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Introduction 
  
The Problem 
 
 The education system in Minnesota and the United States is receiving a lot of criticism 

due to President Barack Obama’s Race to the Top initiative focusing on teachers in schools 

across the United States. Some of the problems with the education system include the 

achievement gap, ineffective teachers, and poor incentive programs for teachers. The 

achievement gap as I define it is the levels of academic achievement based on race and 

socioeconomic status; and as we have seen in the USA, minorities fall at the bottom of the 

achievement gap with whites at the top. In this definition, gap refers to the difference in level of 

achievement between different students. The importance of highly effective teachers cannot be 

overlooked.  

 This paper will focus on teacher effectiveness and preparation specific to Minnesota and 

its application for the recent Race to the Top (RTTT) education reform funds. It will focus on 

teacher effectiveness and preparation because often teachers are blamed for the achievement gap. 

I will look at Minnesota’s Quality Compensation program and Minnesota’s application for RTTT 

funds; comparing it to two states that made it to the final round of the application process and the 

two states that were awarded funding from the federal government. This paper will only focus on 

section D of the application Great Teachers and Leaders. My analysis will pay specific attention 

to three portions of the Great Teachers and Leaders section of the application: teacher evaluation 

systems related multiple methods, equitable distribution of teachers, and alternative certification 

and entry for teachers. These sub-categories were chosen because they hold the largest amount of 

points for the Great Teachers and Leaders section and Minnesota’s application lost significant 
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points in these three areas. After reviewing and analyzing the applications, I will then make 

recommendations for the next application should Minnesota choose to reapply in June. 

 While there are significant concerns about the achievement gap and the quality of 

teachers in Minnesota, on average Minnesota fares well in comparison across states. The Itasca 

Project along with the Minnesota Business Partnership set out to compare Minnesota’s education 

system to the rest of the world in an effort to improve the state’s education system. The Itasca 

Project is an organization dedicated to “our future economic competitiveness and quality of life 

in the Twin Cities area” (Emery et al., 2008). The report (Emery et al., 2008) pointed out that 

Minnesota is leading or among the top in education around the world in standardized test scores, 

college entrance exams, and graduation rates. Minnesota’s graduation rate was 86 percent, which 

is higher than the nation’s average of 75 percent. In addition, Minnesota students in 4th and 8th 

grade ranked in the top ten in math and reading on the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress (Emery et al., 2008).   

The Itasca Report went on to explore more than standardized test scores and graduation 

rates across the state. When looking closer:  

…evidence suggests that too many graduating students entering college and the workplace are not 
fully prepared, and aren’t keeping up with their international counterparts. Second, Minnesota’s 
achievement gaps between demographic groups are among the worst in the nation and those 
groups with the lowest performance are growing fastest (2008). 

 
This evidence suggests that test scores may not be the best measurement for success during and 

after college. In addition, while the overall graduation rates in Minnesota are high there are racial 

groups that are not excelling and cannot be overlooked. Overall, it is important to look at 

multiple success factors. Now I will highlight Minnesota’s graduation rates and how the state 

compares to the nation. 
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Another source points out that Minnesota has one of the worst achievement gaps in the 

nation and is tied for the largest black-white gap in reading among fourth graders 

(Minnesotapost.com, 2010) and the achievement continues to be overlooked in education reform 

plans. In 2008 in the state of Minnesota, 40.9 percent of African Americans graduated from high 

school in four years; a significantly lower percent than the 80.5 of white students. Even lower 

percentages are American Indians at 20.2 percent and 39.5 percent for Hispanic (Minnesota 

Department of Education, 2008). Comparing Minnesota to the entire nation, the National Center 

for Education Statistics reported in 2007 that dropout rates in the nation have dropped since 

1980. The national dropout rate for white students in 2007 was 5.3 percent compared to a slightly 

lower 4.1 percent in Minnesota in 2008. For blacks, the dropout rate was 8.4 percent nationally 

in 2007 compared to 13.1 percent in Minnesota in 2008. When looking at Minnesota we see that 

not only are blacks doing worse in the state than the rest of the nation, the dropout rate is 

growing, disallowing Minnesota to make claims as being a leader in education as it was once 

was able to do.  

Related Literature 

Because this paper will focus on the teacher aspect of Minnesota’s Race to the Top 

application, it is important to outline some of the academic research about teachers and teacher 

development. This section will walk through some of the scholarly works on the teaching 

profession over the last 40 years. Teacher development is a topic that has been at the forefront of 

political and household debates for decades and will continue to be for years to come. In order to 

provide a small historical perspective I will begin by highlighting the classic Schoolteacher: A 

Sociological Study by Dan Lortie (perhaps one of the most widely read books on teachers) 

(Lortie, 1975). We will then look at an economist’s perspective on teacher development in Eric 
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Hanushek’s work followed by a glimpse of the vast social science literature by looking at 

Frederick Hess among others.  

Throughout the first few chapters of Lortie’s book, he argues that the teaching profession 

has changed and evolved over time. He begins with the history of occupations and places 

teaching in the larger occupational realm; illustrating the fundamental difference in the teaching 

profession from other occupations. In the past, teaching was highly influenced by religion and 

was dominated by males hoping to become religious leaders (Lortie, 1975 and Neufeld, 2009).  

He walks his audience through other changes, such as isolated classrooms becoming entire 

schools with public access and a shared space or shifts in the practices of disciplining students. 

Later in Schoolteacher, Lortie provides data that shows that teachers planned to remain teachers 

throughout their working life, which has changed and will be revisited later in this paper (Lortie, 

1975). A theme that seems to have agreement by some academics is that teachers being 

undercompensated and the lack of motivation for teachers to perform at high levels. While 

teachers plan to work in the field for their entire working life, due to the lack of compensation 

and ability to move up the ladder, Lortie asserts that teachers are not future oriented. Lortie used 

data from W.S. Mason’ study on the beginning teacher in 1961.  

Lortie makes a large claim about teachers teaching as they were taught and coined the 

term “apprenticeship of observation” (Lortie, 1975, p. 61). The apprenticeship of observation 

suggests that teachers teach as their former teachers taught them because students are prepared 

for their working lives throughout their school years. Over the decades, this claim has led to 

academics in agreement and arguing against Lortie’s claim (Mewborn and Tyminshki, 2004). 

According to scholar Gloria Ladson-Billings and practitioner Doug Lemov (visited more later), 

new teaching styles can be taught (Green, 2010 and Ladson-Billing, 1994).  
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 In a more recent article, 2009, Frederick Hess gives a slightly different point of view. 

Hess presents the differences in teaching today from the time that Lortie was writing his book on 

teachers. Today, women dominate the teaching profession. Another change among working 

adults more generally is that they change jobs more than in the past. Hess says that in the past 

women may have changed jobs up to four times in their entire working career, whereas now, the 

average college graduate changes jobs up to 11 times in a lifetime (Hess, 2009). Hess’s argument 

is centered on this statistic and the method of teacher development. For Hess, preparing teachers 

in higher education may not be the best method for producing highly effective teachers. Hess’ 

assessment does not surface because teachers are receiving poor training, but because most 

recent college graduates will not remain in the same occupation for their lifetime. Hess wants to 

present an alternative venue for teacher preparation that can be accessed by older people who 

have held multiple jobs and are ready to commit to teaching. Without alternative teacher training 

programs, Hess argues, young people who are not ready to commit to being teachers will 

continue to be recruited thus leading to high turnover of teachers (Hess, 2009).  

Teacher preparation and teacher compensation models often are discussed in the same 

conversations and while different subjects do have serious connections. Gordon, Kane, and 

Staiger wrote a report in 2006 that set out to assess teacher compensation based on performance. 

The report complements Hess’ argument and recommends that the barriers to teacher entry be 

reduced so people without a traditional teacher certificate are allowed to enter the profession. 

The same report studied California students over three years in grades three through five found 

that the difference in student performance with certified, alternatively certified, and uncertified 

teachers was extremely small and irrelevant. In the same study, it was found that if students were 

placed in classrooms with highly effective teachers, their performance would improve by ten 
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percentile points each year, closing the black-white achievement gap (34 percent) in just four 

years (Gordon, Kane, and Staiger, 2006).  

 In 2010, Elizabeth Green released an article in the New York Times Magazine that 

focused on effective teaching. In it Green touched on many aspects of the teaching debate 

including incentives, teacher preparation and certification, and whether or not teachers can be 

taught to be effective. According to one person featured in her article, Doug Lemov, it can be 

taught and one of the most important parts of effective teaching is classroom management 

(Green, 2010). Lemov recently released a book called Teach Like a Champion: The 49 

Techniques that put Students on the Path to College in which he give teachers multiple 

approaches to teaching that do not assist in their subject knowledge but rather techniques for 

delivering the knowledge to students, for example, how to get and maintain the attention of 

students (Green, 2010).  

Another article released in 2010 in Education Next shows that often times highly 

effective teachers are underrepresented in high-poverty schools (Hanushek and Haycock, 2010). 

The reasons for underrepresentation are plentiful including lack of incentives and retention rates 

in high-poverty schools are low leading to new teachers filling vacancies in these schools. 

Hanusheck and Haycock point out that experience is not directly related to effectiveness 

however also point out that teachers tend to improve in their profession in the first few years 

before reaching a plateau. The impact of highly effective teachers was noted in a study in 

Tennessee, “differences in student achievement of 50 percentile points were observed as a result 

of teacher sequence after only three years” (Sanders and Rivers, 1996). This study in Tennessee 

is highlighted here because Tennessee was one of two states to receive Race to the Top funds 

after the first round of applications.  
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To reiterate, there are arguments that effective teaching cannot be taught and it is a 

quality that some people have and others do not, as discussed previously, leaving schools with 

the task of firing teachers who do not show successful outcomes and retaining those that do 

(Green, 2010). After reviewing the relevant literature and framing the discussion on teacher 

development, let us now turn to some innovative projects in Minnesota that also inform this 

discussion.  

Bush Foundation, a key component missing from Minnesota’s application 
 

Recently, the Bush Foundation formed a partnership with seven universities in 

Minnesota, South Dakota and North Dakota to fund teacher recruitment, development, and 

placement using $40 million in grants to fund the Teacher Effectiveness Initiative. The Bush 

Foundation’s mission is to “improve	  the	  quality	  of	  life	  in	  Minnesota,	  North	  Dakota,	  South	  

Dakota,	  and	  in	  the	  23	  sovereign	  tribal	  nations	  that	  share	  the	  same	  geography	  by	  

strengthening	  organizational,	  community,	  and	  individual	  leadership”	  (Bush	  Foundation	  

website).	  It	  has	  three-‐decade	  goals	  including	  increasing	  educational	  achievement.	  The Bush 

Foundation gathered multiple sources of information including universities, state information, 

and leading education scholars and concluded that the education gap can be significantly reduced 

if highly effective teachers are teaching young people. One study used by The Bush Foundation 

and mentioned earlier, published in Tennessee in 1996 found that, “differences in student 

achievement of 50 percentile points were observed as a result of teacher sequence after only 

three years” (Sanders and Rivers, p. 1, 1996) was used to highlight the importance of effective 

teachers. Teacher sequence here refers to the quality of teachers assigned to students. The study 

assigned three teachers with low, average, and high levels of effectiveness and studied the effects 

of different combinations referred to as sequences. For example, the studied measured the 
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differences in student achievement if he or she had teachers ranked as low/low/low, 

low/average/high, or high/high/high and so on. As a result the study found that the different 

sequences could impact student achievement by moving student from the 44th percentile to the 

96th percentile of the achievement distribution. Importantly, the study also found that lower-

achieving students benefit most from improvements in teacher effectiveness. 

 Compared to the Bush Foundation report, the Sanders and Rivers approach appears 

better suited for analyzing teacher effectiveness among students with varying levels of initial 

achievement. The Bush Foundation ignores the fact that many students start at different levels of 

proficiency each year. The Bush Foundation’s ill-defined definition of teacher effectiveness is 

simply advancing a student one-grade level in one academic year. While students advancing is 

extremely important, if all students advance, a low performing student may not improve by a 

larger ratio than the student that began the academic year at a higher performance level, therefore 

not guaranteeing a decrease in the achievement gap. Overtime, the achievement would likely be 

reduced using the Bush Foundation’s method of effective teachers because the levels of 

achievement for students starting at kindergarten would not decrease, therefore shrinking the 

achievement gap but not closing it.  

As mentioned, the Bush Foundation initiative is partnering with seven universities and 

the College of Education and Human Development (CEHD) at the University of Minnesota is 

perhaps the most recognized partner in the Midwest. CEHD prepares between 350 and 400 

teachers per year in 20 different state licensures.  

CEHD has its own re-envisioning program called Teacher Education Redesign Initiative 

(TERI) has seven core areas of focus:  

1. Focus on Student Learning 
2. Adaptive Teaching 
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3. Diversifying the Teacher Workforce 
4. Enhanced Clinical Experiences 
5. Strengthening our Curriculum 
6. Improving Teacher Support 
7. Measuring Effectiveness 

 
The TERI project partners with schools and districts across Minnesota, which will provide 

teacher candidates the opportunity to receive hands on training in the school, working directly 

with students. The model resembles medical school partnerships with hospitals. Two of the five 

partnering districts are located in diverse areas of the state, Minneapolis (the largest district in the 

state) and Brooklyn Center. This is important to note because some of the discussion later in this 

paper will illustrate other states’ emphasis on placing teachers in high poverty and high diverse 

schools. TERI will enroll its first cohort of students in the summer of 2011. The project aims to 

measure teacher effectiveness by using student achievement and one year of academic growth in 

one year of instruction as the basis, which aligns with the Bush Foundation’s model. Measuring 

teacher effectiveness will be visited again in the next section as we layout the framework for 

Minnesota’s current teacher compensation model (Quality Compensation).  

President of the Bush Foundation, Peter Hutchinson, would say that the teacher 

preparation programs being proposed could in fact be considered alternative routes to 

certification. In a special Race to the Top planning meeting on April 20, 2010 he explained that 

the innovative approaches to teacher development are in fact nontraditional approaches and can 

be framed as alternative routes to certification, satisfying the RTTT criterion (explained in a later 

section) and aligning with Hess’s theories on teacher development. The Bush Foundation’s 

model changes graduation requirements for student gaining a teaching degree and requires that a 

number of hours be spent in the classroom before graduating.  

Quality Compensation Overview 
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 Because the Race to the Top requirements place significant weight on teacher 

compensation and development it is essential to introduce Minnesota’s teacher compensation 

model. Quality Compensation for Teachers (Q Comp) is one teacher compensation model used 

in the state of Minnesota and perhaps the preferred model by the Minnesota Department of 

Education (MDE). Implemented in 2005, Q Comp is an alternative teacher compensation and 

professional development system, which includes performance-based pay, alternative teacher 

salary structures, on-the-job professional development, teacher evaluations, and additional career 

opportunities for teachers. This is different from the previous pay structure in Minnesota known 

as “steps and lanes,” which only considers the number of years a teacher has been in the 

profession and the level of education he or she has attained. There were 72 participating school 

districts and charter schools out of the 500 in the state of Minnesota. One incentive to join Q 

Comp is that schools receive up to $260 per students for participating in it.  

Governor Tim Pawlenty proposed Q Comp and according to law, Q Comp is intended to 

(1) provide incentives to encourage teachers to improve their knowledge and instructional skills 

in order to improve student learning, (2) help school districts and charter schools recruit and 

retain highly qualified teachers, (3) encourage teachers to undertake challenging assignments, 

and (4) support teachers’ roles in improving students’ educational achievement (Minnesota 

Statutes, 2008).  

 The Q Comp proposal stemmed from three popular ideas around teacher performance 

that began to surface in the 1990s. The first set of ideas came from a research project by Anne 

Lewis, Revisioning Professional Development: What Learner-Centered Professional 

Development Looks Like (Lewis, 1999), and it challenged the way in which the researchers 

hoped to answer questions about teacher collaborative learning and the teacher as a learner. The 
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second frame of reference comes from Eileen Mary Weiss and Stephen Gary Weiss who 

challenged the ways in which teachers were assessed. The two authors are experts in education 

and professors at Long Island University and New York University, respectively. They sought to 

create standard measurements that would evaluate teacher performance (Weiss and Weiss, 

1998). The third effort encouraged the idea of financial rewards to incentivize good teaching. 

This was a shift away from the previously mentioned “steps and lanes” pay structure that had 

been used in Minnesota and other states for a number of years. It is worth noting that at this time, 

most researchers were in favor of changing the ways teachers were assessed based solely on 

student performance or standardized tests. This point will be revisited throughout this work and 

in the recommendations section of this paper. 

 Q Comp grants districts and local administrators a large degree of autonomy in 

developing the specifics of their individual Q Comp programs in their applications. There are 

five components that must be included in each program; however, there are large variations 

across districts and schools. The five components include:  

(1) Career advancement opportunities for teachers  
By law, Q Comp applicants must “describe how teachers can achieve career advancement 
and additional compensation,” and “describe how the [applicant] will provide teachers 
with career advancement options that allow teachers to retain primary roles in student 
instruction and facilitate site-focused professional development that helps other teachers 
improve their skills” (Minnesota Statutes, 2008). 
  
(2) Professional development opportunities that take place during the school day 
By law, Q Comp participants must “provide integrated ongoing site-based professional 
development activities...[that are] led during the school day by trained teacher leaders 
such as master or mentor teachers.” Additionally, the statutes say that participating school 
districts and charter schools should “encourage collaboration rather than competition 
among teachers” (Minnesota Statutes, 2008).  
 
(3) Teacher evaluations 
Minnesota statutes require Q Comp participants to have “objective evaluations” of 
teachers that use “multiple criteria” and are conducted by a “locally selected and 
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periodically trained evaluation team that understands teaching and learning” (Minnesota 
Statutes, 2008). 
  
(4) Performance-based pay 
Minnesota statutes require Q Comp participants to “base at least 60 percent of any 
compensation increase on teacher performance using (i) school wide student achievement 
gains [on a standardized assessment]..., (ii) measures of student achievement, and (iii) an 
objective evaluation program” (Minnesota Statutes, 2008). 
 
(5) An alternative salary schedule 
By law, Q Comp participants must reform their “steps and lanes” salary schedules 
(Minnesota Statutes, 2008). 

 
This section gives a glimpse of the teacher compensation model used in Minnesota. This section 

will be useful when Minnesota’s application is analyzed later in this paper. The next section 

offers a nonpartisan critique of Minnesota’s model.  

 
 
OLA Report 
 

The Program Evaluation division of the Office of the Legislative Auditor (OLA) sets out 

“to determine the degree to which state agencies and programs are accomplishing their goals and 

objectives and utilizing resources efficiently” (OLA website). Each year the program evaluation 

division conducts six to eight evaluations requested by the legislature. In 2009, OLA released its 

review of Q Comp. It set out to answer the following: 

 
• How do participating school districts and charter schools implement Q Comp, and what 

alternative compensation arrangements do they have in place? What has been the 
experience of districts and schools that participate in the program? 

• Does MDE’s process for reviewing Q Comp applications comply with the law? Has the 
department consistently applied its application requirements? 

• Why do some school districts and charter schools participate in Q Comp while others do 
not? 

• To what extent does MDE oversee school districts and charter schools that participate in Q 
Comp? 
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OLA sent out surveys to school districts and charter schools and teachers. Responses were 

received from 90 percent of districts and charter schools and 42 percent of teachers. In general, 

the OLA report found that “administrators in Q Comp settings have more favorable opinions 

than teachers about the program” (OLA report, p. 20, 2009). In addition, the report found that 

“both administrators and teachers have more favorable opinions about the professional 

development component of Q Comp than the salary and performance pay components of the 

program (OLA report, p. 20, 2009).  

 OLA found that schools are using different techniques and methods when implementing 

the requirements of Q Comp. Career advancement takes many forms: some advancement 

opportunities were part-time, full-time, or programs that lasted over several years and after 

completion of all such types of programs, teachers would return to the classroom. “Over 60 

percent of participating school districts and charter schools have created career advancement 

positions in which teachers serve as mentors to provide formal support for new teachers” (OLA 

report, p. 21, 2009). Salaries also varied depending on time commitment and responsibilities that 

accompanied the positions.  

 Most, but not all, Q Comp programs use professional learning communities (PLC) to 

deliver professional development programs to their teachers (OLA report, 2009). PLCs are 

defined as “groups of teachers working together to educate themselves about pedagogical best 

practices” (OLA report, p. 3, 2009). A notable outcome of the PLC model is that it leads to 

teachers sharing teaching techniques. While there was not full agreement, most teachers and 

administrators were happy with this aspect of Q Comp.  

The Minnesota Department of Education “requires Q Comp participants to have three 

evaluations of each teacher each year and identify the criteria that will be used to evaluate their 
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teachers” (OLA report, p. 24, 2009). Q Comp programs lack consistency in the facilitators of 

teacher performance evaluations. Mixed reviews of the assessments were gathered from the 

questionnaires.  

 The performance-based pay portion of Q Comp is perhaps the most controversial. The 

biggest critique is its heavy emphasis on standardized testing. Another problem is the large 

amount of autonomy allotted to Q Comp schools. There is a goal component, which falls under 

the “school wide student achievement gain” of the performance-based pay portion of the 

program. Each school sets a goal at the beginning of each year that is solely based on 

standardized tests. The obvious problem is that the number of students that passed the test 

previously in a single school could be extremely low, say 50 percent compared to 70 percent in 

another school. If the school that had a 50 percent passing rate proposes a goal to increase test 

scores by three percent, for example, the school would still be significantly behind the other 

school. However, if it has reached its goal, teachers get paid in full. No other factors are included 

in this portion of Q Comp, aside from standardized tests, which raises large concerns.  

 The second portion of performance-based pay under Q Comp involves student 

achievement. Again, this section is weighted on standardized tests or “on locally developed 

assessments, such as classroom portfolios or school exams” (OLA report, p. 26, 2009). Here the 

same critiques are raised that exist in the school-wide student achievement section, i.e., heavy 

reliance on standardized tests and too much autonomy given to schools. The last portion of the 

performance-based pay portion requires “an ‘objective’ evaluation program” (OLA report, p. 39, 

2009). This aspect must align with the previous portion of the Q Comp program, Teacher 

Evaluations. Allowing objective evaluation programs means there is a lack of uniformity and 

arbitrary evaluations programs. Putting a heavy focus on arbitrary teacher evaluations rather than 
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balancing with or including student achievement is problematic. The OLA report does not 

address this concern. The following figures might explain how some teachers receive 

significantly more money because of arbitrary measurements, “As Table 2.4 shows, the 

maximum amount a teacher could earn based on evaluations averaged $910; the maximum 

amount a teacher could earn based on school wide achievement gains and measures of student 

achievement averaged $356 and $412, respectively” (OLA report, p. 28, 2009). In this case, 

teachers might advocate for school-wide assessments.   

 

 
 

OLA’s report found that the majority of teachers felt that linking students’ standardized 

test scores to teacher payment had a negative impact on their school because too many external 

factors were being left out (OLA report, 2009). The report also found that administrators in Q 

Comp programs aligned with teachers and were less supportive of the performance-based pay 

portion of Q Comp than other portions of Q Comp, that administrators found favorable (OLA 

report, 2009).  

The last component of the Q Comp model is Alternative Salary Schedules. According to 

the Q Comp application, “movement on the new schedule [must be] changed so that step 

movement is no longer guaranteed and a performance measure of some kind must be completed 

successfully in order to make a vertical gain” (OLA report, 2009). This measure is an attempt to 

move away from the traditional “steps and lanes” model discussed earlier that has been used in 

Minnesota for many years. As mentioned, in the “steps and lanes” model, teachers ‘step’ into a 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
  

 

 

  

 
 

 

28 Q COMP: QUALITY COMPENSATION FOR TEACHERS 

Teachers have 
mostly negative 
views of linking 
performance pay 
to students’ 
standardized test 
scores. 

Table 2.4: Q Comp Performance-Based Award 
Criteria and Amounts 

Average Minimum Maximum 
Schoolwide achievement gains $356 $68 $1,250 
Measures of student achievement 412 72 1,250 
Teacher evaluations 910 127 2,500 
Other criteriaa 719 100 2,000 

NOTES: Award criteria and amounts are based on the Office of the Legislative Auditor’s analysis of 
Q Comp applications and plan updates approved by the Minnesota Department of Education as of 
October 29, 2008.  Averages reported above are the averages across all approved plans and are not 
weighted to reflect the number of teachers participating in each plan.  The highest possible award 
amounts for each criteria in each plan were used to calculate averages.  Performance award amounts 
that were not clearly linked to a specific factor were excluded from this analysis. 
a Other criteria include teachers meeting their individual growth plans, actively participating in 
professional learning communities, and participating in staff development sessions. 

SOURCE:  Office of the Legislative Auditor. 

Over half of the teachers in Q Comp programs who responded to our 
questionnaire (53 percent) thought that linking students’ standardized test scores 
to teachers’ performance-based pay had a negative or strongly negative effect on 
their school. Teachers had a more favorable view of linking pay to performance 
evaluations. More teachers (33 percent) thought linking performance-based pay 
to performance evaluations had a positive effect on their school than thought 
linking performance-based pay to students’ standardized test scores (14 percent) 
or to other measures of student achievement (25 percent) had a positive effect.   

In response to our questionnaire, a number of teachers identified performance 
pay as a disadvantage of Q Comp.  One teacher wrote: 

Basing a teacher’s pay on test score results is not realistic, as 
there are too many variables on student achievement which can 
not be controlled in the school environment.  For example, what 
kind of family support, neighborhood, parental education level, 
and income levels do the students come from?  These factors 
have great influence on student achievement and learning. 

Over half of the administrators in Q Comp programs thought that some aspects of 
performance pay had a positive effect on their school district or charter school.  
In response to our questionnaire, 54 percent of administrators in Q Comp settings 
said that “linking teacher pay to other measures of student achievement” had a 
positive or strongly positive effect on their district.  A similar percentage of 
respondents said that “linking teacher pay to performance evaluations” had a 
positive or strongly positive effect on their district or school.   

As with the teachers, administrators in Q Comp settings were least supportive of 
performance pay that links teacher pay to students’ scores on standardized tests. 
Only 39 percent of administrators said that linking teacher pay to student test 
scores had a positive or strongly positive effect on their district or charter school.   
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higher salary bracket after each year of teaching. Similarly, teachers are placed in ‘lanes’ based 

on the level of education. OLA reported that minor changes have been made by many districts to 

meet the loose requirement of changing the salary schedule but has not led to meaningful reform 

(Page 30). Like most of the components of Q Comp, there is a lot of room for districts and 

charter schools to determine how they develop their individual Q Comp program leading to 

varying measurements and a lack of uniformity among participants. In fact, some participants 

have not developed their salary schedules and use formulas or market conditions to determine 

teacher salaries (OLA report, 2009). Programs that have not reformed their salary schedules 

simply stated in their application that they would do so during the next renegotiation.  Not 

surprisingly, most teachers were not in favor of reforming the “steps and lanes” salary schedule 

because it could possibly make tenure and salary increases more difficult. On the other hand, 

most administrators were more positive about reforming the old model because teacher 

performance may be enhanced. 

Race to the Top Overview 
 
 In February of 2009 President Barack Obama signed into the law the American Recovery 

and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), which aims to invest in critical sectors, education being one of 

the sectors (RTTT executive summary, 2009). In brief, the act: 

“provides $4.35 billion for the Race to the Top Fund, a competitive grant program designed to 
encourage and reward states that are creating the conditions for education innovation and reform; 
achieving significant improvement in student outcomes, including making substantial gains in 
student achievement, closing achievement gaps, improving high school graduation rates, and 
ensuring student preparation for success in college and careers” (RTTT executive summary, p. 2, 
2009). 

 
RTTT aims specifically at the following areas of reform: 
 

• Adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and the 
workplace and to compete in the global economy; 

• Building data systems that measure student growth and success, and inform teachers and 
principals about how they can improve instruction; 

• Recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals, 
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especially where they are needed most; and 
• Turning around our lowest-achieving schools (RTTT executive summary, p. 2, 2009). 

 
Scoring criteria is as follows: 
 

A. State Success Factors (125 points) 
B. Standards and Assessments (70 points) 
C. Data Systems to Support Instruction (47 points) 
D. Great Teachers and Leaders (138 points) 

 
1. Providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principals (21 points) 
2. Improving teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance (58 points) 
3. Ensuring equitable distribution of effective teachers and principals (25 points) 
4. Improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs (14 

points) 
5. Providing effective support to teachers and principals (20 points) 

 
E. Turning Around the Lowest-Achieving Schools (50 points) 
F. General Selection Criteria (55 points) 

 
In addition, RTTT has six priorities for states to address in their applications and carry out when 

administering education reform plans.  

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. 
 

Priority 2: Competitive Preference Priority - Emphasis on Science, Technology, Engineering, 
and Mathematics (STEM) (15 points, all or nothing)  
Priority 3: Invitational Priority - Innovations for Improving Early Learning Outcomes  
Priority 4: Invitational Priority - Expansion and Adaptation of Statewide Longitudinal Data 
Systems  
Priority 5: Invitational Priority - P-20 Coordination, Vertical and Horizontal Alignment  
Priority 6: Invitational Priority - School-Level Conditions for Reform, Innovation, and Learning 
(RTTT executive summary, p. 4, 2009). 
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One significant critique of the Race to the Top funds is that they place no emphasis on 

early childhood education, which is similar to the Bush Foundation as discussed above. On April 

20, 2010 the Senate E-12 Education Budget and Policy Division and the House Committee K-12 

Education Finance Division called a joint Race to the Top-planning meeting. The meeting lasted 

over two hours, and the majority of discussion revolved around the Great Teachers and Leaders 

portion of Minnesota’s Race to the Top application. In conjunction with the lack of attention to 

early childhood education, the large weight placed on Great Teachers and Leaders takes away 

from all other components of the application. It is having the effect that standardized tests has in 

Q Comp: taking attention from other forms of measurement and resulting in teachers and 

evaluations solely focusing on standardized tests.  

 For the purposes of this work I will focus on the Great Teachers and Leaders portion of 

the application. RTTT places the largest scoring emphasis on teachers and leaders in the schools, 

138 points. Furthermore, it places the most weight on improving teacher and principle 

effectiveness based on performance, a key component of this work. This sub-category also has 

the second largest weight of the entire application (58 points) behind Articulating state’s 

education reform agenda and LEA’s participation in it (65 points).  

 The overarching goal of Great Teachers and Leaders is to develop an evaluation system 

of both teachers and school/district leaders that uses multiple methods of measurement to assess 

effectiveness based on student achievement (using multiple measurement methods) and to use 

this assessment to compensate and reward teachers and education leaders (RTTT executive 

summary, 2009). Rewards include promotion, retention, greater responsibilities, and additional 

compensation. RTTT also requires timely feedback which provides student growth information 

in order for teachers to prepare properly for all students. Evaluations should inform schools and 
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districts of the necessary development, support, and coaching to ensure students and teachers are 

successful.  

 Another key component of this section is equitable distribution of effective teachers. This 

aim will need to be carried out at the state level in order to place teachers equitably. Q Comp is 

unable to ensure such practices because of its lack of uniformity. As outlined by RTTT, this 

measure is an effort to ensure that some students are not receiving instruction from 

ineffective/effective teachers more or less than any other student in the same state, particularly 

ensuring that students in high-poverty/high-minority areas have equal access to highly effective 

teachers (RTTT executive summary, 2009). A less emphasized component of the criteria focus 

on alternative access for aspiring teachers. RTTT requires that states use multiple ways for 

aspiring teachers to attain certifications and become teachers. Again, under Q Comp this is a 

disincentive for professionals to change career paths and enter the teaching industry. There is a 

disincentive because teachers entering the teaching profession will make significantly low wages 

due to the fact that they have not been in the profession for long. And if compensation increases 

are heavily based on number of years teaching it could take new teachers a long time to make 

wages they may have been making in previous professions.  

 
Minnesota’s Application 
 
 The state of Minnesota under the Minnesota Department of Education (MDE) submitted 

its Race to the Top application on January 15th, 2010. In its application, MDE used Q Comp as a 

model for the Great Teachers and Leaders section of the application. However, in order to better 

meet the requirements of RTTT, Minnesota created Q Comp ‘enhancements.’ In doing so, MDE 

proposed a significantly large number of enhancements that are hypothetical plans and will only 

be implemented if monies from RTTT are received. In the ‘old’ Q Comp model, it has been 
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illustrated that there was little uniformity across the state of Minnesota, and participating districts 

and charter schools had large amounts of flexibility. The lack of uniformity has led to some 

districts lagging behind in reform and still using the “steps and lanes” model. One aim of the Q 

Comp enhancements was to create more uniform standards for the purposes of the RTTT 

application.  

 In order to create uniformity across Minnesota, MDE proposed moving toward a state-

wide evaluation system based on one rubric that would be used by all districts and charter 

schools, whether they had created their own rubric or planned to do so in the future. Moreover, 

MDE proposed that multiple measures be used for the evaluations, expanding beyond 

standardized tests and proposed input from many stakeholders in the creation of the evaluation. 

The enhancement seems to lack a significant plan to reform this discrepancy in spite of the 

emphasis the original Q Comp placed on standardized tests as the measurement method for 

student achievement and the large amount of emphasis RTTT puts on multiple measures, making 

Minnesota’s application weak in this area. Minnesota’s application received an average score 

(five judges) of 10.8/15 points for their evaluation system (Race to the Top Panel Review, Page 

2). Overall, in the Improving teacher and principle effectiveness based on performance section 

Minnesota’s score was 44.4/58, showing that there were above average improvements. 

Measuring student growth received a score of 4.8/5 and conducting annual evaluations received 

7.4 of the possible 10 points.  

 MDE failed to provide significant proof that highly effective teachers will be distributed 

across the state equitably. Minnesota highlighted that according to the Federal Highly Qualified 

(HQ) requirement definitions, 97.39 percent of teachers in Minnesota are highly qualified 

(Minnesota’s RTTT application, 2010). In my estimation, pointing out this figure of highly 
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qualified teachers questions the validity of the HQ requirements because the large achievement 

gap in Minnesota suggests that the number of highly qualified teachers might be lower. 

Minnesota’s application stated that with RTTT resources it could support Local Education 

Authorities (LEAs) that need more highly effective teachers and principals (Minnesota’s RTTT 

application, 2010). MDE proposed three additions that will meet this requirement and followed 

each bullet with a short paragraph explaining the initiative. They include, promote greater 

flexibility and support in finding and placing highly effective teachers, provide incentives and 

supports for candidates to fill posts in high-need schools and subjects, and expand the use of 

programs with a proven track record of success in high-poverty schools. The reviewers agreed 

that Minnesota lacked a strong plan to meet this requirement, and Minnesota received an average 

score of 9.2/25 in this section.  

 Minnesota addressed the High-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and principles by 

briefly explaining two programs that provide alternatively licensed teachers access to 

employment. It highlighted Teach For America (TFA) and Twin Cities Teaching Fellows in this 

section. It also outlined Minnesota Statute 122A.24, authorizes alternative teacher preparation 

licensing through high-quality programs (Minnesota’s RTTT application, 2010). This section of 

the application was extremely short and needed much more expansion and explanation. After 

reviewing the MDE website, the teacher licensure programs do not list any alternative licensure 

programs. All of the programs listed are higher institutions of education, reinforcing the lack of 

support Minnesota has for alternative licensure programs. The reviewers gave this portion of the 

application an average score of 9.6/21.  

Minnesota Denied Funds: A Rude Awakening 
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On Thursday, March 4th, 2010 it was announced that the state of Minnesota did not make 

it to the final round of the Race to the Top application process. This news came as a huge 

surprise to many because Minnesota prides itself as being an leader in education innovation in 

the nation (Minnesotapost.com, 2010). Newspapers and other popular media sources began 

quickly picked up the story. This news, however, did not come as a surprise to one person, 

however: State Representative Mindy Greiling. Greiling is the chair of the K-12 Education 

Finance Committee and did not sign a letter of support for the Minnesota’s Race to the Top 

application believing the grant proposal was doomed from the beginning (Minnesotapost.com, 

2010). The news brought with it different perspectives on why Minnesota did not make it to the 

final round.  

Representative Greiling blasted outgoing Governor Tim Pawlenty and is reported as 

saying that Pawlenty “…long has wanted for teachers to essentially have to re-apply for their 

jobs every five years, a killer in terms of ever getting educations and administrations to work 

together” (Minnesotapost.com, p. 4, 2010). Greiling also stated, “We should have gotten this… 

We should have had an application that reported in a positive way our leadership in charter 

schools...” (Minnesotapost.com, p. 4, 2010). Greiling is right that the teacher’s union will not 

support the Governor’s proposal to have teachers go through a re-certification process every five 

years. This desire of Governor Pawlenty sparked significant barriers between the teachers union 

and state government. Something that may be more acceptable by the teacher’s union is a re-

certification process for under-performing teachers (based on multiple measures) or perhaps 

enhanced training for teachers every three to five years. State Representative John Ward who 

represents district 12A and serves as the vice chair of the K-12 Education Finance Committee 
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said in a Race to the Top special meeting that Governor Pawlenty’s five year re-certification plan 

would deter good teachers from staying in the profession.  

Across the street in the governor’s office, the blame was being pointed in a different 

direction. Brian McClung, Gov. Tim Pawlenty’s assistant chief of staff, threw blame at the 

teacher’s union: “For years the teachers union has fought against any meaningful education 

reform” and claimed, “ if Minnesota is to have any chance of success in round two of this 

competition, the Legislature must adopt these types of reforms immediately” 

(Minnesotapost.com, p. 3, 2010). The reforms McClung was referring to are tenure reform, 

alternative licensure, and meaningful performance pay for teachers. While they do agree that a 

solid teacher compensation method must be in place, they disagree on what a successful method 

will look like.  

Yet again, on the other side of town, Charlie Kyte, executive director of the Minnesota 

Association of School Administrators blamed the teacher-licensing component of the 

application, or lack thereof. “The weakest part was that they [the feds] wanted alternative 

licensure programs. Our Department of Education couldn’t deal with that because of the way our 

system is set up” (Minnesotapost.com, p. 2, 2010). Kyte is right about one thing; Race to the Top 

puts heavy emphasis on Great Teachers and Leaders. The selection criteria consisted of five 

categories with varying points for each category totaling 485 points. The Great Teachers and 

Leaders component again had the highest points possible, 138. There is no denying that 

Minnesota’s application took a significant loss in this section of the application. However, there 

are other parts of the application that Minnesota did not receive the highest number of points 

either.  

How Did Minnesota Compare to Finalists? 
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 Of the 41 applicants, 16 made it to the final round of the Race to the Top application 

process. The finalists were Colorado, Delaware, The District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, 

Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 

Rhode Island, South Carolina and Tennessee. This section will compare the applications from 

Illinois and Pennsylvania to that of Minnesota, specifically related to the Great Teachers and 

Leaders component of the applications because this section is the core of this analysis. Following 

Illinois and Pennsylvania, I will compare Minnesota’s application to one state awarded funding, 

Delaware. Hopefully, comparing the states to Minnesota will shed more light on the weak 

components of Minnesota’s application and offer insight for the next round of applications.  

 
Illinois 
 
 Illinois took a humble approach in its application. It starts the section Improving teacher 

and principal effectiveness based on performance by admitting the weak system Illinois 

currently uses. It goes in depth about the weaknesses of its system before talking about its plans, 

which is a different approach from that of Minnesota. Illinois placed heavy emphasis on student 

growth in this section: “Illinois is committed to evaluating 100 percent of teachers and principals 

based on robust evaluation systems that measure both professional practice and student growth, 

with clear expectations for both professional practice and student growth…” (Illinois RTTT 

Application, p. 95, 2010). Illinois recently passed Performance Evaluation Reform Act 2010 

(PERA), which has student growth at the fore of the legislation. This evaluation system has five 

components that restructure the evaluation system in Illinois that again focus on student growth, 

evaluators, a new rating system for teacher levels, and enhanced data collection methods. Note 

that this legislation was enacted before the RTTT application was submitted. This portion of 
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Illinois’ application heavily addressed two of three focuses of the RTTT requirements, student 

growth and a strong evaluation system.  

 Recognizing the importance of this section in the application, Illinois went into great 

detail with plans of revitalizing teacher evaluation systems, implementation plans, and timelines. 

Following this, Illinois outlined, again in great detail, its plans for compensation (based on 

evaluations), retention, and career advancement. It also outlined the ways in which it will use 

multiple methods to evaluate teachers and measure student growth, stating explicitly that 

standardized yearly assessments are not adequate indicators of student growth, but will be part of 

the measuring tools. “The State will develop parameters for measures of student growth for both 

teachers and principals through collaboration with teachers, principals, teacher unions, the 

principals association, technical experts and other stakeholders” (Illinois RTTT application, 

2010). Minnesota’s application mentioned both multiple methods and involving multiple 

stakeholders; however, it did not emphasize these factors as much as Illinois. Illinois went on 

further to specifically stating how two forms of student growth would measure teacher 

performance. 

 One of the weaknesses in this portion of Illinois’ application was its plan to compensate 

teachers that were proven to be highly effective. Again, Illinois remained humble and honest in 

its application, and stated that the evaluation system PERA is newly developed and that Illinois 

has yet to develop a strong compensation system based on the evaluation. However, it outlined 

underdeveloped plans to create a system with support and resources from RTTT funds and the 

Teacher Incentive Fund program (TIF). Overall, the improving teacher and principal 

effectiveness based on performance section received three more points than Minnesota, 47.2.  
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 In order to properly ensure equitable distribution of effective teachers, Illinois asserted 

the importance of a successful and transparent evaluation system. It highlighted the importance 

of a transparent system with access by the public for accountability measures. An unusual plan is 

to report school-level average salaries. Illinois’ application highlighted disparities in teacher 

salaries at high-poverty schools compared to low-poverty schools, showing that teachers at low-

poverty schools are compensated significantly more than their counterparts. This is a unique 

approach to incentivizing and equally distributing teachers based on salaries. It is an effort to 

illustrate the compensation disparities with the hope of reallocating teachers in Illinois schools 

and ensure that high-poverty schools are not only attracting new teachers. It might seem 

appropriate that teachers at high-poverty schools are paid less because the turnover is higher 

therefore leading to new teachers filling the vacancies. Illinois’ plan hopes to change the quality 

of teachers in high-poverty schools and fill vacancies with more than just new teachers. Illinois 

also outlined plans to increase the quality of teachers state-wide and discussed a few other plans 

that would increase the quality of teachers. This approach proved successful, earning Illinois 

17.8/25 points. 

 In January 2010, just before submission of its RTTT application, Illinois passed 

legislation for an alternative teacher certification program. Including this program, Illinois has 

three state specific programs to allow alternative entry into teaching. Unlike Illinois, Minnesota 

had one program specific only to its capitol city, St. Paul.  

 
Pennsylvania 
 
 Similar to Illinois, Pennsylvania immediately uses the language of the RTTT 

requirements in the Great Teachers and Leaders section of its application. Pennsylvania calls for 

multiple measures to evaluate teachers highlighting recent innovations in the state that will 
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change the way teachers are evaluated. “Philadelphia received a  $10 million Teacher 

Incentive Fund  (TIF) award in 2007 to pilot a performance-‐based staff development 

and compensation system that directly ties clear incentives to student achievement growth and 

classroom observations” (Pennsylvania application, 2010). Pennsylvania also outlined tentative 

standards for teacher evaluation to give a visual of the evaluation system. The application 

outlined multiple measuring tools: 

 

 
(Pennsylvania RTTT application, p. 97, 2010). 
 

A downfall of Pennsylvania’s application, which may distinguish it from Illinois, is that the 

application may have used language to similar to the Race to the Top executive summary. 

However, Pennsylvania’s application did not provide concrete approaches in much of the 

application.  

As mentioned, Pennsylvania directly linked the proposed evaluation system to 

compensation, stating that it plans to reward teachers that make exceptional progress in high-

needs schools (Pennsylvania RTTT application, 2010). This section in Pennsylvania’s 

application was significantly shorter than that of Illinois and less detailed. While short, the clear 

 

 Pennsylvania Department of Education Proposal                                                                                    Race to the Top, CFDA # 84.395A 

 

97 

 

2. For each measure in the evaluation system, creating a transparent rubric by 

 

3. Providing for five levels of evaluation ratings. The ratings will be aligned 

with years of experience and expected performance as defined in the 

evaluation system. Educators will receive one of the following five ratings: 

(1) Entry, (2) Emerging, (3) Achieving, (4) Highly Effective I, and (5) 

Highly Effective II. The highly effective ratings are for teachers who excel 

and assume additional responsibilities or receive addition compensation. 

Conduct annual evaluations of teachers that include timely and 

constructive feedback and provide data on student growth for students, 

classes and schools. The evaluation system is built on the premise of continuous development for all teachers; thus, all teachers will 

have a development plan as part of their annual evaluations. As part of the formal evaluation, teachers will be rated as described 

above, and placed in one of two tracks for the following review period: a growth track or an improvement track. For teachers in the 

growth track, principals will conduct at least two formal observations per year and complete an annual summative evaluation. The 

principal and the teacher will prepare and sign a development plan for the teacher which will be informed by appropriate student 

growth data and include specific performance targets and commitment to participate in specific professional development 

experiences. For teacher on the improvement track, the development, or corrective action plan, will include highly prescriptive, 

time-specific goals and benchmarks. Teachers in the improvement track will be evaluated formally twice per year, and informal 

observations will be conducted as needed. If the teacher rec

improvement track, they may be dismissed according to state statute and collective bargaining contracts using fair and transparent 

procedures. 
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link between the evaluation and compensation addresses a key component of the RTTT 

requirements and earned Pennsylvania an almost perfect score of 13.4/15 on this section.  

To its credit, Pennsylvania gives an extensive account of its plans for equitable 

distribution of teachers. Pennsylvania Department of Education would require all districts and 

charter schools to provide a human capital plan that addresses the following three elements: 

 
1. Increasing the pipeline of effective teachers and leaders, 
2. Enhancing the skills of the existing workforce through job embedded professional 

development and individualized professional growth plans, 
3. Exiting from the profession those individuals who prove to be ineffective in raising 

student achievement. 
 

Using RTTT funds, PDE would then support the plans of all districts and charter schools. 

Pennsylvania provides sub-categories under each of the critical elements that will address the 

three elements. These sub-categories hit on a number of RTTT interests such as certification 

alternatives, mentoring, and professional development. Another unique approach to Pennsylvania 

was that it proposed to enhance the effectiveness of current teachers. Rather than placing 

emphasis on new teachers, there is a large emphasis on enhancing current teachers through 

training, evaluation, and proper data use under the second element of the human capital plan.  

 Pennsylvania addressed the providing high-quality pathways for aspiring teachers and 

principals throughout the entire Great Teachers and Leaders section of its application. In 

addressing it specifically, though, PDE stated:  

By January 1, 2011, all of Pennsylvania’s teacher preparation programs, including 
alternative routes to certification, must adopt new, highly specified standards that will 
result in increased rigor and quality. Deeper, more extensive field experiences, narrower 
grade band certifications, and a program effectiveness measure are all components of the 
new standards (Pennsylvania RTTT application, p. 86, 2010).  

 
Pennsylvania is confident that this mandate will be successful because PDE approves all teacher 

preparation programs in the state. This suggests that all of the oversight of such programs will 
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need to be supported by PDE. If PDE is anything like MDE, this may prove to be a failure, as we 

have seen in the recent past and currently in Minnesota. This small but important oversight and 

accountability factor could prove to weaken Pennsylvania’s application. This was one of the 

weakest categories under Great Teachers and Leaders for Pennsylvania receiving an average 

score of 12/21, low but still higher than Minnesota’s score of 9.6.  

 
Delaware 
 
 After reading the State of Delaware’s Race to the Top application it appears as though the 

state was on its to implementing many of the aims of RTTT before the funds became available. 

Delaware had a statewide evaluation system that allowed it to link individual teachers with 

student achievement (Delaware RTTT application, 2010). Delaware presented the following 

strategies for improving teacher and principal effectiveness using evaluations: 

 

 
 
(Delaware RTTT application, p. D-7, 2010). 

A strong point of Delaware’s application is the leverage it gained from the education 

reforms and programs already in motion such as alternative teacher licensure, its annual teacher 

and administrative supply survey, and its ability to link student performance and teacher 

effectiveness, to name a few. Delaware had a significant advantage because their reforms were 

underway and did not have to create significantly new reforms to meet RTTT standards. Thus, 

Delaware was able to set goals with implementation dates as early as 2011 because of the 
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reforms already in place. This was a significant difference from Minnesota’s application, which 

aimed for many of its reforms to be in place by 2014.  

 Delaware’s evaluation system clearly links teacher ratings to student growth, a change 

from their previous evaluation system. The model removes the possibility of teachers being 

ranked as ‘effective’ unless student growth is experienced. While this is what RTTT is hoping 

for in their requirements it is worth noting that student growth should not be the only measure of 

student rating. Moreover, Delaware did not provide a definition of student growth but rather 

stated: “the State plans to implement a clear approach for measuring student growth by July of 

2011” (Pennsylvania RTTT application, p. D-8, 2010). As mentioned previously, the Race to the 

Top criteria overall take emphasis away from other important areas of education. In this case, 

student growth is weighing heavily on teacher rating, possibly too heavily. Also as RTTT 

desires, Delaware has a system in place that links teacher evaluations directly to compensation 

based on how a teacher is rated. Specifically related to multiple measures Delaware’s system 

used student achievement data, statewide assessments, and “other measures of student learning, 

provided that those measures are rigorous” (Delaware RTTT application, 2010). Using multiple 

measures appears to be one of Delaware’s weakest areas of the application, as it does not have 

clear measures mapped out.  

 Delaware received high reviews on the annual evaluation system and establishing a “clear 

approach to student growth” (Delaware RTTT application, 2010). It earned 8.8/10 points on the 

annual evaluations portion of the application and 4.4/5 points for its plans to measure student 

growth. Delaware proposed developing its measures on student growth using multiple 

stakeholders and the data already available and in place in the state, another high point of its 

application (Delaware RTTT application, 2010).  
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 Delaware plans to ensure equitable distribution of teachers using multiple techniques. 

The State outlined in detail its goals with current distribution percentages and future targets. A 

unique approach for Delaware is that it connected its alternative licensure programs and plans for 

equitable distribution, highlighting how the two interact and impact one another. Delaware 

Department of Education was keen on giving incentive/payment amounts for teachers prepared 

in alternative licensure programs and being placed in high-need schools. In addition, Delaware is 

modeling its Teacher Residency program off of a successful program in Boston. It will provide 

monetary incentives for people entering the teaching profession through this program, allows 

them to earn a masters degree, and in year two places them in high-need schools.  

 To my surprise Delaware received 14.4/21 points on the Providing-High Quality 

Pathways for Aspiring Teachers and Principals section of the application. Its application 

highlighted six alternative licensure programs, five of which were in place before the application 

process. Some of these programs are specific to Delaware while others are national programs 

including Teach for America. This number of alternative licensure programs is significantly 

higher than that of Minnesota. While Minnesota scored significantly lower (9.6) I expected such 

concrete alternative entry methods would have yielded a higher score. In addition, Delaware 

pointed out other programs that it would adopt using RTTT funds, if awarded. After reviewing 

the Delaware’s application, I have concluded that it is significantly more advanced than 

Minnesota’s application and there is a lot to be learned from Delaware’s approach and programs.  

Recommendations 

 If Minnesota applies for round two of Race to the Top funding in June of 2010, it will 

have a lot of adjustments to make in its application and education reform plans. This section is 
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designed to make recommendations for the second round of applications, should Minnesota re-

apply.  

Recommendation 1: Clear plans to create uniform evaluation systems 

 Under the current evaluation system, Minnesota’s school districts and charters have too 

much autonomy in regards to the teacher compensation model adopted, leading to a lack of 

reliable evaluations of teachers. In Minnesota’s first application, it promised to create a rubric 

that will be used across the state to be completed in June 2010. If Minnesota reapplies for Race 

to the Top funds, it will be crucial to have a concrete plan to move forward with a rubric for an 

evaluation system that clearly and directly links teacher compensation to the evaluation using 

multiple measures.  

 
Recommendation 2: Strengthen alternative licensure section 

 While the Bush Foundation teacher reform initiative has loopholes, it will be important 

for Minnesota to highlight reform plans underway in the State. The Teacher Effectiveness 

Initiative is an innovative plan to reform teaching over the next ten years in Minnesota and will 

move forward with or without Race to the Top funds. In addition, MDE should frame the 

Teacher Effectiveness Initiative in a way that presents it as Peter Hutchinson would, presenting it 

as alternative licensure and revamping teacher preparation programs with the State’s leading 

institutions. Minnesota should provide data on Teach For America as it relates to the State. Often 

times Minnesotans participate in TFA however they do so in other states and do not return to 

Minnesota to teach (Susan Heegaard, RTTT planning meeting). Including incentives for TFA 

teachers to return to Minnesota will be a great enhancement for Minnesota’s application. 

Recommendation 3: Be critical and make the ultimate goal first 
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 It is important to be critical of the RTTT requirements and highlight plans that address 

other education reform in Minnesota. In my opinion, Minnesota should point out the flaws of 

RTTT and highlight the importance of early childhood education. While minimum points will be 

gained from this recommendation it is important that Minnesota keep the core goal in mind, 

which is to enhance the education system in the State. 

Recommendation 4: Gain support of multiple stakeholders 

 Something that strengthened Delaware’s application was the support of many of the 

education unions in the State. Gaining public support of unions and other stakeholders is 

extremely important as it grants the department of education legitimacy. This recommendation 

will be difficult to accomplish in such a short amount of time but the first step would be to 

consult multiple stakeholders before reapplying and using the recommendations where possible 

in the next application. 

 Conclusion 

 Based on literature of teacher development and effectiveness, various Race to the Top 

applications, and the uniqueness of Minnesota’s education system I recommend that the 

Minnesota Department of Education include a uniform teacher evaluation system, a plan to 

strengthen alternative teacher licensure programs, a critical lens of its own weaknesses, and 

stakeholder input moving forward with education reform. The Star Tribune reported on May 7, 

2010 that it is highly unlikely that Minnesota will re-apply for Race to the Top funds in round 

two of applications (Johns, 2010). This is likely to be a positive for the state. Considering the fast 

approaching deadline of June 1, Minnesota will have to rush its application. In doing so, it would 

likely lack precision and could possibly have negative effects. The Great Teachers and Leaders 

section of Race to the Top has opened a discussion and pointed out the importance of teacher 
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quality for Minnesotans. Now, it will be imperative for Minnesota to keep this discussion at the 

forefront of education policy and make thoughtful decisions moving forward. One way to do so, 

would be to work with the Bush Foundation and the University of Minnesota, a research 

powerhouse, as policy decisions are being made.   
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