization committed to working with charter and rural
schools in the state.
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Services. The office will coordinate statewide oversight and also ensure the right resources are in

place for intensive work in low performing schools and districts.

Clear goals will drive the work of the turnaround office to support low-achieving schools. Those
goals will be tied to the goals of each targeted school, in conjunction with specific performance
measures and outcomes. The office's coordinator will work closely with specialty teams (such as
those below) and school improvement directors in PLA schools to keep close watch on how
thoroughly the chosen intervention model is being implemented, the pace of progress, and where

problems are yielding to selected solutions.

The office will work in partnership with all local staff to generate an optimistic momentum for
change that's not only infectious and energizing, but successful in elevating performance. With Race
to the Top funds, we'll lose no time in getting the turnaround office on the ground and onto school

grounds. The office will have plenty of allies, such as that explained next.

Established in 1991, the Arkansas Leadership Academy (ALA) is a nationally recognized
statewide partnership of 15 universities; 9 professional associations; 15 education cooperatives; the
state's departments of education, higher education, and career education; the Arkansas Educational
Television Network; Tyson Foods, Inc; WalMart Stores, Inc.; two superintendent representatives; the

Office of the Governor; and the State Board of Education, a total of 49 partners.

From a base of research and best practices, ALA designs creative and innovative approaches to
establish learning communities in our public schools. By developing human resources and by
modeling and advocating collaboration, support, shared decision making, team learning, risk taking,

and problem solving, ALA facilitates systemic improvement within an organization.

In sync with ALA for many years, we'll expand our relationship to build the critical human support
structure at the state and regional level to effect purposeful change in schools and districts that
struggle academically. The Deep Knowledge Leadership Team Institute will provide intense
professional development for the state's specialty teams, school improvement directors, and ACSIP®
leaders that are assigned to each district with a PLA school. Teams will learn to build the capacity to

create positive learning environments, improve systems within the district, and develop the skills and

# Arkansas Comprehensive School Improvement Plan.
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tools that coalesce staff into teams. The team-intensive approach begets shared "ownership" and
responsibility for moving together toward significantly better learning and performance for students
and adults alike.

The objectives of this approach are to:

o create cohesive teams with the state's specialty teams, school improvement directors, and
ACSIP leaders.

o develop a common vision and purpose between teams and roles.

o build the leadership capacity of these teams, focusing on best practices in adult learning.

» provide facilitator training and effective meetings training for the teams that will translate
into building the capacity at the district level to facilitate professional development and
school improvement efforts.

o facilitate monthly regional meetings for ongoing data analysis and feedback.

e incorporate break-out sessions for role-alike groups to focus on the development of specific
needs.

e continue each year to delve deeper into each of these five performance areas: Creating and
Living the Mission, Vision, and Beliefs; Leading and Managing Change; Developing Deep
Knowledge of Teaching and Learning; Building and Maintaining Collaborative
Relationships; and Building and Sustaining Accountability Systems.

This training will focus on assisting the teams in building district capacity to support school
turnaround, including: governance; technical assistance systems for schools; communication among
the district, schools, and partners; human capital; resource allocation; and data systems and
performance management. Professional development will also focus on helping districts design and
implement successful models of school transformation and turnaround, including the following
elements:

teacher and principal evaluation systems;

expanded learning time;

recruiting, screening, and hiring new teachers and principals;
strategies to retain the most effective teachers and principals;
implementing high-quality, job-embedded professional development;
providing community and social-emotional services for students;
adopting and using a research-based instructional program; and
promoting the continuous use of student data.

Turnaround takes a team to build the capacity for long-term, sustained change: we have no Band-aids
in our tool Kkit. The infusion of ALA's insights, processes, and modeling helps rebuild not only low-
achieving schools, but builds the capacity in all of us to support systemic change. We won't keep the
light under a basket, rather ensure that lessons learned and best practices are shared throughout our
networks in conjunction with our School Turnaround Office and Office of Innovation.
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Personnel pipeline Schools are brick and mortar, but school systems are all about people. Their
outlook, their convictions, their behaviors, their knowledge and skills—all weave into the system's
climate and performance. Students are the reason for a school system, and what makes the system

work effectively is the staff, especially those directly involved in instruction.

As explained in Section D, Arkansas has a plan for attracting effective teachers and school leaders
into the state's low-performing schools. Through alternative licensing pathways, such as Teach for
America, the troupe of local teachers is being expanded. Our Arkansas Equity Plan (see Appendix D-
3-1) is replete with strategies to ensure all children learn under the leadership of effective teachers.
Recruitment and retention initiatives, bonus incentives, relocation assistance, and traveling teachers

are among the plan's elements that target PLA schools.

Moreover, our new comprehensive teacher and principal evaluation systems, also detailed in Section
D2, will be leveraged within these schools to identify, reward, and retain effective educators. At the

same time, the system will hasten dismissal of educators who don't perform effectively.
To expedite turnarounds, we'll dedicate other specialists to PLA schools, as described below.

Math Teachers Not all elementary teachers are comfortable teaching math, but grade-school
children need a strong grounding in mathematics from teachers with a deep understanding of the
content. To ensure top-quality math instruction, Race to the Top will fund math teachers in grade 3 at
each of our PLA elementary schools. Skilled teachers whose sole focus is math will ensure students
gain the basic knowledge and understanding that's the requisite foundation for steady progress in ever

higher levels of math.

When these math teachers are effective at increasing math scores, and we're confident they will, more
schools will seek elementary math teachers. To create a pipeline for them into our schools, the state
is researching an elementary math endorsement that both practicing and new teachers can
pursue. Likely candidates for such an endorsement include certifying existing elementary teachers
who have a high interest in math or those with proven success in teaching math; college students
pursuing STEM fields; and recent graduates with STEM-related degrees. As noted earlier in Section
(D)(3)(ii), Arkansas received a grant in May 2010 from the Brookhill foundation to explore licensure
for the designation of Elementary Mathematics Specialist through the Association of Mathematics
Teacher Educators.
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College and Career Coaches Ensuring students have access to college and career coaches in low-
performing schools is one component of our governor’s Arkansas Works program. School guidance
counselors are often overwhelmed with the scope of their myriad responsibilities: testing, family
crisis situations, student behavior issues, college admission processes, and administrative duties.
Bringing in additional support for counselors will help to ensure that students have access to college
and career information. The objectives of the college and career coach initiative include:

* assisting secondary students with career guidance to prepare them for high school graduation,
postsecondary education, apprenticeship or workforce training, or direct entry into the
workforce or military.

» adopting and promoting quality career development for students from middle school through
high school and beyond.

» working with school guidance counselors and students to explore career information and
education and to identify training opportunities to improve rates of graduation, completing
Career and Technical Education studies, nontraditional placement, and postsecondary
placement in satisfying jobs.

The college and career coach initiative began in January 2010 as a three-year pilot program that
places 45 college and career coaches at two-year colleges to serve high school students who live in
high-poverty counties. Of our 17 PLA middle schools and high schools, 12 are in high-poverty
counties and qualify for the coaches through Arkansas Works; but five of the schools are not located
in the qualifying counties. Race to the Top will allow us to place college and career coaches to serve
all PLA middle and high schools, insuring that information about colleges and careers is readily

available to some of our most vulnerable students.

Evidence for (E)(2) (please fill in table below):
e The state’s historic performance on school turnaround, as evidenced by the total
number of persistently lowest-achieving schools (as defined in this notice) that states or
LEAs attempted to turn around in the last five years, the approach used, and the results
and lessons learned to date.

# of
PIpIpIOEES Sorotlk Results and Lessons Learned
Used Since
2004-05
Transformational 52 In the past, ADE has contracted with America’s Choice as the

state’s turnaround model to begin working with targeted schools
during the 2006-07 school year. Since that time, America’s Choice
has worked with a total of 52 schools. During the 2009-10 school
year, America’s Choice worked with 39 schools in 17 districts.
This means 13 schools served by America’s Choice at one time are
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following categories:

Seven schools met their AMO for two consecutive years.
Three schools applied for and received a waiver from ADE.
Two schools were consolidated with another America’s
Choice school.

One school was replaced with another school that was in
greater need of services from America’s Choice.

The academic performance of these 52 schools was evaluated
according to the mean scale scores on the ACTAAP assessments
administered at each of the schools. The mean scale score for all
students in the state was used to compare the growth of students in
America’s Choice schools with students across the state. The
performance of these 52 schools is listed below:

Six of the 52 schools showed more growth than for all
statewide grades in both math and literacy since the spring
of 2006.

Twelve of the 52 schools showed growth for all grades in
both math and literacy; some growth exceeded the state’s
growth, while some was less than the state as whole.

Of the 52 schools, 34 showed mixed results with growth in
some areas but at least one area where the mean scale score
was lower in 2009 than in 2006.

None of the 52 schools showed a decline in the mean scale
score for all grades in both math and literacy.

Please see Appendix E-2-3 thru E-2-6 for more information concerning the work of America’s
Choice. We have also included information and results of three other school turnaround models that
serve several of our school districts: Arkansas Leadership Academy, Elbow to Elbow and JBHM.

ESIS<K2e"AwWOoO> | MM N M N M N [Tl
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Performance Measures S 3 S o S & S & S o
B < o < & < =<
The number of schools for which one
of the four school intervention models 0 19 | ongoing | ongoing | ongoing
will be initiated each year.

These measures are estimates. The state will work with each persistently low-performing school as
we develop its detailed scope of work (within 90 days of receiving the grant award) to determine the

timeline for implementation.
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(F)(1) Making education funding a priority (10 points)

The extent to which—

(i) The percentage of the total revenues available to the State (as defined in this notice) that were
used to support elementary, secondary, and public higher education for FY 2009 was greater than or
equal to the percentage of the total revenues available to the State (as defined in this notice) that were
used to support elementary, secondary, and public higher education for FY 2008; and

(if) The State’s policies lead to equitable funding (a) between high-need LEASs (as defined in this
notice) and other LEAs, and (b) within LEAs, between high-poverty schools (as defined in this
notice) and other schools.

In the text box below, the State shall describe its current status in meeting the criterion. The
narrative or attachments shall also include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, and how each
piece of evidence demonstrates the State’s success in meeting the criterion. The narrative and
attachments may also include any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the
attachments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(1)(i):
¢ Financial data to show whether and to what extent expenditures, as a percentage of the total
revenues available to the State (as defined in this notice), increased, decreased, or remained
the same.

Evidence for (F)(1)(ii):
¢ Any supporting evidence the State believes will be helpful to peer reviewers.

Recommended maximum response length: Three pages

(F)(1)(i) The percentage of the total revenues available to the State (as defined in this notice) that
were used to support elementary, secondary, and public higher education for FY 2009 was greater
than or equal to the percentage of the total revenues available to the State (as defined in this
notice) that were used to support elementary, secondary, and public higher education for FY 2008.
Includes evidence (F)(2)(i) .

Financing a first-rate education system is our top funding priority in Arkansas, as we'll explain
below. As other portions of this narrative relate, 2003 was the seminal year that marked the nascent
reformation of our collective thinking and combined action to squarely address the transformation of

our schools.

In 2003, our General Assembly enacted a body of legislation that extensively augmented support of
public education in Arkansas. Not only did new laws fill the funding fuel tank, but they set in motion

new schooling vehicles fitted with multiple controls to keep them on the right track. Act 94 created a
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Joint Committee on Education Adequacy, overseen by the House and Senate Interim Committees on
Education. Act 57°* mandated that the joint committee regularly study the education system and

report their findings and recommendations in September before every regular session.

In Act 57, lawmakers acknowledged the state has an absolute duty to furnish Arkansas school
children an adequate and equitable education as an ongoing priority for the state. The law establishes
broad areas the lawmakers' education committees must review and report each biennium, including
the highlights listed below. The mandates of Act 57 illustrate how serious we are about sufficiently
underwriting an education system that meets the needs of all children:

o Assess, monitor, and evaluate the entire spectrum of public education across the state to
determine that all school children have an equal opportunity for an adequate education.

« Continue to evaluate what constitutes equality of education opportunity and adequate education
in Arkansas and the state's method of providing it.

o Evaluate the effectiveness of any program implemented at the ADE or in an LEA.

o Review the state's average teacher salary compared to those in nearby states.

o Evaluate the costs of an adequate education for all students in all conditions.

o Evaluate the per-student amount of state funds to be provided to school districts, and monitor
the expenditures and distribution of state funds.

» Monitor the amount the state funds the education system based on need and the amount
necessary for an adequate education system, not on the amount of funding available.

After investigating all areas of Act 57, the committees must bring forward recommendations for

changes in those areas that are needed to keep pace with conditions that evolve over time.

The state’s system for financing public schools is based on a per-student amount, known as
foundation funding. Ark. Code .Ann. §6-20-2301 et seq. Each LEA receives the foundation amount
multiplied by its student count, or average daily membership (ADM). Foundation funding is based on
the prior year three-quarter ADM and is supplemented with student-growth funding for growing
districts and with declining-enrollment funding for declining districts. Further supplements are
explained in (F)(1)(ii).

In 2003, foundation funding for each student was $4,721.42, and the next year it was $5,400. By
2010, that amount had risen to $5,905 and will climb to $6,023 in 2011. A state budget surplus in

recent years enabled the General Assembly to add, beyond the base amount, what is termed

2 The legislature later refined Act 57 with Act 1204 of 2007. Acts 57 and 1204 are codified at Ark. Code Ann. 810-
3-2101 et seq.
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"enhanced" funding in the amount of $51 more per student in 2008, $87 more in 2009, and $35 in

2010. The legislature made clear that enhanced funding is temporary and is an amount beyond that

required to meet the legal dollar amount that pays for an adequate education.

Charts below show education funding as a percentage of total state revenue for fiscal years 2004

through 2009. Over these seven years, funding for schools rose by nearly $1.2 billion, while total

state revenue increased by about $1.6 billion. As a percentage of total state revenue, education

monies have fluctuated to some extent every year between a low of 70.4% in 2004 to 71.7% in FY

2010. The proportion of funds for education started high and stayed high. Of the $1.6 billion growth

in total state revenue over this seven year period, 75% ($1.2 billion) went to public education.

The figures and graphs below extend from FY 2004 to FY 2010. They compare, year by year, the

percentage of funding for education in relation to total state revenues. Terms specific to the

descriptors in the first groupings of data can be found in the glossary.

COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGE OF STATE FUNDING

K-12 AND HIGHER EDUCATION

EDUCATION STATE % OF
DESCRIPTION TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
FY2004
GENERAL REVENUE FORECAST (FINAL)
PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND $1,612,085,672
GENERAL EDUCATION FUND $47,028,442
TECHNICAL INSTITUTES $8,718,516
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (FOUR YEAR) $448,653,247
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (TWO) YEAR) $86,570,203
TECHNICAL COLLEGES $19,047,474 | $3,525,966,225
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND $233,933,182 $233,933,182
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND $700,000 $700,000
UNIFORM RATE OF TAX $645,483,860 $645,483,860
TOTAL $3,102,220,596 | $4,406,083,267 70.4%

FY2005

GENERAL REVENUE FORECAST (FINAL)

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND $1,612,811,937
GENERAL EDUCATION FUND $47,028,442
TECHNICAL INSTITUTES $8,718,516
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (FOUR YEAR) $460,683,558
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (TWO) YEAR) $88,827,523

158




TECHNICAL COLLEGES $19,047,474 | $3,629,925,804
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND $245,900,627 $245,900,627
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND $449,987,043 $449,987,043
UNIFORM RATE OF TAX $679,512,680 $679,512,680
TOTAL $3,612,517,800 | $5,005,326,154 72.2%
FY2006
GENERAL REVENUE FORECAST (FINAL)
PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND $1,685,045,349
GENERAL EDUCATION FUND $50,073,423
TECHNICAL INSTITUTES $7,086,943
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (FOUR YEAR) $491,438,439
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (TWO) YEAR) $91,671,052
TECHNICAL COLLEGES $23,538,051 | $3,825,053,006
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND $265,366,217 $265,366,217
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND $438,335,439 $438,335,439
UNIFORM RATE OF TAX $716,036,162 $716,036,162
TOTAL $3,768,591,075 | $5,244,790,824 71.9%
FY2007
GENERAL REVENUE FORECAST (FINAL)
PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND $1,719,500,377
GENERAL EDUCATION FUND $86,012,449
TECHNICAL INSTITUTES $7,268,514
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (FOUR YEAR) $521,522,828
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (TWO) YEAR) $96,241,606
TECHNICAL COLLEGES $26,358,021 | $4,058,615,931
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND $284,724,123 $284,724,123
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND $464,567,099 $464,567,099
UNIFORM RATE OF TAX $767,684,294 $767,684,294
TOTAL $3,973,879,311 | $5,575,591,447 71.3%
FY2008
GENERAL REVENUE FORECAST (FINAL)
PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND $1,856,816,923
GENERAL EDUCATION FUND $91,818,037
TECHNICAL INSTITUTES $7,462,523
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (FOUR YEAR) $572,959,263
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (TWO) YEAR) $104,814,845
TECHNICAL COLLEGES $32,095,593 | $4,352,672,063
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND $298,427,153 $298,427,153
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND $464,366,857 $464,366,857
UNIFORM RATE OF TAX $818,811,969 $818,811,969
TOTAL $4,247,573,163 | $5,934,278,042 71.6%
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FY2009

GENERAL REVENUE FORECAST (FINAL)

PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND $1,894,773,275
GENERAL EDUCATION FUND $91,960,402
TECHNICAL INSTITUTES $7,603,891
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (FOUR YEAR) $568,219,540
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (TWO) YEAR) $104,628,251
TECHNICAL COLLEGES $30,862,976 | $4,411,009,647
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND $288,249,127 $288,249,127
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND $402,653,491 $402,653,491
UNIFORM RATE OF TAX $881,178,991 $881,178,991
TOTAL $4,270,129,944 | $5,983,091,256 71.4%
FY2010 (Estimate)
GENERAL REVENUE FORECAST (1-11-2010)
PUBLIC SCHOOL FUND 1,813,257,145
GENERAL EDUCATION FUND 92,672,419
TECHNICAL INSTITUTES 7,470,070
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (FOUR YEAR) 561,502,177
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION (TWO) YEAR) 104,634,923
TECHNICAL COLLEGES 31,162,164 4,302,770,104
EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE TRUST FUND 284,078,953 284,078,923
EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY FUND 446,153,491 446,153,491
UNIFORM RATE OF TAX 947,646,904 947,646,904
TOTAL 4,288,578,246 5,980,649,422 71.7%

6,000,000,000
4,000,000,000

2,000,000,000

M Education

State

Education Funding as a part of Total State Funding
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(F)(1)(ii) The State’s policies lead to equitable funding (a) between high-need LEAs (as defined in
this notice) and other LEAs, and (b) within LEAs, between high-poverty schools (as defined in this
notice) and other schools.

The education clause in the Arkansas Constitution provides that, “The state shall ever maintain a
general, suitable, and efficient system of free public schools and shall adopt all suitable means to
secure to the people the advantages and opportunities of education.” In 2007, following many years
of litigation, the Arkansas Supreme Court held that the state “has taken the required and necessary
legislative steps to assure that the school children of this state are provided with an adequate

education and a substantially equal educational opportunity.”

Those steps have resulted in hundreds of millions of dollars infused into new education funding, led
to sweeping changes in academic and accountability standards, and consolidated many small rural
schools for efficiency of scale and wider academic scope. In 2007 alone, our legislature increased
minimum state aid to public schools by $121 million and (as discussed separately below in

(F)(1)(i1)) allocated millions to repair, renovate, and modernize schools throughout the state.

Every year, Arkansas academics remain our priority, propelled by mandates and mechanisms to
ensure our children have an equitable and adequate education. As one means to that end, our state
legislature has adopted a working definition of “educational adequacy” as the basis for identifying
the annual amount of resources, and their distribution, needed to fund the schools.®® That definition
encompasses the state's standards for curriculum frameworks and the testing system, and it also
specifies, "sufficient funding to provide adequate resources as identified by the General Assembly."

Let's look at how our lawmakers work to keep adequacy paramount.

The court's 2007 ruling, referenced earlier, was predicated by numerous ground-breaking legislative
acts. Primary among them was Act 57 of the Second Extraordinary Session of 2003 (as amended),

which addressed the issue of what constitutes an adequate education and how much the state would

* A Report on Legislative Hearings For the 2008 Interim Study on Educational Adequacy (Act 57 of the Second
Extraordinary Session of 2003 and Act 1204 of 2007).
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have to pay to sufficiently fund it, then and in years to come. In September 2003, an initial adequacy

report recognized that, "the definition of adequacy is a dynamic, not a static concept . . ."**

Since that time, during every regular legislative session, lawmakers carefully examine adequacy and
any issues surrounding it. In 360-degree circumspection, they invite the testimony of education
leaders and experts to help them re-evaluate adequacy within its dynamic nature. With that input,
coupled with strong legislative and executive leadership and an unswerving commitment to honor its
legal and moral obligations, the legislature aims at the bulls-eye on the moving adequacy target: It
fine tunes and verifies the funding formula, allots sufficient money to underwrite what the law
requires school districts to do, and may adjust the funding distribution matrix. That matrix calculates
the costs of providing adequate resources to schools in the form of staff, operations, and
maintenance. It assures equity with added funds to serve the needs of students who need extra
support, such as those of lower socio-economic means, children learning to speak English, or those
studying in alternative environments. Those specifics are explored in the following section of

evidence.

Over the years, the General Assembly has continued to address many challenging issues and made
bold decisions to keep public education moving forward in Arkansas. But no one's resting on laurels.
No "that-storm's-over" sigh of relief and return to business as usual. Today, our usual business all
rests on the substance and strength of our commitment to public education, the propulsion system for

thrusting our children onward to college and careers.

Foundation funding, discussed above, provides equal per-student amounts to each district for the
purpose of base funding. But beyond equality, which we think of as evenness or sameness, we aim
for equity, which is a matter of fairness and accommodation. One size doesn't fit all. We're obligated
to scale state resources to meet the varying needs among and within school districts and between
schools from one side of town to the other. We can't let those with greater needs lag behind because

they're running uphill when others are sprinting on the flats toward the same goalpost.

% An Evidence Based Approach to School Finance Adequacy in Arkansas. Final Report, September 1, 2003.
Prepared for the Arkansas Joint Committee on Educational Adequacy by Allan Odden and Lawrence Picus.
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So, beyond the base funding, the state has created categories of funds that ensure equitable support
for high-need and high-poverty schools and other schools serving students whose particular needs
require extra resources. In 2005, the state added special funding categories for Alternative Learning
Environments (ALE), National School Lunch (NSL) students, English Language Learners (ELL),

and Professional Development (PD) for school staff.

Foundation and Categorical
Funds per Student

6,000.00
500000
4,000.00

High Poverty Districts
Average

State Average

Below are tables that cover schools years from 2004-05 to 2009-10, showing the amount of money

that was added, through each special funding category, to each year's foundation funding base.

Alternative Learning Environment (ALE) Financing for settings that are alternatives to the regular
classroom is based on the number of students attending an ALE, which is taught by a licensed
teacher, features a reduced pupil-to-teacher ratio, and includes the services of a school counselor,
mental health professional, nurse, and other services as needed. Students are placed in ALE in
consultation with an Alternative Education Placement team and an agreement with the parent or
guardian, teacher or ALE director, and the student.

2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
Per ALE student/FTE $3250 $3250 $3250 $4063 $4063 $4063
Total (in millions) $19.0 $14.2 $14.3 $20.0 $20.2 $20.5

National School Lunch (NSL) This funding category uses eligibility for free- and reduced-price
lunches that is consistent with the criteria of the federal NSLA. State NSL funding is used to
implement research-based programs to improve instruction and raise the achievement of children
who score below grade-level proficiency or otherwise risk falling short of challenging academic
standards. The funding is in three different tiers, with higher per-student amounts going to high-
poverty LEAs.
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2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
>90% NSL students $1440 $1440 $1440 $1488 $1488 $1488
70%-90% NSL students $960 $960 $960 $992 $992 $992
<70% NSL students $480 $480 $480 $496 $496 $496
Total (in millions) $147.6 | $141.2 | $149.1 | $154.2 | $157.8 | $161.5

English Language Learners (ELL) A growing number of our students are new to the country, and
they strive to learn English as their second language. We add funds for ELL children, who are
identified by a state-authorized proficiency assessment. The money may be used to support teacher
training, staff workshops, consultants, health and counseling services, program development, and
language-appropriate instructional and supplemental materials.

2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 2008-09 | 2009-10
Per ELL student/FTE $195 $195 $195 $293 $293 $293
Total (in millions) $4.2 $4.6 $5.3 $8.5 $9.1 $9.4

Professional Development (PD) While students are learning, the adults who support them in their
schools have to be learning, too. The money in the PD category underwrites activities and materials
aimed at extending the knowledge and skills of teachers, administrators, paraprofessionals,
counselors—all those who line the children's schooling cocoon, including their bus drivers. Up-to-
date instructional strategies, methods, and tools to ramp up professional practices are funded in
escalating annual amounts.

2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 2007-08 | 2008-09 2009-10
Per student $50 $50 $50 $50 $50 $50
Total (in millions) $22.4 $22.6 $22.9 $23.0 $23.1 $23.0

School Facilities The tremendous amount of money, planning, and work invested in the state's

school facilities has been so extensive in recent years that we examine this topic separately, below.

For many years in Arkansas, the schoolhouses that were our children's mainstay learning
environments—their classrooms, libraries, gyms, cafeterias, auditoriums, and more—ranked at
widely diverse points along a suitability continuum, many at the top; too many, nowhere close. Some
buildings stood as sturdy gems of handsomely maintained historic architecture, while other old
structures slumped under the weight of years. Some schools were sleek with air-tight contemporary
design, and others were a drafty patchwork of ill-fitted structural odds and ends. Some hallways were

bright with new paint; elsewhere paint was peeling under leaky roofs. In too many instances from
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one end of the state to another, the contrasts among the schools' conditions were stark manifestations

of inequity and inadequacy.

The disparities among the schools were sharply revealed during a statewide professional assessment
of all academic facilities. The proactive legislature had mandated the massive project, begun and
completed in 2005 at a cost of $10 million. The study revealed that as much as $4 billion could be
needed to raise all schools to acceptable standards that would assure safe, dry, healthful learning
environments. As a result, the state adopted construction standards and school suitability
requirements as both guides and goals; it appropriated funds to support every school district's
progress toward those goals; and it appointed a state-level Commission for Public School Academic
Facilities and Transportation as overseers, along with a Division of Public School Academic
Facilities and Transportation as its operational arm. Since 2005, the Division's role has steadily
deepened to provide school districts expert support and guidance in all matters related to school

facility operation, helping them plan quality repair, renovation, and new building programs.

To ensure equitable distribution of facility resources among the schools, a "wealth index" was
established as an integral element of the facilities program. That index is based on the amount of
money a 1 mil tax will raise in a particular school district compared to the same value of that 1 mil in
one of the wealthiest districts in the state. This wealth index essentially equalizes the value of a
dollar, such that poorer school districts receive more funds for school facilities in relation to
wealthier school districts, based against a standard of school construction. The wealth index becomes
part of the equity equation, along with enrollment growth and general facility condition, in
prioritizing construction projects. So, districts with the least wealth, greatest growth, and poorest

condition of facilities become the state's facility-funding priority.

Since 2005, we've invested some $750 million in revitalizing our school facilities, and the total keeps
mounting. Early on, experts envisioned at least a ten-year effort to complete the initial statewide
upgrades. Work along that timetable is running apace, but the efforts won't stop at the ten-year mark.
Education programs change, student populations shift, and teaching tools advance. As needs will
vary, schools will, too. So improvements, additions, renovations, conversions, accommodations, and

new facilities will always be on the drawing board.
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We have wavered neither in vision, leadership, expertise, nor funding when it comes to the condition
of our schools. Each LEA formulates individual master facility plans that state officials review and
then approve when those plans are fully aligned with the requisite construction and suitability
standards. Then both state and local resources are blended to bring those plans to life. Every one of
our school districts is well along the improvement pathway, and not only academically. Teachers and
their pupils have settled into facilities equal to the task of supporting challenging courses of study.
We're ensuring that, in the realm of bricks, mortar, steel, and concrete, school facilities are the

foundation of lively learning centers, the pride of communities across Arkansas.
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(F)(2) Ensuring successful conditions for high-performing charter schools and other innovative
schools (40 points)

The extent to which—

(i) The State has a charter school law that does not prohibit or effectively inhibit increasing the
number of high-performing charter schools (as defined in this notice) in the State, measured (as set
forth in Appendix B) by the percentage of total schools in the State that are allowed to be charter
schools or otherwise restrict student enrollment in charter schools;

(if) The State has laws, statutes, regulations, or guidelines regarding how charter school authorizers
approve, monitor, hold accountable, reauthorize, and close charter schools; in particular, whether
authorizers require that student achievement (as defined in this notice) be one significant factor,
among others, in authorization or renewal; encourage charter schools that serve student populations
that are similar to local district student populations, especially relative to high-need students (as
defined in this notice); and have closed or not renewed ineffective charter schools;

(iii) The State’s charter schools receive (as set forth in Appendix B) equitable funding compared to
traditional public schools, and a commensurate share of local, State, and Federal revenues;

(iv) The State provides charter schools with funding for facilities (for leasing facilities, purchasing
facilities, or making tenant improvements), assistance with facilities acquisition, access to public
facilities, the ability to share in bonds and mill levies, or other supports; and the extent to which the
State does not impose any facility-related requirements on charter schools that are stricter than those
applied to traditional public schools; and

(v) The State enables LEAs to operate innovative, autonomous public schools (as defined in this
notice) other than charter schools.

In the text box below, the State shall describe its current status in meeting the criterion. The
narrative or attachments shall also include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, and how each
piece of evidence demonstrates the State’s success in meeting the criterion. The narrative and
attachments may also include any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the
attachments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(2)(i):
e A description of the State’s applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal
documents.

e The number of charter schools allowed under State law and the percentage this represents of
the total number of schools in the State.
e The number and types of charter schools currently operating in the State.

Evidence for (F)(2)(ii):

e A description of the State’s approach to charter school accountability and authorization, and a
description of the State’s applicable laws, statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal
documents.

e For each of the last five years:

0 The number of charter school applications made in the State.
o0 The number of charter school applications approved.
0 The number of charter school applications denied and reasons for the denials
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(academic, financial, low enrollment, other).
0 The number of charter schools closed (including charter schools that were not
reauthorized to operate).

Evidence for (F)(2)(iii):
e A description of the State’s applicable statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal
documents.
e A description of the State’s approach to charter school funding, the amount of funding passed
through to charter schools per student, and how those amounts compare with traditional
public school per-student funding allocations.

Evidence for (F)(2)(iv):
e A description of the State’s applicable statutes, regulations, or other relevant legal
documents.

e A description of the statewide facilities supports provided to charter schools, if any.
Evidence for (F)(2)(v):
e A description of how the State enables LEAS to operate innovative, autonomous public
schools (as defined in this notice) other than charter schools.

Recommended maximum response length: Six pages

(F)(2)(i) The State has a charter school law that does not prohibit or effectively inhibit increasing
the number of high-performing charter schools (as defined in this notice) in the State, measured
(as set forth in Appendix B) by the percentage of total schools in the State that are allowed to be
charter schools or otherwise restrict student enrollment in charter schools. Includes evidence

(F)()().

Since 1999, Arkansas has supported the innovations and options charter schools can offer.® State
law currently provides for three types of charter schools: open-enrollment public charter schools;

conversion public charter schools; and limited public charter schools.

An open-enrollment public charter school is a public school sponsored and operated by an eligible

entity®® that operates under the terms of a charter granted by the State Board of Education.>” The

® The Arkansas General Assembly authorized establishing public charter schools in 1999. See generally the
“Arkansas Charter School Act of 1999,” codified at Ark. Code Ann. 88 6-23-101 et seq. The documentation can be
found in Appendix F-2.

% An “eligible entity” authorized to apply for an open-enrollment charter may be a public institution of higher
education; a private nonsectarian institution of higher education; a governmental entity; or an organization that is
nonsectarian in its program, admissions policies, employment practices and operations and has applied for tax
exempt status under § 501(c)(3) of the federal Internal Revenue Code of 1986. Ark. Code Ann. § 6-23-103(4).

% Ark. Code Ann. § 6-23-103(8). An “open-enrollment public charter school” under Arkansas law is a local
educational agency under the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 20 U.S.C. § 7801, and the
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school can enroll students who live in any Arkansas school district. A conversion charter school is an
existing public school converted to operate under the terms of a charter approved by the local and
state boards of education. A limited charter school is also a public school that has local and state
board approval to operate as a charter that will specifically accommodate alternative staffing and
compensation programs. Such programs are designed to enhance the performance of both students

and teachers while also improving employee's salaries, opportunities, and incentives.

Students living in a school district can attend its charters, and certain laws can allow children living
outside the district to enroll in them, too. By contrast, open-enrollment schools aren't sponsored by a
school district and can draw students from anywhere in the state. Thus, Arkansas’s public charter

schools are serving 11,065 students this year.

For all three types of charters, the contract is defined as a performance-based agreement between the
State Board of Education and an approved applicant. It exempts the school from those state and local

rules, regulations, policies, and procedures that have been specified in the contract.

School districts can operate both conversion and limited charter schools. As with other schools in the
district, the charters may be subject to the customary control of the local school board and district
administrators. Otherwise, the chartered campuses operate free from the otherwise-applicable

limitations as specified by the charter contract.

Arkansas law doesn't limit or “cap” the number of conversion or limited public charters that can
operate in the state, although the law currently contemplates no more than 24 open-enrollment
charters. But that number isn't an inflexible boundary. Let's look at the history of this apparent
limitation and how it operates in practice.

Since the launch of charter schools in Arkansas, our legislators have steadily raised the limit on open-
enrollment charters as this category has grown. Initially cautious about how well charter schools
would serve children, Act 890 of 1999 provided for just 12 open-enrollment schools. Of that number,
no more than three could open in any one of the state’s four congressional districts. Within six years,

the General Assembly doubled the 12 permitted charters to 24 and eased restrictions on the number

term possesses the same meaning as given the term “charter school” in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, 20 U.S.C. § 7221i. See Ark. Code Ann. § 6-23-103(8)(A)(iii) and (B).
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within any particular congressional district. (Act 2005 of 2005, 88.) Two years later, legislators no
longer restricted the number of open-enrollment charters that could operate within any single
congressional district. (Act 736 of 2007, 815.)

Presently, 18 open-enrollment charters grace the state, and no open-enrollment application has been
denied by the 24-charter curb. One could anticipate that our legislature's past performance portends
that of the future: As the number of open-enrollment charters edges up to 24, one can expect
legislators (who've grown more confident in the efficacy of high-performing charters) will be

inclined to expand or altogether eliminate the 24-school maximum.

Consider this, too: The cap doesn't equate to only 24 campuses with open-enrollment charters. Act
2005 of the same year allows any charter sponsor with a state-approved open-enrollment contract to
petition the state board at any time to establish more of those schools at other locations. Such licenses
can be approved if the original school has demonstrated gains in student achievement; hasn't been
subject to any state disciplinary action or slipped into school improvement, academic, or fiscal
distress; and has avoided the charter's probation, revocation, or suspension for cause. Ark. Code Ann.
88 6-23-304(c)(2), (d)(3).

Thus, those who already hold open-enrollment charters have a means for replicating their schools
elsewhere without that expansion counting against the open-enrollment ceiling of 24. Last fall, a
highly successful open-enrollment charter was licensed to launch its twin in the 2010-11 school year.
That KIPP charter school (Knowledge is Power Program Delta College Preparatory Open-Enrollment
Charter School) will replicate itself in another depressed area of the state. KIPP is discussed further

in the following section.

In sum, Arkansas law provides for 24 open-enrollment charters but doesn't limit the number of
licenses that allow for duplicating high-performing open-enrollment charters. Nor does the state
restrict the number of conversion or limited charter schools a district can establish. As school reform
continues to strengthen, conversion charters are a viable and appealing option, and LEAs are ripe for
choosing to pursue reform through the charter gateway. New charter school contracts for the coming
school year are finalized, so two more open-enrollment and two additional conversion charters will
join the ranks. As a result, Arkansas school districts and other sponsors will host 19 charters with

open enrollments, 1 licensed charter campus, 13 conversion charters, and no limited charters as yet.
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(F)(2)(ii) The State has laws, statutes, regulations, or guidelines regarding how charter school
authorizers approve, monitor, hold accountable, reauthorize, and close charter schools; in
particular, whether authorizers require that student achievement (as defined in this notice) be one
significant factor, among others, in authorization or renewal; encourage charter schools that
serve student populations that are similar to local district student populations, especially relative to
high-need students (as defined in this notice); and have closed or not renewed ineffective charter
schools. Includes evidence (F)(2)(ii).

The state's laws governing public charter schools are all aimed at opening various pathways for our
children to travel toward success in school and beyond. Goals for charter schools include boosting
the rate and level of students' learning, opening up opportunities for all youngsters (especially low-
achieving subgroups), encouraging innovative teaching, fostering top-notch professional
development for staff, broadening choices for public schooling, and holding schools accountable for
doing their job to meet achievement standards. Ark. Code Ann.§ 6-23-102.

State statute requires that those eligible to establish a charter school follow a prescribed application
process. Applications are performance-based contract proposals reviewed first by the local school
board. After gaining that initial approval, the application proceeds to the state board for final
authorization. If denied at the local level, an applicant has the right to a hearing about the matter
before the state board. Ark. Code Ann. § 6-23-302 (d).

The law encourages charters to serve children similar to those enrolled in the local schools,
especially students with high needs. Thus, the state board can give preference to an open-enrollment
charter that's to be located in a school district where the percentage of students qualifying for free- or
reduced-price lunches is above the state average. Preference also can be extended to a charter
proposed within a district classified as in academic distress or some form of school improvement or
fiscal distress. Ark. Code Ann. 6-23-304 (b). All charter school applications must lay out a definitive
plan for improving student achievement, along with performance-based objectives and criteria for the
length of the contract. Also, they must describe how they'll involve parents, students, and community
stakeholders in helping the school reach its goals. Ark. Code Ann. 6-23-202 and 6-23-304.

The emphasis on charter schools' service to high-need children is well established in our education
ethic. In 2005, the General Assembly singled out the KIPP open-enrollment charter school
(established in 2002), recognizing it as an effective model for reversing the low achievement that too

often hobbles the stride of economically disadvantaged, racial, and ethnic subgroups. The school has
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not only expanded opportunities for all students, using innovative ideas and techniques to boost
achievement, but has placed particular emphasis on superior learning experiences for children
previously identified as low-achieving. As noted earlier, KIPP's success opened the way for other
schools to pursue licensed expansion for open-enrollment charters that elevate learning for all

children along with their high-need classmates.

Because all of our charters are public schools, we monitor and evaluate them to be sure they're
fulfilling their charge for students, staff, parents, and the community alike. That means the schools
are subject to strict fiscal oversight and reporting requirements, both to the state and to the public.
Charter schools must meet all state standards and report their students' adequate yearly progress.
They have to maintain a comprehensive school improvement plan, establish a curriculum that aligns
with the state frameworks, use the Arkansas Public School Computer Network (APSCN) for routine
operations and reports, and participate in the state-mandated testing program. Charter schools are

also monitored by various federal programs for compliance and reporting.

When a charter is initially approved, the contract spans five years and is subject to renewal. Our
oversight processes aim to catch budding problems before they fully blossom. If monitoring reveals
fiscal mismanagement, failure to follow laws and regulations, or falling short of academic
performance criteria, the state board may place a charter school on probation, modify the contract or
deny its renewal, or revoke the charter altogether and close the school. The state board can renew a
charter's contract, extending it from one to five years, depending on the school's past performance.
Ark. Code Ann. § 6-23-307.

This school year, our Commissioner of Education established a Charter School Review Council,
charged with overseeing and guiding schools as they implement their charters—and with ensuring

that diligent monitoring and evaluation promotes their progress.

To telegraph the importance Arkansas places on interweaving high-achieving charters into the
education tapestry, the commissioner himself is heading the council, along with his senior ADE
colleagues. Scrutinizing each new charter application in depth, the reviewers can pinpoint strengths
and uncover weaknesses before passing the application on to the state's Board of Education. The
council is both an initial and a continuing problem-prevention checkpoint, as it also regularly tracks

how well each charter school is living up to its promises. For all schools, and particularly for our
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bellwether charter schools, the focus is always better outcomes for kids. Together, the commissioner,

council, and state board are tightening their grip on the lens to keep that focus sharp.

The table below shows charter school patterns for the five years since the 2004-05 school year.

Number of charter
school applications
in Arkansas

Number of charter
school applications
approved

Number of charter

school applications

denied and reasons
for the denials

Number of charter
schools closed or not
reauthorized.**

YEAR (academic,
financial, low
enrollment, other) *

2004-05 | 5 open enrollment 1 open enrollment 4 open enrollment 0 open enrollment and
and and and 0 conversion charter
2 conversion 1 conversion 1 conversion schools were closed.
applications were applications were applications were
submitted. approved. denied.

2005-06 | 2 open enrollment 0 open enrollment 2 open enrollment 2 open enrollment and
and and and 2 conversion charter
0 conversion 0 conversion 0 conversion schools were closed.
applications were applications were applications were
submitted. approved. denied.

2006-07 | 13 open enrollment | 6 open enrollment 7 open enrollment 2 open enrollment and
and and and 0 conversion charter
2 conversion 2 conversion 0 conversion schools were closed.
applications were applications were applications were
submitted. approved. denied.

2007-08 | 13 open enrollment | 7 open enrollment 6 open enrollment 1 open enrollment and
and and and 1 conversion charter
1 conversion 0 conversion 1 conversion schools were closed.
applications were applications were applications were
submitted. approved. denied.

2008-09 | 8 open enrollment 4 open enrollment 4 open enrollment 1 open enrollment and
and and and 0 conversion charter
2 conversion 2 conversion 0 conversion schools were closed.
applications were applications were applications were
submitted. approved. denied.

2009-10 | 8 open enrollment 2 open enrollment 6 open enrollment 1 open enrollment and

and

4 conversion
applications were
submitted.

and

2 conversion
applications were
approved.

and

2 conversion
applications were
denied.

0 conversion charter
schools were closed.

*Reasons for denials include: lack of confidence that the charter will address needs of underserved students;
lack of a sound management plan; no evidence of additional educational opportunity; potential negative impact
on desegregation efforts in the local district; lack of availability of students; not meeting the definition of a
charter school; potential negative impact of the charter school on a newly consolidated district; inadequate
facilities; violation of state's limit of 500 students in virtual learning; lack of 501 (c) (3) status; application

withdrawn.
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**Charter schools have been closed or contracts not renewed for failure to meet accountability for state
standards; financial insufficiency; loss of student enrollment; and merger with another charter school.

(F)(2)(iii) The state’s charter schools receive (as set forth in Appendix B) equitable funding
compared to traditional public schools, and a commensurate share of local, State, and Federal
revenues. Includes evidence (F)(2)(iii).

We fund our charter schools as we do all other public schools, according to the per-pupil allocations
of the state's funding formula (Ark. Code Ann. §8 6-23-103, 6-23-501 and 6-23-502), along with
federal aid, grants, and private donations. State law also adds support for open-enrollment charters in
the form of funding commensurate with the school's current-year enroliment; dispersing funds in
twelve equal installments to forestall cash-flow dips; and the right to receive gifts and grants from
private sources. Ark. Code Ann. § 6-23-501.

As discussed earlier in the section, court rulings and state law mandate an adequate and equitable
education for all children, and our state's funding formula undergirds that imperative. All Arkansas
public schools, including charters, receive “foundation funding,” which is a per-pupil amount of
money that is adjusted annually in relation to state revenues and the enduring force of the adequacy
mandates. Beyond the financial floor and depending on certain variables, all public schools and
charters are eligible for special categories of funds. These include compensation for enrollment
growth or loss of student membership, professional development, and special categories of children
as explained in (F)(1) above, such as those learning English, those who qualify for free or reduced-
price meals under the National School Lunch Act (NSLA), and students in alternative learning

environments.

(F)(2)(iv) The State provides charter schools with funding for facilities (for leasing facilities,
purchasing facilities, or making tenant improvements), assistance with facilities acquisition,
access to public facilities, the ability to share in bonds and mill levies, or other supports; and the
extent to which the State does not impose any facility-related requirements on charter schools that
are stricter than those applied to traditional public schools. Includes evidence (F)(2)(iv).

Like the other schools in the host district, conversion and limited public charter schools are supported
by their local LEA's funding, which includes bonds and mill levies in relation to school facilities.
But, because open-enrollment charter schools don't collect local property taxes, they don't receive
funding for facilities locally or from the state. However, the law allows facilities to be offered to

open-enrollment schools through the right of first refusal to buy or lease closed or unused portions of
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public school buildings and other facilities. Further safeguards prevent the district from leasing or
selling property for more than fair market value. The restriction also applies to properties taken by
eminent domain. Ark. Code Ann. 6-23-501(d).

Our open-enrollment charters often choose to do business with local and national financial
institutions that specialize in obtaining funding for education facilities. In this way, an open-
enrollment entity can apply for bond sources such as qualified school construction bonds (QSCBS)
that yield a tax incentive to lenders; they can also access financing through conduit bonds guaranteed

by municipal agencies.

Charters schools have the benefits of significant autonomy, so they tailor their contracts to their goals
and means for meeting them. The schools are diverse in their student population, as well as all
aspects of design and practice: education offerings and methodologies; class size; hiring practices,
salary scales, and compensation differentiation; board policies and management practices; annual
budgets; location in the state and community; and facilities. As a matter of fact, charter schools enjoy
great flexibility in the type of facilities they can occupy and operate, well beyond that of traditional
schools (although leniency never applies to health and safety regulations, ADA compliance, and

accommodations for special education needs).

At the same time, charter schools are fellow travelers, not pariahs. For example, charter boards
belong to the Arkansas School Boards Association. Throughout the year, together with school board
members from across the state, they fulfill the requisite annual training hours that keep them current

on legal developments, their governance role, and all aspects of effective boardmanship.

(F)(2)(v) The State enables LEAS to operate innovative, autonomous public schools (as defined in
this notice) other than charter schools. Includes evidence (F)(2)(v).

Currently, state statutes give LEASs the ability to operate only a “traditional” school or a conversion
or limited charter school. However, charters can embrace a break-the-mold approach to schooling,
trying out new methodologies, promoting non-traditional experiences, and experimenting with
environments that enliven learning. These schools can test their theories, adjust their models, and
prove their merits, then export those innovations to other schools, traditional or charter, where the fit

is customized to their own operation.
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As noted earlier, the KIPP open-enrollment charter has proven that its innovative methods work, and
the school is expanding its outreach into a new area of the state via the licensing option. The sponsors
of LISA Academy, a highly successful open-enrollment charter in Little Rock, successfully
petitioned for another charter contract to found a second LISA Academy in a different part of the
greater metropolitan area. Thus, the original school's successful practices are being replicated for the
benefit of still more communities. Carried by winds of change, charter school seeds are steadily
spreading across the state where they are taking root and bearing fruit to nurture new generations of
children.
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(F)(3) Demonstrating other significant reform conditions (5 points)

The extent to which the State, in addition to information provided under other State Reform
Conditions Criteria, has created, through law, regulation, or policy, other conditions favorable to
education reform or innovation that have increased student achievement or graduation rates,
narrowed achievement gaps, or resulted in other important outcomes.

In the text box below, the State shall describe its current status in meeting the criterion. The
narrative or attachments shall also include, at a minimum, the evidence listed below, and how each
piece of evidence demonstrates the State’s success in meeting the criterion. The narrative and
attachments may also include any additional information the State believes will be helpful to peer
reviewers. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the
attachments can be found.

Evidence for (F)(3):
e A description of the State’s other applicable key education laws, statutes, regulations, or
relevant legal documents.

Recommended maximum response length: Two pages

In this section, we describe two particular manifestations of our conviction that a transformational
education system must constantly adapt and grow, not just as a learning organization, but as an

organization that keeps on learning, right along with its students.

As an example of our journey to that understanding, we offer profiles of two distinctly different
schools. They are ground-breakers for us, made possible by our forward-thinking legislature that has
laid a broad foundation for school reform that keeps getting stronger and better. The success of these
schools has been not only a beacon to follow, but a vital lesson to learn: We can and do break out of
the box. Together, we're accomplishing so much more than we ever thought possible to promote
positive learning environments that are making such a difference for our children—and for those who

work on their behalf.

Arkansas Virtual High School Many of our high-school-age youngsters encounter barriers to
completing or even continuing their high school education. Some attempt to juggle a school schedule
and a job, and others are tethered by family responsibilities as they care for siblings or parents their
own children. Some need to make up credits for graduation or are transitioning between school
districts and face scheduling conflicts. Others are enrolled in homebound programs or want to take a
course not offered on their school campus. Helping youngsters hurdle over those barriers is a job our

educators take to heart.
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In 1999, a Goals 2000 grant launched the Arkansas Virtual High School. AVHS is an online learning
environment offering classes for public school students in 9" through 12" grades. Initially piloted
with 50 students to test the scope of need, the school now serves more than 2,300 individuals each

academic semester and about 300 each summer session. Tuition is free.

Any school in the state can use the program as long as it agrees to abide by ADE's distance learning
rules, which can be found in Appendix F-3-1. The school must agree to accept AVHS credits, furnish

a site coordinator, and make adequate Internet connectivity available for the students.

AVHS is the ideal partner for all schools, particularly those that are small or in isolated areas. In such
circumstances, many classes are especially hard to staff, or only a few students may sign up for
certain courses. Assuring adequate resources for special-needs students can be an issue, too, as can
schedule flexibility and summer school options. For every school, regardless of size or location, the

virtual high school increases opportunities.

AVHS reaches out to Arkansas families and schools, reassuring them of the virtual school's many
advantages, starting with a long list of courses, including Algebra I and Il on up to pre-calculus and
trigonometry; English, history, and the sciences; four AP courses, Spanish I and I, journalism, art,
health, economics, psychology, and many more. Schools don't have to buy new equipment, just

supply an up-to-date computer and an Internet connection, routine resources in our schools.

All the virtual courses are aligned with state standards and taught by licensed teachers who instruct
and communicate back and forth with their pupils via the Internet. Students complete their
coursework anywhere they have access to the Internet, with school approval. Also, within certain
timeframes, pupils can work at their own pace on a schedule that fits their needs. At the same time
students are learning course content, they're also experiencing valuable multimedia exposure. Their

computer skills improve as they learn the technology application and tools involved in their courses.

Initially, AVHS was an experiment for keeping kids in school, and it's proven itself many times over,
prompting us to persist in thinking beyond conventional borders. The next school we describe is also

a proud product of Arkansas's education reformation and our continuing push for improvement.

Arkansas School for Mathematics, Sciences, and the Arts ASMSA continues to challenge our

norms and change our concepts of what works in public schools. Back in the early 1990s, a
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courageous but somewhat tentative Arkansas legislature® took a risk: lawmakers weren't sure setting
up a residential high school for academically gifted juniors and seniors in an expansive facility (a
former hospital) could succeed. Would parents send their children? Would the kids want to come?

For almost twenty years now, the answer has been a resounding, yes!

ASMSA (the "math-science" school in local parlance) has been on a unique mission ever since its
founding to "create, encourage, and sustain throughout Arkansas an education community of
academically talented students and staff who pursue knowledge of mathematics, sciences, and the
arts." The public school is one of only 14 residential high schools in the nation specializing in
educating gifted and talented students who have the interest and aptitude for the math-science-
humanities emphasis.® The school has distinguished itself not only in Arkansas, but as one of the

nation's top secondary schools for superior students.

Some 230 students come from all over Arkansas every fall to experience the education innovation
and impetus ASMSA offers: 64 of our 75 counties are represented on campus this year. Since the
school is a state-funded education program, students don't pay for tuition, books, room, or board.
Admission is by application according to criteria that include state residency, a minimum grade point

average, and academic records that indicate readiness for a more challenging curriculum.

The top-quality faculty all hold masters degrees, and 27% are PhDs. The school has graduated a total
of some 1,600 students who have been awarded more than $112 million in college scholarships.
About 60% matriculate to Arkansas colleges and universities, and the remainder attend distinguished

schools throughout the country.

Although ASMSA is nationally known for its math, science, and computer science programs (the
school has more than 300 computers on campus in six labs and the library), it also offers a wide
scope of studies in the arts and humanities, including foreign languages. Graduates are well rounded

and ready for practically any college major, even those that aren't science or math oriented.

8 ASMSA was created by the General Assembly in 1991. Since then, the school has worked closely with lawmakers
to better accomplish its mission. Appendix F-3 contains the statutes that define key points in the school's history:
Ark. Code Ann. 6-42-301 - 6-42-310.

¥ The school is a member of the National Consortium for Specialized Secondary Schools of Mathematics, Science,
and Technology. The goal of the consortium is to foster, support, and advance the efforts of specialized schools with
the primary purpose of academically preparing students for leadership in math, science, and technology.
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The math-science school is exceptional, but not isolationist. The school's philosophy and practices
reflect the inclusive values we want children to learn, and the student body represents the range of
Arkansas citizens. A warm welcome awaits visitors, and through a shadowing program, prospective
students spend a night on campus in the residence hall to see first hand what ASMSA life is like.
Further, the school is well integrated into the local community and has a special relationship with Hot

Springs High School that allows ASMSA students to join their sports teams.

On many levels, the school serves as a model for other Arkansas schools. Coupled with the state's
increasing STEM emphasis on all campuses, ASMSA is increasing the public's awareness of how
important advanced education in math, science, and technology is to the state and the nation. Like the
virtual high school, ASMSA reaches out across the state via real-time electronic interface. Its Office
of Distance Education offers courses and other experiences that improve math, science, and fine arts

instruction for students and teachers throughout the state.

The school also shines as a center for teacher education and a real-life laboratory for all sorts of
research. ASMSA hosts a number of professional development conferences and opportunities for
teachers all across the southeastern and southwestern regions of the country. For example, every year
the school hosts the University of Arkansas at Little Rock Advanced Placement Summer Institutes in
math, science, and studio art. About 400 Pre-AP and AP teachers attend each year from Arkansas,

Louisiana, Missouri, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, and other states.
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Priority 1: Absolute Priority -- Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform

To meet this priority, the State’s application must comprehensively and coherently address all of the
four education reform areas specified in the ARRA as well as the State Success Factors Criteria in
order to demonstrate that the State and its participating LEAS are taking a systemic approach to
education reform. The State must demonstrate in its application sufficient LEA participation and
commitment to successfully implement and achieve the goals in its plans; and it must describe how
the State, in collaboration with its participating LEAs, will use Race to the Top and other funds to
increase student achievement, decrease the achievement gaps across student subgroups, and increase
the rates at which students graduate from high school prepared for college and careers.

The absolute priority cuts across the entire application and should not be addressed separately. Itis
assessed, after the proposal has been fully reviewed and evaluated, to ensure that the application has
met the priority.

Priority 2: Competitive Preference Priority -- Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering,
and Mathematics (STEM). (15 points, all or nothing)

To meet this priority, the State’s application must have a high-quality plan to address the need to (i)
offer a rigorous course of study in mathematics, the sciences, technology, and engineering; (ii)
cooperate with industry experts, museums, universities, research centers, or other STEM-capable
community partners to prepare and assist teachers in integrating STEM content across grades and
disciplines, in promoting effective and relevant instruction, and in offering applied learning
opportunities for students; and (iii) prepare more students for advanced study and careers in the
sciences, technology, engineering, and mathematics, including by addressing the needs of
underrepresented groups and of women and girls in the areas of science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics.

The competitive preference priority will be evaluated in the context of the State’s entire application.
Therefore, a State that is responding to this priority should address it throughout the application, as
appropriate, and provide a summary of its approach to addressing the priority in the text box below.
The reviewers will assess the priority as part of their review of a State’s application and determine
whether it has been met.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: One page

STEM has created so much of our present and holds so much of our future. The interrelated fields of
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics represent limitless opportunities and options for
careers that strengthen us economically and stretch us to continually turn toward what's possible.

Integral to our children's possibilities for their college years and the careers that lie beyond, STEM is
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becoming more integral in our schools, as well. We've explained our STEM support plans in other

sections of this application and also summarize them here.

Race to the Top funds will underwrite a STEM emphasis in every school district. Schools may
choose to institute one or more programs, such as those outlined below, which are grounded on valid
research and demonstrated effectiveness; or they may build their own STEM experience. In all
instances, the program must adhere to the following criteria:

« Barriers must be removed so all students are exposed to STEM programs.

 An evaluation system must be developed at the onset to measure the program's effectiveness
toward preparing all students for college and the workforce.

« Higher education is a required partner, and business and industry partners are also
recommended.

e Delivery must include innovative teaching and learning methods.

« Professional development in the STEM areas is required for all teachers and principals who
work with the program.

e The plan must include an explanation of how the program will effect the school district's entire
P-12 system.

o Summer enrichment programs must be offered in the STEM areas.

o Hands-on, applied delivery of content must be integral.

« Teachers and counselors must participate in professional development about STEM careers.

Project STEM Starters fills the need for STEM in all elementary schools. The project is based upon
two earlier USDOE programs, one proven to enhance science learning for all participating
elementary students, and the other to enlarge teachers' knowledge of the STEM disciplines. The
amalgamation of the two has produced the Project STEM Starters model, which is inquiry-based and
engages students in grades K through 6 in exploration and discovery that sharpens their critical
thinking and their understanding of scientific investigation.

The project's professional development, mandated for all elementary teachers, significantly increases
educators' STEM knowledge and effectiveness. In two consecutive summer institutes, teachers
progress from basic to advanced training in STEM content and science-related curriculum, resources,
and supplemental materials. The Arkansas STEM Coalition, which includes scientists, policy makers,
business leaders, and college and university professors, are solidly behind the initiative and in it too:
they support the program with innovative science units, lead teachers through hands-on professional

development, and evaluate all aspects of the program's implementation and results.

STEM Starter's elementary emphasis readies children for transition into secondary school, where
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AAIMS and APTIP work to improve student's Advanced Placement achievement through a $13.2
million grant from the National Math and Science Initiative. Arkansas Advanced Initiative for
Math and Science (AAIMYS) is the coordinating organization, which plans, implements, and
incentivizes programs through the Advanced Placement Training and Incentive Program. APTIP
aims to increase the number of students taking and passing math, science, English and other AP
tests, and to raise the number of college graduates. The program increases both teachers'
effectiveness and students' achievement through content training, support for teachers and students,
vertical alignment among the progression of teachers, expanded enrollment (including traditionally

underrepresented students), and incentives.

The key elements of APTIP success are: (1) extinguishing the perception of AP exclusivity by
encouraging more students to stretch themselves toward challenging courses; (2) offering incentives
for both teachers and students to accept the AP challenge; (3) ensuring high quality, content-focused
teacher training for effective AP instruction; and (4) placing APTIP mentors to support AP teachers
and to facilitate teaming across vertical grade levels to ensure alignment from elementary to
secondary school for AP success. Over the next four years, we'll add 60 more schools to APTIP

alongside the 24 schools already operating it.

The EAST (Environmental and Spatial Technology) Initiative began in Arkansas 1996 and is now
in hundreds of middle and high schools (and others) across the nation. EAST focuses on student-
driven service projects using state-of-the-art hardware, software, and sophisticated accessories as a
catalyst for learning. EAST is for everyone, and the inclusive program reflects the diversity of every
school, where kids learn to work as a team and reach out to help their community. Students take
responsibility for their own learning, guided by an EAST-trained teacher who facilitates the students'
inquiries into problems in their local communities and then supports their search for solutions using
the technology tools. The EAST experience builds students' confidence and bolsters their success in
other courses as well. The students develop the problem-solving, decision-making, and higher-order

thinking skills that will serve them well in both college and the world of work.

Race to the Top will place EAST into 60 more schools, joining 185 others. Priority placement will go

to our lowest performing schools and to expanding existing programs via EAST After Hours.
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This year Arkansas high school students will participate in the national Real World Design
Challenge (RWDC) for the first time. They'll gain engineering experience by teaming with industry
experts to solve a real-world challenge: designing an aircraft's tail section to maximize fuel
efficiency. The hands-on creativity and collaboration motivates students to delve further into math,
science, and engineering fields as they work as project colleagues with professionals. Moreover, the
Challenge provides significant resources to enhance STEM education: along with real-time support

from the pros, participating schools also receive state-of-the art engineering software.
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Priority 3: Invitational Priority — Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes (not
scored)

The Secretary is particularly interested in applications that include practices, strategies, or
programs to improve educational outcomes for high-need students who are young children
(prekindergarten through third grade) by enhancing the quality of preschool programs. Of
particular interest are proposals that support practices that (i) improve school readiness (including
social, emotional, and cognitive); and (ii) improve the transition between preschool and
kindergarten.

The State is invited to provide a discussion of this priority in the text box below, but such
description is optional. Any supporting evidence the State believes will be helpful must be
described and, where relevant, included in the Appendix. For attachments included in the
Appendix, note in the narrative the location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Two pages

In Arkansas, we take nurturing our children to heart, and we're devoted to guiding their growth into
fully realized, healthy, whole human beings. We aim to educate them for success in their school
years that prepares them for all the years beyond in the ever-widening world they'll call home. That
success is built upon balance: the equilibrium of healthy mind, fit body, and wholesome spirit of

confidence in self and others. The sum is the well-nurtured, well-educated, thriving child.

This section will show how we've collaborated to build a solid base of progress. By keeping children
at the center, concentrating on early prevention of failure, and addressing the needs of the whole
child, we're gaining ground steadily—and garnering acclaim in the process. Who says we're
exemplary? Not only does our long-term data confirm the growth we see at close range, but for the
past seven years, the National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER) has consistently
recognized Arkansas's high-quality early childhood programs. Just this spring, NIEER named our
state-funded pre-K program, Arkansas Better Chance for School Success (ABC), among the nation's
ten best. Moreover, NIEER has noted that our longitudinal Pre-K data show growth for children who

have attended state-funded Pre-Ks and are now in our public schools.

As the selected highlights below affirm, we have a strong framework for quality early care and
education programs that encircle children and their families. We continue to search for ever better

ways to nurture and educate the whole child for success today and tomorrow.
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Legal foundation Arkansas leaders and lawmakers have acted decisively, passing legislation to

direct attention and resources at the whole child, regardless of age or grade.

« Aimed directly at early childhood learning success, Act 35 of the Second Extraordinary
Session of 2003 requires:
* screening the basic skills of all children who enter kindergarten or first grade. The screening
(Qualls Early Learning Inventory) shows each child's progress on a basic learning spectrum.
The data also enable teachers to make data-driven decisions about individual P-K focus and
better assist the children's transition into kindergarten.

o Act of 1220 of 2003 aims at eliminating health barriers that impede children's readiness for school
and their confident steps from one grade to the next. Some of the law's provisions address:
* improving nutrition standards for school cafeterias so healthful foods are the norm.
» screening children's Body Mass Index to increase awareness of obesity dangers.
» promoting physical activity for children throughout their school years.
« eliminating vending machines through the middle grades, limiting them in high schools.

e In the 2007 legislative session, Act 138 continued the momentum by mandating:
* vision screening in grades Pre-K, K, and grades 1,2,4,6, and 8.
e Also in 2007, with strong support from Governor Beebe, Act 1593 established:
* the Arkansas Children’s Behavior Health Care Commission to develop a System of Care
to review, evaluate, and recommend actions to support the health of all our children.

e Act 28 of 2009 mandated:

* the Arkansas Early Childhood Commission/Early Learning Council, of which ADE is a
member, to guide early childhood initiatives and oversight for the state. The council has
recently submitted an application for State Advisory Council funding available through the
Office of Head Start to support the continued coordination of early childhood programming in
the state. The council has established five goals for the Division of Child Care and Early
Childhood Education and its partners to achieve:

* Increase the number of infants and toddlers served in quality, licensed centers annually.

* Increase parents' involvement in their child’s education through research-based models and
programs to enhance success in school.

* Support state policies to integrate a professional development system that unites the early
childhood sectors: child care, Pre-K, public schools, human services, early intervention,
and special education services.

* Support the Quality Rating and Improvement System to replace the current system. The
QRIS indicators recognize a program's quality of services to children and families.

» Expand partnerships with other agencies and organizations for connected action.

Support for early childhood education and the whole-child emphasis throughout the school years is
manifested in many concepts and activities, such as those described below:

» Coordinated School Health and Wellness Center Initiative (CSH and WCI) are twin
thrusts begun this year to promote integrated health, wellness, and academic achievement in
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our public schools and their communities. School campuses are a logical setting for delivering
quality health programs and services to students, staff, and families. The initiative's primary
goals are to (1) implement the eight-component CHS model* to improve academic
achievement, school health programs, and community support; (2) establish the Wellness
Centers and CHS systemically; and (3) develop a quality school-based mental health
program to serve all children, including Pre-K.

* Specialized professionals are accelerating infusion of CSH and the Wellness Centers. A
School-Based Mental Health (SBMH) Advisor is liaison between mental health providers, the
schools, and state agencies to ensure seamless coordination of mental health resources. A
School Health Director is slated to devote intensive time to technical assistance in developing
ten identified Wellness Center schools and 34 other CSH sites. A Medicaid in Schools Advisor
will help schools sustain local health services by billing Medicaid dollars that might otherwise
go unclaimed.

 To ensure high quality educators for young children, our early childhood professional
development system ("Traveling Arkansas Professional Pathways") uses a data tool to register
the staff of early care and education programs and track their professional development from
state-approved sources. Some 18,000 staff are registered, as are over 1,000 trainers. Training
covers state frameworks for children birth-5, which aligns to K-4 frameworks, early literacy,
math-science, social-emotional, and other areas relevant to early care and education. A
reciprocal system between ADE and the Division of Child Care and Early Childhood
Education helps teachers avoid duplicating and reworking professional development
documentation.

* During the 2009-10 school year, both Arkansas School Curriculum Development and the
Association of Educational Administrators focused their state conferences on the whole child,
considering social, emotional, physical, and mental health needs. The number of schools
calling for technical assistance has since mushroomed, as have requests for professional
development around the whole-child concept as integral to academic success.

* In October 2009, Arkansas joined four other states (Illinois, Minnesota, Oklahoma, and
Oregon), selected via competitive process by the National Academy for State Health Policy, to
form the Assuring Better Child and Development Consortium (ABCD |1l Consortium). The
member states are committed to developing and testing sustainable models of improving care
coordination and linkages across systems to support children's healthy development.

* During last year's flu epidemic, our norm of sharing data and mobilizing across agencies
allowed us to be the first state to provide a mass flu clinic for HIN1 immunizations in every
school district. With speedy interface between ADE and ADH, lawyers resolved HIPPA and
FERPA concerns. ADE furnished ADH the last two years of school attendance data so
contrasts would reveal pockets of higher absences that indicated a potential flu outbreak.

“% The eight components are health education; physical education; health services; nutritional services; counseling,
psychological, and social services; healthy school environment; health promotion for staff; family and community
involvement.
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Schools sent their daily attendance to a Web site ADH tracked every day. As a result, the
epidemic was well contained.

» ADE is progressing with rule changes that, with official approval, will be ready next fall so
schools can use more of their NSLA state supplemental funds for children’s health and
wellness. Based on local priorities, schools can fund services such as a SBMH specialist, a
CSH specialist, a social worker, or another nurse to broaden and sustain health programs.

Cohesive action Arkansas's strong whole-child ethic grows out of the sustained communication and
cohesive action of many collaborations that conscientiously sustain their connections:

» Recommendations from The Governor’s Task Force on After-School and Summer
Programs were closely allied with CSH to promote quality afterschool programs. To ensure
the health and safety of our children, relevant stakeholders are establishing licensure standards
for afterschool programs.

* For the last three years, a Core Team has gathered monthly for substantive sharing and
discussion. Representatives of public and private agencies and organizations** share resources
and explore opportunities for further supporting CSH. The group has radiated awareness and
action all across the state, resulting in many grants to schools for resources that directly affect
whole-child welfare: tobacco prevention and cessation programs; dental sealants for children;
and safety and health resources, including bike paths, sidewalks, walking paths, and physical
activity areas.

» Natural Wonders Partnership Council gathers multiple Arkansas agencies and healthcare
providers* that share a common interest in improving children's health. The council is
continually helping more and more people find ways to be involved in improving child health
throughout the state. The council casts a wide net for data collection relating to the physical,
emotional, and mental status that's needed for successful education and its relationship to
economic development.

1 Members include the state's departments of education, health, and human services; Arkansas Center for Health
Improvement; Tobacco Prevention and Cessation Program; early childhood specialists; afterschool program
representatives; Community Health Professions; the American Cancer Society; Arkansas Coalition for Obesity
Prevention; Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families; and others.

*2 The partners include Arkansas Children’s Hospital; ADE; ADH; DHS; Arkansas Center for Health Improvement;
Arkansas Dental Assn.; Arkansas BlueCross BlueShield; Arkansas Chapter of the America Academy of Pediatrics;
University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences; Clinton School of Public Service; Arkansas Education Assn.;
Arkansas Minority Health Commission; Arkansas Hunger Relief Alliance, and many more.
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Priority 4: Invitational Priority — Expansion and Adaptation of Statewide Longitudinal Data
Systems (not scored)
The Secretary is particularly interested in applications in which the State plans to expand statewide

longitudinal data systems to include or integrate data from special education programs, English
language learner programs, early childhood programs, at-risk and dropout prevention programs, and
school climate and culture programs, as well as information on student mobility, human resources (i.e.,
information on teachers, principals, and other staff), school finance, student health, postsecondary
education, and other relevant areas, with the purpose of connecting and coordinating all parts of the
system to allow important questions related to policy, practice, or overall effectiveness to be asked,
answered, and incorporated into effective continuous improvement practices.

The Secretary is also particularly interested in applications in which States propose working together to
adapt one State’s statewide longitudinal data system so that it may be used, in whole or in part, by one
or more other States, rather than having each State build or continue building such systems
independently.

The State is invited to provide a discussion of this priority in the text box below, but such description is
optional. Any supporting evidence the State believes will be helpful must be described and, where
relevant, included in the Appendix. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative the
location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Two pages

Early Warning System High school diplomas signify that students have concluded a long
preparatory course of study and reached a level of academic maturity that has equipped them for
life's next steps. Whether those steps are taken directly onto a college or technical school campus,
into the workforce or a military experience, or onto some other chosen pathway, high school
graduation is a rite of passage that signals readiness to leave one stage of life and enter the next,

ready to succeed.

We want all Arkansas students to attain their high school diplomas and then go far beyond it. But our
state's graduation rate leaves too many of our youngsters short of the mark and destined to a life of
fewer open doors and much lower earnings. Settling for less is less than we want to do for our
students. Because a diploma is the admission ticket to college and the meaningful careers that lie
beyond, our children must graduate with competence that compels them ever onward. To increase the

number of high schools graduates, we need to make some changes. Among them is identifying a way
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to recognize the signs warning us that a student is in danger of quitting school. Then we need to

know how to help that student stay on track.

Our vision has been an early warning system that will increase graduation rates across the state by
identifying students who may potentially drop out of school in time to effect a turnaround. We're
already bringing that vision to life by developing such a system. It will dovetail with our powerful
Arkansas Comprehensive School Improvement Planning (ACSIP) system that gathers and reports
data. ACSIP already identifies “triggers,” meaning data that point to certain conclusions. For
example, it currently triggers recognition of special education students so the local school can
quickly establish plans and priorities to address those students' needs. We can enhance the ACSIP
system to identify a different set of triggers that are drop-out "red flags,” such as low attendance rates
and high discipline numbers, collect the related data, and then configure it into an effective early

warning system.

A substantial body of research has identified the factors that have the greatest effect on a student's
decision to drop out of high school. Attendance patterns, grades, test scores, retention in a certain
class or grade level, discipline issues, level of engagement in the learning process, and social issues
profoundly influence youngsters' abilities or desires to stay in school. While all these indicators are
viable, they don't tell us exactly why Arkansas students quit school or when they're most likely to do
so. Without knowing the why and the when, we can't adequately detect the symptoms, the "early
warning" that students are losing such ground that dropping out has more appeal to them than
hanging in. Nor can we anticipate the best time to apply interventions or how to effectively mitigate
the circumstances that require them. We need research specific to our state to identify the triggers
and the points at which they gain sufficient weight to prompt a drop-out decision. Specific Arkansas

data will make the triggers much more relevant to identifying our at-risk students sooner than later.

Based on an initial short-term study in partnership with Johns Hopkins University, ADE will identify
these triggers and establish a relationship between them and the appropriate staff responses. Our goal
is to increase graduation rates by sensitively using the early warning data system in conjunction with
a "safety net" of interventions begun early for students at risk of developing into dropouts. The

warning system also may illuminate changes needed in curriculum, academic programs, and policies

at both state and local levels.
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The predictive study with Bob Balfanz at Johns Hopkins University is underway. We've determined
the study's data elements, that is, the factors that may prove to be potential warning signals, such as
attendance patterns, and the like. We've also identified our subject parameters, using data stretching
across the nine consecutive years between cohort groups of students, looking back at them as 4"
graders and following their progression to the 12" grade (or the time they were slated to reach 12"
grade). Our agreement with Johns Hopkins allows us to share confidential student-level data without
violating FERPA. Our work is progressing on time, and we'll finish this phase of the study before the

next school year begins.

Volunteering intermediate, middle, and high schools (between six to ten of them, varying in size and
geographic location) will pilot the system and test the early warning signals. Those indicators will be
added to the real-time information available on a data dashboard for use by teachers and others who
regularly work with middle and high school youth. The system will enable us to track and assess
which interventions are used most often and which of the support strategies are most effective in
given situations. Once the system is integrated into everyday work with students, staff awareness has
been heightened, and interventions are a non-threatening aspect of school and classroom
management, we'll be able to use subsequent data to inform and evaluate a range of supports and

interventions for students who are veering from a direct course toward graduation.

We plan to recruit a group of stakeholders from across the state as a think-tank to help us identify
potential interventions and explore a network of support options. The group will also describe the
elements of professional development needed to raise staff's awareness of the early warning signs
and appropriate responses. We'll also ask our advisors to consider the wisdom of whether to prescribe
a range of certain interventions that schools will be required to have in place, or to suggest options

that schools can apply according to the circumstances of individuals, time, and place.

As with all initiatives that arise from state leadership, we'll offer technical assistance and help in
coordinating services and planning local strategies, especially in the company of school counselors,
social workers, nurses, and others who are trained to be particularly sensitive to troubled youngsters
and their guidance. We'll also closely monitor how consistently staff use the system and the scope of
their responses to the indicators. Keeping close to the system will reveal not only how well schools
are remaining alert to the warning signs and applying intervention guidelines, but the extent to which
the initiative is working to keep at-risk kids in school and effectively engaged in learning.
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The state's current ACSIP data system will be modified to include new, real-time data (such as
attendance records and the rates and types of discipline infractions) so the identifying triggers will be
evident. For this type of data to be effective, districts must relay the proper information much more
immediately and regularly than has been routine. A propitious opportunity to build support for the
new system has been presented by Act 1306 of 2009 (Ark. Code Ann., 6-1-501 et. seq.) that created
the Arkansas Project Graduation Commission, which is mandated to:

* investigate high school dropout prevention strategies;

« analyze the relationship between high school graduation rates and the state’s economy;

» recommend strategies to increase the overall high school graduation rate of Arkansas students by
helping parents, schools, and students identify the academic warning signs that indicate the threat
of dropping out.

The system we test in a limited number of school districts in 2010-11 will be preceded by technical
assistance and regularly fortified with professional development. Training will include how and when
to input data, how to read the dashboard indicators, when to intervene with students, how to choose
the appropriate interventions, and how to follow up with further procedures and resources to sustain
youngsters' turnaround. Staff also will be taught how to track the various types of interventions they

select and evaluate the effects.

While early warning will be voluntary for all districts in the 2011-12 school year, our schools are
quick to latch onto effective approaches that support their students' well being and scholastic success.
We anticipate that soon all secondary schools will opt to add the system to their effective-schools’

tools to keep students on track toward college and careers.

Arkansas can become a national leader in early warning systems: The body of research has yet to
consider the differences between urban and rural districts, and in our state of city-country contrasts,
those differences are likely to surface in fairly sharp relief. Researching and refining our warning
system will enable us to reach out to sister states to share the knowledge and experience we've
gained. Boosting them on the way to their own early warning system helps keep more kids in school,

which strengthens our entire nation in yet another win-win partnership.
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Priority 5: Invitational Priority -- P-20 Coordination, Vertical and Horizontal Alignment (not
scored)
The Secretary is particularly interested in applications in which the State plans to address how early

childhood programs, K-12 schools, postsecondary institutions, workforce development
organizations, and other State agencies and community partners (e.g., child welfare, juvenile justice,
and criminal justice agencies) will coordinate to improve all parts of the education system and create
a more seamless preschool-through-graduate school (P-20) route for students. Vertical alignment
across P-20 is particularly critical at each point where a transition occurs (e.g., between early
childhood and K-12, or between K-12 and postsecondary/careers) to ensure that students exiting one
level are prepared for success, without remediation, in the next. Horizontal alignment, that is,
coordination of services across schools, State agencies, and community partners, is also important in
ensuring that high-need students (as defined in this notice) have access to the broad array of
opportunities and services they need and that are beyond the capacity of a school itself to provide.

The State is invited to provide a discussion of this priority in the text box below, but such description
is optional. Any supporting evidence the State believes will be helpful must be described and, where
relevant, included in the Appendix. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative
the location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Two pages

Commission to coordinate efforts To promote cross-agency awareness, facilitate communication,
and coordinate well-aligned work to improve our schools, Act 109 of the Second Extraordinary
Session of 2003* created the Commission for Coordination of Educational Efforts. The Commission
is charged with studying and recommending policies that will improve coordination among and
between education agencies and strata from Pre-K to the graduate level. (We informally refer to the
group as our P-20 task force.) As will be shown below, the work of the Commission has resulted in
opportunities and services on a scale that individual LEAs or agencies wouldn't have been able to
create independently.

Commission members, who first met in 2004, are from a geographic cross-section of the state and
representative of colleges, community colleges, universities, and their boards of trustees; teachers,
principals, superintendents, and school boards; business and industry; and directors of the state

agencies responsible for education, higher education, economic development, child care and early

* Ark. Code Ann. § 6-1-301, et seq.
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childhood education, and career education. Thus, this diverse group is a powerhouse of knowledge,

skill, connections, and influence that enables it to move forward decisively and command the

attention of leaders and lawmakers.

The law that produced the Commission is specific about the scope of the group's work, which is to

propose policies that stem from careful consideration of topics that are interrelated and integral to the

state's public education system. Listed below are some of the topics that have fallen under the

Commission's scrutiny for recommended action:

creating policies to coordinate high school students' concurrent enrollment in college courses;
defining a common calendar for all public schools and institutions of higher education;
increasing the efficiency of the state's distance learning delivery;

finding ways to enhance the working relationships among the schools, ADE, ADHE,
colleges, and universities for more effective teaching in the schools;

making credit transfers easier from one higher education institution to another, including
between and among two-year and four-year institutions;

aligning the curriculum from kindergarten through the college years;
forging a stronger link between education and economic development;
prioritizing education funding;

improving college scholarship programs;

anticipating future needs for remediation of beginning college students;

increasing the depth and scope of science, technology, engineering, and math education from
kindergarten through college;

expanding the use of educational technology; and
any other improvements in education at any level to benefit students and the state.

The Commission meets quarterly to gather information and discuss various events and issues in the

state's education system against the current political and economic backdrop. From this deliberation,

the group shapes its studies and ideas into recommendations that go before lawmakers at the next

legislative session. Several of those recommendations have led to statues and policies that have

significantly strengthened the relationships and coordinated the vertical and horizontal interactions

among all aspects of our education levels and sectors. Legislation such as that below was passed in

2007:
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* To decrease the need for college remediation, Act 881 created the Voluntary Universal ACT
Assessment Program to allow school districts to use NSLA funds to pay for the ACT test as a
measure of college preparedness.

» Act 570 created the Task Force on Higher Education Remediation, Retention, and Graduation
Rates to study what the data indicate is needed to increase students' success in college.

* Act 936 developed guidelines for endorsed concurrent enrollment courses that may be taught
along with AP courses in high schools.

» Act 1024 created the 21st Century Task Force for the 21st Century Economy to study the role
and scope of economic development in the state, along with the programs and services needed
for the state and its communities to be globally competitive.

The Commission's also saw accomplishments during 2009 including:

As part of the governor’s legislative package, a new law was passed to provide financial
incentives to school districts to keep more of their students enrolled in Smart Core. (Ark.
Code Ann. 86-15-215)

A universal Web-based application for financial aid for higher education has been created,
which includes an application form for the new lottery scholarship. (Ark. Code Ann. §6-85-
205)

As part of the governor’s legislative package, funding was increased for the College
Preparatory Enrichment Program. (Ark. Code Ann. 86-16-604) Also as a continuation of
Arkansas Works, grant funding recently has been secured to provide ACT training to
several hundred rising juniors, seniors, and recent high school graduates in the counties
where College and Career Coaches are located (see Section E-2). Students can earn up to
$500 if they attend all the classes and bring up their ACT scores.

Act 1405 of 2009 reviewed and revised current scholarship programs as a result of the
Governor’s legislative package.

The Arkansas Higher Education Coordinating Board has approved all changes in
scholarship levels and processes occasioned by the state's new lottery to fund scholarships.

ADE has increased its focus on math scores and efforts to increase them, especially in older
students.

For further consideration and preparatory work toward the next legislative session, the Commission
has included these recommendations in its current legislative report:

Review and revise requirements for career and technical education.
Review the effectiveness of Smart Core incentives.
Require foreign language courses in the Smart Core curriculum.

Encourage the Division of Child Care and Early Childhood Education at the Department of
Human Services to promote Smart Core in its public relations campaign to parents.
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o Viathe Education Renewal Zone initiative, require universities to work with secondary
schools to create a five-year plan to reduce the need for remediation for students entering
college.
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Priority 6: Invitational Priority -- School-Level Conditions for Reform, Innovation, and
Learning (not scored)
The Secretary is particularly interested in applications in which the State’s participating LEAS (as
defined in this notice) seek to create the conditions for reform and innovation as well as the
conditions for learning by providing schools with flexibility and autonomy in such areas as—
(i) Selecting staff;
(i) Implementing new structures and formats for the school day or year that result in
increased learning time (as defined in this notice);
(iii)  Controlling the school’s budget;
(iv) Awarding credit to students based on student performance instead of instructional time;
(V) Providing comprehensive services to high-need students (as defined in this notice) (e.g.,
by mentors and other caring adults; through local partnerships with community-based
organizations, nonprofit organizations, and other providers);
(vi) Creating school climates and cultures that remove obstacles to, and actively support,
student engagement and achievement; and
(vii)  Implementing strategies to effectively engage families and communities in supporting the
academic success of their students.

The State is invited to provide a discussion of this priority in the text box below, but such description
is optional. Any supporting evidence the State believes will be helpful must be described and, where
relevant, included in the Appendix. For attachments included in the Appendix, note in the narrative
the location where the attachments can be found.

Recommended maximum response length, if any: Two pages

Arkansas Scholastic Audit While students begin at very different points on the education
continuum, the goal is the same for every one of them: readiness for college and careers. What
happens between the starting line and the goal is largely up to the educators who guide students on
their academic journey. Creating the conditions for learning requires our schools to reform and renew
themselves in a process of continuous improvement that never settles for the status quo. Change is
the very definition of life, and the lives of our children are always changing and growing; their

schools must do the same.

A successful approach we're using to guide schools toward the changes they need to make is the
Arkansas Scholastic Audit. The audit is a research- and evidence-based process that independent
observers use to describe and evaluate how well each school is going about the business of educating

its students: What's working well? What needs fine-tuning? Where is a major overhaul in order?
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For the last four years, audited schools across Arkansas have recognized the process as extremely

thorough and almost always helpful. Educators value the accurate results, which are sometimes eye-

opening. Often the findings aren't surprising but confirm what was suspected, or they illuminate what

was obvious but ignored until brought to the fore by an objective outsider.

A scholastic audit is a comprehensive review of the learning environment, organizational efficiency,

and academic performance of a school or even an entire school district. Audit findings are used to

determine the type and level of support necessary to continuously improve students' academic

performance in each examined school and district. The audit process is grounded in the Arkansas

Standards and Indicators of School Improvement (see attached ACTAAP Section 9.12 in Appendix

B-1-4). These standards, adapted from those originally established in Kentucky, were approved by

our state board of education in 2006. The standards guide assessment of an organization's systemic

performance through an evidence-based approach to three inclusive standards and nine indicators:

Academic Performance

Learning Environment

Efficiency

Standard 1: Curriculum

The school develops and
implements a curriculum that is
rigorous, intentional, and aligned
to state and local standards.

Standard 4: School Culture

The school/district functions as an
effective learning community and
supports a climate conducive to
performance excellence.

Standard 7: Leadership
School/district instructional
decisions focus on support for
teaching and learning,
organizational direction, high
performance expectations,
creating a learning culture,
developing leadership capacity.

Standard 2: Classroom
Evaluation/Assessment

The school uses multiple
evaluation and assessment
strategies to continuously monitor
and modify instruction to meet
student needs and support
proficient student work.

Standard 5: Student, Family, and
Community Support

The school/district works with
families and community groups to
remove barriers to learning in an
effort to meet the intellectual,
social, career and developmental
needs of students.

Standard 8: Organizational
Structure and Resources

There is evidence that the school is
organized to maximize use of all
available resources to support
high student and staff
performance.

Standard 3: Instruction

The school's instructional program
actively engages all students by
using effective, varied, and
research-based practices to
improve student academic
performance.

Standard 6: Professional Growth,
Development and Evaluation

The school/district provides
research-based, results-driven
professional development
opportunities for staff and
implements performance
evaluation procedures in order to
improve teaching and learning.

Standard 9: Comprehensive and
Effective Planning

The school/district develops,
implements, and evaluates a
comprehensive school
improvement plan that
communicates a clear purpose,
direction, and action plan focused
on teaching and learning.

Currently we use the scholastic audit in schools that have been identified as in School Improvement,

Year 3 or beyond. The comprehensive audit reveals the extent to which each of the indicators is
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reflected in an individual school, uncovering where actions are absent or falling short, and also

pointing out strengths that can be capitalized to correct deficiencies.

The process concludes with a report the auditors review with the school's leaders point by point, with
an optimistic emphasis on the improvement pathway. The report includes a number of
recommendations for planning approaches and research-based interventions tailored to the school's
needs, strengths, and resources, with an overall view to enhancing the students' achievement.
Energized by the audit process and equipped with its insights and advice, the school has the

flexibility to adopt or adapt the recommendations within its subsequent plans for improvement.
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