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Infroduction

Across the country, state education leaders want to know which state supports and interventions are being provided to
low-performing schools and districts, which supports result in improvement, and which supports are most cost effective.
Until we have comprehensive research findings on the many recently implemented state supports and interventions, the
expert opinions of SEA personnel are our best sources of information. The Academic Development Institute and Corbett
Education Consulting LLC, both affiliated with the federally funded Center on School Turnaround at WestEd, in conjunc-
tion with the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the Sandler Foundation, surveyed state education agen-
cies (SEAs) to assess high-leverage supports that states provide to districts and to priority, focus, and other low-perform-
ing schools.

The survey was designed to (1) find out what types of supports SEAs provide to low-performing schools and districts,
and to (2) determine the relative impact of each. In addition, the survey asked respondents about how they monitor and
evaluate the effectiveness of SEA-provided supports and if they calculate the cost effectiveness of each. The possible
supports were based on SEA-provided supports defined in The SEA of the Future: Leverage Performance Management to
Support School Improvement (Building State Capacity & Productivity Center, 2013).! The categories of supports include:

e Opportunities and Incentives

e Supports to Build Systemic Capacity
e Supports to Build Local Capacity

e Interventions in Schools or Districts

In addition, members of the CCSSO State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS) on Supports &
Interventions provided feedback on the initial design and content of the survey. Those state teams included: Arkansas,
Connecticut, Delaware, Michigan, Nevada, Ohio, Oregon, South Dakota, and Wyoming.

Methods

Between November 10 and December 8, 2014, administrative representatives of 34 SEAs answered the electronic
survey. Survey respondents were: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Georgia, lllinois,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, South Dakota,
Texas, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. Responses were sought from all states, including
those with and without Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) flexibility waivers. For states without ESEA flex-
ibility waivers, survey participants were asked to respond to priority/focus or equivalent performance designations.

The primary survey respondent either completed the survey alone or with consultation from colleagues. The breakout
of who completed the survey follows:

e 50% of the respondents filled out the survey alone

e 41% filled out the survey with the consultation of 1-3 others

'Redding, S. (2013). Building a better system of support. In B. Gross, B., and & A. Jochim, A. (edsEds.). The SEA of the Futurefuture: Leveraging
performance management to support school improvement (pp. 9—-18). San Antonio, TX: Building State Capacity & Productivity Center at Edvance
Research, Inc. Retrieved from www.bscpcenter.org
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e 6% filled out the survey with the consultation of 4-5 others
e 3% filled out the survey with the consultation of more than 5 others

The results of the survey indicate that almost all SEAs provide services and supports directly to focus, priority, and
other low-performing schools. Fewer states provide state assistance at the district level within each performance
designation.

The majority of survey respondents identified priority and focus schools, with fewer SEAs identifying “other” low-per-
forming schools. SEAs identified the following designations:

® 97% identify priority schools
® 94% identify focus schools
e 87% identify “other” low-performing schools

“Other” low-performing schools are identified differently in each state. Some of the metrics used to identify this
“other” designation include:

e Ratings in the state’s multiple measures system

e “On Watch” schools, which are the next 10% of Title | schools, after focus or priority designations
e “Alert” schools, which are the lowest 6-9% performers across all content areas over three years
e Schools that have not met the state accreditation standards

e D or F schools, or an equivalent rating, as identified by the state’s report card system

e Other non-priority or focus schools missing subgroup performance targets for consecutive years
The responding SEAs provide supports and services at the following levels:

® 97% provide supports to priority schools (n = 31)

® 63% provide supports to priority districts (n = 20)

® 87% provide supports to focus schools (n = 27)

® 61% provide supports to focus districts (n = 19)

® 73% provide supports to “other” schools (n = 19)

® 73% provide supports to “other” districts (n = 19)

It should be noted that the data was self-reported by states, and the survey was often completed by one person.
Therefore, while the information gathered may be useful to glean the landscape of SEA-provided supports for low-per-
forming districts and schools, additional research is needed to draw definitive conclusions on what supports states pro-
vide and which supports have the greatest leverage for improvement. In addition, states will benefit from ongoing evalu-
ation processes that gauge the impact and cost effectiveness of each of the state-provided supports and interventions.

Results

Prevelance of Supports Provided

Of the support options provided, SEAs reported providing a variety of supports to schools and districts with varying
levels of need. The following graphs show the percentage of states that provide each support to schools or districts. It
should be noted that the provision of service percentage was calculated based on the total number of SEAs that respond-
ed that they provide services to that designation. For example, while 26 SEAs responded that they designate “other”
low-performing schools, only 19 SEAs responded that they provide supports to those schoools. Therefore, the service
provision percentage was calculated with an “n” of 19.

4  Corbett, Redding



Graphs 1-4. State Supports Provided to Low-Performing Districts and Schools

OPPORTUNITIES AND INCENTIVES

m 1. The SEA has policies to encourage innovative schools, programs, or practices

B 2. The SEA provides streamlined reporting or compliance requirements

W 3. The SEA prioritizes SEA services (i.e. priority over other schools/district requests for additional SEA supports, like,
SPED, ELL, data use, coaching)

B 4. The SEA provides access to additional funding streams (besides 1003a & 1003g)

B 5. The SEA requires public disclosure of school performance

B 6. The SEA provides recognition and rewards for school or district accomplishments & improvements
7. The SEA provides public status reports/updates as improvements are made

H 8. The SEA provides decreased reporting requirements

B 9. The SEA provides decreased monitoring requirements
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SUPPORTS TO BUILD SYSTEMIC CAPACITY

B 1. The SEA provides statewide data systems

B 2. The SEA provides web-based planning and implementation tools

1 3. The SEA created, or influenced the creation of, a pipeline for turnaround leaders

B 4. The SEA created, or influenced the creation of, a pipelines for turnaround teachers

| 5. The SEA allows for alternate routes to certifications (for staff working in low performing schools)

H 6. The SEA allows for flexibilities, waivers, or exemptions of state policies related to time (e.g. use of time, instructional time, etc) (This
does not relate to an LEA’s decision or requirement to extend the school day)

B 7. The SEA completes a pre-approval process for external vendors, if applicable (i.e. Lead Turnaround Partners)

W 8. The SEA provides a template for MOU/contract between LEAs and external vendor, if applicable (i.e. Lead Turnaround Partners)

B 9. The SEA shares best or promising practices being implemented in state with SEA staff and contractors providing supports across

schools and districts

District (n = 20)

Priority
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SUPPORTS TO BUILD LOCAL CAPACITY

B 1. The SEA completes an audit or assessment of strengths and weaknesses of both capacity and practice

W 2. The SEA provides specific trainings on rapid improvement/turnaround process, including strategies to implement

m 3. The SEA provides on-site support/coaching on rapid improvement/turnaround process and strategies

m 4. SEA-hired contractors provide on-site support/coaching on rapid improvement /turnaround process and strategies

B 5. SEA provides on-site leadership team support or coaching

B 6. SEA-hired contractors provide on-site leadership team support or coaching

B 7. The SEA codifies and shares best or promising practices being implemented in state with other schools and districts across state
W 8. The SEA provides training on rapid improvement/turnaround to local school boards

B 9. The SEA provides community engagement or advocacy in communities

H 10. The SEA has ability to require entity to report to state board of education on progress

W 11. The SEA regularly requests entities to report to state board of education on progress
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INTERVENTIONS IN SCHOOLS OR DISTRICTS

B 1. The SEA has ability to complete a state takeover of entity

B 2. The SEA has ability to shift management of entity to an extraordinary authority district (i.e. Recovery School District, etc)
m 3. The SEA allows use of external vendors (LTPs)

B 4. The SEA requires use of external vendors (LTPs)

| 5. The SEA has ability to close or dissolve entity

1 6. The SEA has ability to remove local school board members

B 7. The SEA has ability to remove a leader (school level = principal, district level = superintendent)

W 8. The SEA has ability to re-staff an entity
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Other Supports Provided

SEAs had the opportunity to note any other SEA-provided supports they deliver to low-performing schools and/or dis-
tricts. A few of those “other” supports are worth highlighting; most occur onsite and relate to intensive coaching at the
school or district levels.

e Educational Recovery staff is placed in each priority school and focus district. Additional professional development
is provided for the priority schools and focus districts. Priority schools and focus districts are required to complete
additional components and are provided with additional support in improvement planning.

e SEA Implementation Specialists are assigned to priority or focus schools to provide frequent on-site leadership
support for both districts and schools implementing improvement plans. All schools in improvement are assigned
a School Improvement Education Program Specialist from the SEA to provide differentiated support based on the
district and school needs.

e Scheduled school and/or district visits by the SEA, facilitated data reviews to increase the use of data for decision-
making and to adjust instruction, support with a tool to facilitate the development of culture, use of data, and
adjustments to instruction.

e Annually, an Integrated Intervention Team (lIT) is appointed by the SEA to conduct on-site diagnostic district reviews
and school reviews of selected priority and/or focus schools within the district to inform the development of the
District Comprehensive Improvement Plan and School Comprehensive Education Plan. For schools designated as
focus and priority in the years in which an IIT does not conduct an on-site diagnostic review, the school district is

8 Corbett, Redding



required to use a diagnostic tool, to inform the development of the District Comprehensive Improvement Plan and
the School Comprehensive Education Plan.

e Regulations enable the SEA to appoint distinguished educators to districts and schools that are experiencing ex-
tremely serious academic challenges and ensure the appointment of qualified individuals to assist low-performing
schools.

Leverage Analysis

As noted above, the survey instrument asked respondents for a subjective valuation of the impact of any given sup-
port. We relied on SEA agents to use their professional judgment and expertise to determine the leverage assessment
on a scale of low (1 point), moderate (2 points) or high (3 points). The leverage score was calculated by multiplying the
number of states that selected a level by a leverage multiplier (1, 2, or 3), combining the three subtotals, and then divid-
ing the sum by number of states that provided a leverage assessment. For example, for “the SEA prioritized SEA services”
support, 27 SEAs provided a leverage indicator: 15 noted high leverage, 11 moderate leverage, and 1 low leverage. The
sample formula is provided below:

[(15*3)+(11*2)+(1*1)]/27 = 2.52 leverage score

The majority of leverage scores fell between 2 and 3, so a cutoff point was defined to determine a final classification. A
leverage score of 1.99 or below is low leverage, a score between 2 and 2.39 is moderate leverage, and a score above 2.4
is high leverage.

SEA Supports 9



Graphs 5-9: SEA-Rated Leverage (Impact) of SEA-Provided Supports
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Supports to Build Local Capacity Leverage (Impact)
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SEA-hired contractors provide on-site support/coaching on rapid
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implemented in state with other schools and districts across state
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Effectiveness Analysis
Evaluating the Effectiveness of SEA-provided Supports

SEAs were asked about their processes for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of SEA-provided supports.
Virtually all states responded that they do some form of annual review cycle to assess the improvement of their schools
and/or districts. Many of those states also request quarterly monitoring reports. Few (n = 9) states distinguished that
they use those overall assessments of school or district improvement to evaluate the effectiveness of the SEA-provided
supports. Several SEAs specifically cited their online planning tools as a way to monitor implementation by adults and
the impact of the SEA-provided supports on schools and districts. Stakeholder feedback meetings and focus groups were
also cited as common data points to assess impact. Two states responded that external vendors were brought in specifi-
cally to evaluate the effectiveness of SEA supports and practices. Two other states wrote that they were in the process of
developing a comprehensive evaluation plan to evaluate the SEA supports.

Determining the Cost Effectiveness of SEA-provided Supports

Only 29% of survey respondents indicated that their SEA assesses the cost effectiveness or return on investment of
SEA-provided supports for low-performing schools and districts. Several states reported that this analysis is in its infancy.
Of those who expanded on their positive responses, the most frequent methodologies used are quarterly or annual
reports and reviews of school improvement plans.

POINTS FOR CONSIDERATION

The survey results present preliminary findings about what supports SEAs provide to low-performing schools and dis-
tricts and how SEA personnel rate the impact of these supports. The results do encourage state leaders to think carefully
about how SEA-provided supports are designed, how effectiveness is monitored, and if the return on investment war-
rants the use of state and federal funds.

e At what level should SEAs provide supports?

o While all responding SEAs provide supports to the school level, only 64% provide supports to the district level.
Does it make sense for SEAs to provide services to the school level, or should SEAs focus their efforts (and limited
staff resources) at the district level? Can supports to the school succeed without engaging the district context?

o If SEAs continue to provide support at the school level, do they have the capacity to provide supports as the num-
ber of schools and districts on state low-performing lists continues to grow? How does the SEA best differentiate
services to maximize the effects of its limited resources?

e Are we doing what we think works?

o Some supports have moderate to high leverage ratings, but are only offered by a few SEAs (e.g., decreased report-
ing requirements, supporting the training of local school board members). If the general consensus is that a sup-
port is moderate to high leverage, it may be useful for more states to incorporate that practice into their support
structures, especially if it is a relatively low-cost support (e.g., decreased reporting requirements).

o In some cases, having the ability to do something (e.g., requiring schools or districts to present to state board) is
seen as having low leverage, yet regularly enacting that authority is judged to have moderate leverage. In effect,
simply having the authority to do something is not very powerful, but using that authority to increase account-
ability can be powerful.

e Are we really prioritizing the schools and districts with the greatest needs?

o Several data points indicate that SEAs provide supports to schools and districts with the greatest needs, yet those
schools and districts are not prioritized throughout the SEA. For example, 50% of SEAs responded that they priori-
tize the needs of priority districts over other districts requesting services from the SEA. The designation of priority
school or district should result in prioritized services from the SEA, not just from the Office of School Improve-
ment (or equivalent SEA department), but from all departments within the agency.

12 Corbett, Redding



e Are we assessing for effectiveness?

o Several states specifically identified using student performance data as a means to assess the effectiveness of
SEA-provided supports, but made no mention of state-identified benchmark indicators to assess the fidelity of
implementation or to monitor change in adult practices. This highlights a larger question about how we identify
that a school or district is turning around. How do we gain a better understanding of the changes in practice that
produce results if our data come primarily from student outcomes only?

o Itis also important that states begin thinking about how to monitor and evaluate the impact of SEA-provided
services on schools and districts. Simply assessing if schools or districts improve does not necessarily mean that
the SEA provided high-quality or effective services and supports. SEAs may want to explore developing specific
indicators that could be monitored to assess the impact of SEA-provided services on low-performing schools and
districts.

o What is the impact on monitoring for effectiveness as states transition to new standardized testing programs?
SEAs, districts, and schools across the country are currently struggling with how to track progress as standardized
testing programs are changing to better assess student learning. How can we measure progress from one year to
the next when we measure apples in Year 1 and oranges in Year 2?

o Although it is understood that assessing for return on investment or cost effectiveness is a new concept for many
SEAs, it is crucial that SEAs think carefully about how state and federal dollars are being spent. Each support in-
cludes associated costs—including some that are very high, (specifically on-site coaching), and it would be benefi-
cial for SEAs to develop stronger plans for monitoring and evaluating SEA-provided supports, the resulting impact
on both adults and students, and their overall costs.

SEA Supports 13



14 Corbett, Redding



Appendix A
Table Display of Results

Table 1. State Supports Provided to Low-Performing Districts and Schools

Priority Focus Other
District School District School District School

(n=20) (n=31) (n=19) (n=27) (n=19) (n=19)

A. OPPORTUNITIES AND
INCENTIVES

1. The SEA has policies to encour-
age innovative schools, pro- 90% 81% 95% 81% 58% 84%
grams, or practices

2. The SEA provides stream-
lined reporting or compliance 60% 61% 47% 67% 37% 47%
requirements

3. The SEA prioritizes SEA services
(i.e., priority over other school/
district requests for additional 50% 65% 53% 56% 42% 58%
SEA supports, e.g., SPED, ELL,
data use, coaching)

4. The SEA provides access to ad-
ditional funding streams (besides 45% 42% 47% 48% 32% 37%
1003a & 1003g)

5. The SEA requires public disclo-
sure of school performance

90% 90% 100% 100% 79% 100%

6. The SEA provides recognition and
rewards for school or district ac- 35% 61% 42% 67% 42% 58%
complishments & improvements

7. The SEA provides public status
reports/updates as improve- 35% 42% 42% 44% 47% 47%
ments are made

8. The SEA provides decreased

. . 5% 23% 11% 22% 21% 21%

reporting requirements

9. The sEA'prowde.? decreased 10% 139% 11% 15% 21% 21%
monitoring requirements

B. SUPPORTS TO BUILD
SYSTEMIC CAPACITY

1. The SEA provides statewide data 65% 77% 68% 85% 63% 95%
systems

2. The SEA provides web-based
planning and implementation 85% 81% 84% 89% 74% 89%
tools

3. The SEA created, or influenced
the creation of, a pipeline for 55% 42% 47% 37% 32% 32%
turnaround leaders

4. The SEA created, or influenced
the creation of, a pipeline for 30% 23% 21% 22% 11% 11%
turnaround teachers
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Priority

Focus

Other

District
(n=20)

School
(n=31)

District
(n=19)

School
(n=27)

District
(n=19)

School
(n=19)

. The SEA allows for alternate
routes to certifications (for
staff working in low-performing
schools)

40%

42%

53%

44%

47%

53%

. The SEA allows for flexibilities,
waivers, or exemptions of state
policies related to time (e.g.,
use of time, instructional time,
etc,;this does not relate to an
LEA’s decision or requirement to
extend the school day)

35%

39%

42%

37%

42%

47%

. The SEA completes a preapproval
process for external vendors, if
applicable (i.e., Lead Turnaround
Partners)

30%

29%

21%

19%

5%

16%

. The SEA provides a template for
MOU/contract between LEAs
and external vendor, if applicable
(i.e., Lead Turnaround Partners)

25%

23%

16%

11%

5%

11%

. The SEA shares best or promising
practices being implemented in
state with SEA staff and contrac-
tors providing supports across
schools and districts

. SUPPORTS TO BUILD LOCAL
CAPACITY

. The SEA completes an audit or
assessment of strengths and
weaknesses of both capacity and
practice

75%

60%

68%

71%

79%

53%

70%

59%

58%

37%

68%

42%

. The SEA provides specific train-
ings on rapid improvement/
turnaround process, including
strategies to implement

75%

71%

74%

63%

47%

58%

. The SEA provides on-site sup-
port/coaching on rapid improve-
ment/turnaround process and
strategies

80%

77%

74%

59%

42%

53%

. SEA-hired contractors provide
on-site support/coaching on
rapid improvement /turnaround
process and strategies

60%

61%

47%

48%

42%

58%

. SEA provides on-site leadership
team support or coaching

65%

61%

53%

41%

47%

42%

. SEA-hired contractors provide
on-site leadership team support
or coaching

60%

58%

47%

37%

37%

42%
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Priority Focus Other
District School District School District School
(n=20) (n=31) (n=19) (n=27) (n=19) (n=19)

7. The SEA codifies and shares best
or promising practices being
implemented in state with other
schools and districts across state

60% 68% 58% 59% 53% 68%

8. The SEA provides training on
rapid improvement/turnaround 35% 23% 26% 15% 26% 26%
to local school boards

9. The SEA provides commu-
nity engagement or advocacy in 30% 29% 37% 26% 26% 32%
communities

10. The SEA has ability to require
entity to report to state board of 40% 29% 32% 26% 26% 26%
education on progress

11. The SEA regularly requests enti-
ties to report to state board of 20% 19% 16% 19% 21% 21%
education on progress

D. INTERVENTIONS IN SCHOOLS
OR DISTRICTS

1. The SEA has ability tg complete a 30% 39% 16% 15% 42% 37%
state takeover of entity

2. The SEA has ability to shift man-
agement of entity to an extraor-
dinary authority district (i.e.,
Recovery School District, etc.)

20% 23% 16% 11% 32% 26%

3. The SEA allows use of external

0, o) 0, 0, o) 0,
vendors (LTP s) 55% 65% 53% 52% 53% 63%

4. The SEA requires use of external

0 o o o o o
vendors (LTPs ) 25% 13% 11% 7% 21% 21%

5. The SEA has ability to close or

. : 10% 10% 5% 4% 26% 26%
dissolve entity

6. The SEA has ability to remove lo-

15% 13% 16% 7% 26% 21%
cal school board members

7. The SEA has ability to remove a
leader (school level = principal, 15% 13% 16% 11% 37% 37%
district level = superintendent)

8. The SEA has ability to re-staff an

. 15% 10% 16% 11% 26% 32%
entity
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Table 2. SEA-rated Leverage (Impact) of SEA-provided Supports

18 Corbett, Redding

Leverage
Support
Score
A. OPPORTUNITIES AND INCENTIVES
552 The SEA prioritizes SEA services (i.e., priority over other schools’ or districts’
requests for additional SEA supports, like SPED, ELL, data use, coaching)
2.38 The SEA requires public disclosure of school performance
2.34 The SEA provides access to additional funding streams (besides 1003a & 1003g)
2.18 The SEA provides streamlined reporting or compliance requirements
2.13 The SEA has policies to encourage innovative schools, programs, or practices
504 The SEA provides recognition and rewards for school or district accomplish-
ments & improvements
2.00 The SEA provides decreased reporting requirements
500 The SEA provides public status reports/updates during/as improvements are

made

B. SUPPORTS TO BUILD SYSTEMIC CAPACITY

The SEA shares best or promising practices being implemented in state with

2:46 SEA staff and contractors providing supports across schools and districts

2.34 The SEA provides statewide data systems

519 The SEA created, or influenced the creation of, a pipeline for turnaround
leaders

514 The SEA created, or influenced the creation of, a pipeline for turnaround
teachers

2.14 The SEA provides web-based planning and implementation tools

505 The SEA allows for alternate routes to certifications (for staff working in low-
performing schools)

1.94 The SEA completes a preapproval process for external vendors, if applicable
(i.e., Lead Turnaround Partners)

1.9 The SEA.provi(?es a template for MOU/contract between LEAs and external
vendor, if applicable (i.e., Lead Turnaround Partners)
The SEA allows for flexibilities, waivers, or exemptions of state policies related

1.79 to time (e.g., use of time, instructional time, etc.; this does not relate to an
LEA’s decision or requirement to extend the school day)

C. SUPPORTS TO BUILD LOCAL CAPACITY

5 60 The SEA provides on-site support/coaching on rapid improvement/turnaround
process and strategies

554 SEA-hired contractors provide on-site support/coaching on rapid improvement
/turnaround process and strategies

2.50 SEA-hired contractors provide on-site leadership team support or coaching

2.46 SEA provides on-site leadership team support or coaching

542 The SEA provides specific trainings on rapid improvement/turnaround process,
including strategies to implement

5 40 The SEA completes an audit or assessment of strengths and weaknesses of

both capacity and practice




Leverage

Support

Score

220 The SEA codifies and shares best or promising practices being implemented in
state with other schools and districts across state

513 The SEA provides training on rapid improvement/turnaround to local school
boards

1.95 The SEA provides community engagement or advocacy in communities

1.94 The SEA regularly requests entities to report to state board of education on
progress

1.89 The SEA has ability to require entity to report to state board of education on

progress

D. INTERVENTIONS IN SCHOOLS OR DISTRICTS

2.15 The SEA has ability to complete a state takeover of entity

2.08 The SEA has ability to remove local school board members

500 The SEA has ability to shift management of entity to an extraordinary authority
district (i.e., Recovery School District, etc.)

1.78 The SEA allows use of external vendors (LTPs )

1.75 The SEA has the ability to close or dissolve the entity

175 The SEA has ability to remove a leader (school level = principal, district level =
superintendent)

1.63 The SEA requires use of external vendors (LTPs )

1.55 The SEA has ability to re-staff an entity
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Appendix B

Survey questions
EEA High Lewerage Suppors for Los-Pefarmirg Schoo's and Diesirices

The Academic Development Institute and Corbett Education Consulting LLE, both affillated with the
Coenter om School Tumaround at WestEd, are waorking with the Councol of Chiel State School Oicers
(OS50 ] to assass high levaerage supperts that SEAs provids to priorty, focus, and othar e parforming
schools, This survay is designed to 1) find out what typas of supports State Education Agencies (SEAs)
provids bo low parferming schoals and districts, and te 2 detarming Il specific supperts are high leverags
(= which supports resualt in the strongest impact ). Once compibed, we bope that this research will
provide SE&s useful information as they plan and refine supports and services for low performing s<hools.
Ouwr intention is to publish the results i January 2045, in enough fime o nform SEAsS as Elementary and
Sacondary Education Act flaxiBlity walvars are ravisad, WE WANT THE PARTICTFATION OF ALL STATES IN
THE SURVEY, EVEMN IF THEY ARE MOT WATVER STATES.

¥our answers will be aggregated vwith the results from other states, and comments will not be attributed
to any one state.

Wa Righly racommand that you confar with He SEA stall mambers Wik ovarses and JoF provida Hes
gardicas and supports to schesls and districts as you Nl oul this survey., Pleass submit one completad
survey electronically by Movember 21, F014.

Please contact Julke Corbett with any specric guestions. She can be reachad by email,
jcorbeftfcorbatiaducation.com, or via phona, 312-379=-F710.

Stabe;

Firsi el me;
Last Mamee!
Phane;

Email Address:

1. How mamy SEA staf members participated in the completion of this survery=
o 1 Mysal]

o 24

a 46

3 e bhan &

Z. Wihch type of schools does your stabe dentily? [ Flease check all that are applcalbde. )

Vs [
Pricrity schoole (or equivalent im Ron-waiver stales) i [}
Focus schonls (ar equivakent in non-wakeer states) o ]
Crthear ey - parfoiming SChools i ]

H yas, to “othar ow-parforming schooks,” what is the deskgnation, and what matrics are used to make
thal designalion (i.e. & F rating, slar schoals, =ic)?

SEA Supports



2. At what leval doas your SEA provide sarvicesT [Pleasa chack all that ara applicabba. )
SCFrd Crsbrict

Priority schools (or equivalent in mon-veiver stefes) o o
Focuis schoods {or equivalent i non-wakiar states) o o
Other kvw - performing s=choaks O c
d. Part &,

Plcase check the appiica ble supports that yowr SEA provides to schoois or districts, specifically in relation
bo supporting lowspadorming schools or districts. Please check all that apply and notate at which keval
Hhe suppoits ane providad (e districk or sclool). Please bava linas blank il your SEA does not prosida
garvicas ina spacilic area.

Fart B.

In your profassional opinien, and hasad on amy data analysis if availabla, which itaims ar most lHoaly te
impach adsll pracliices and shilenl achievemen? Pleass indicate Lhe leverage level for ESCH of Lhe
supports, services, or structures that you indicated your SEA provides to schools or districts i Part A

i, CPPORTUNITIES AMND TNCENTIVES TO ERCOURAGE TUIRMARCLIMND
Parl A. Parl &, Parl &. Parl &, Parl & Parl A, Parl B, Parl B, Parl 0.
Prcuity Prosity Focus  Focus  Ofher  CAhar LEverage Leversge Levarsge
Districts Schools Districts Schools Lo Lies High Mioderste LELE Lo

Fert. Pert. Mo
Districts Schiools

1. The SES as poliches Lo

encourdge inmovative schoals, a a a a a ] a (| a

Drograms, or practices

2, Tha SEA prowides sireamiired
repar Ling o Conplarne 0 (] (] (] 0 (] (] o (]
requirsments

3, The SEA prinrfized SEA

geryiCes (Le. ity over othssi

sefols @slricl gt for 0 (] 0 (] 0 (] (] o 0
Sdditioral SELS suppaits, e ELG,

SPED, ELL, data wss Comching)

4. The SE& prowkles access (o
additicral Murding streams a O a O a O O o a

fbeskles L0033 B 10030

5, The SEA raguires puhlic
diECheiare of sC ool peifarmance
. The SEA prowkdes recognitan
anid et Tor schocl or district [m] a [m] [m] [m] m] a [} [m]
accamplshments & improvements

. The 53E& prow e s publc stabus

reports/updaas during as O | a ] O m] | (m | O
improa ent s are mads

8, The SEA provides decregsed

reqarting requirement s u b u b u b b o u
[ -d

9, The SE& povkles decnzased O O O O O O O = O

ronitoring regurerments

10, Other support provided bt = - . . = . - o -

nat listed [describe balow)

22  Corbett, Redding



Describe “Other” support not listed above.

B. SUPPORTS TO BUILD 5YSTEMIC CAPACITY

1. The SEA prowidns statewlos
data syshans

2. The SEA prowikdes web- bas=d
planning and Impkemengation tools

3, Tlea SEA Created, or mlsancesd
the creation of, a pipelie for
turnercund Eaders

4, The SEA created, or inflisnced
the creation of, o pipelieses Mo
turmarcund Leschers

5, Tha SEA aligws for alteimate
moaitas o camiflcabiong (far staff
warking in ow peifaminmg schook)

G, The SEA allows for fliedbiities,
viahea s, oF axemphicns of stafa
palcies mlated totine (2.9, use
of Ciee, el liinal Cime, el
{This do=s not relate to an LEA's
decisian ar requirement b axtend
the schanl day)

4. The SEA conpleles & pre-
approeal process for extemal
wandars, H applicabie (e, Lead
Tismamurd Patners)

8. The S3EA provides a termplate
for MO canbrscl befween LEAS
and extemal vendar, i applicabie
fie. Lead Tumanind Partners)

9, The SEA shares b=t or
pramising practices heing
Implemented In stafa wEh SEA
staff and contrcton. prowiding
siupport s ponoss sChooks and
ditricls

10, Jther support provided ot
riat latesd [descrba halow)

Fart A. Part &. Fart &. Fart A&. Fart & Part A. Part B.

Pricrity Priorty Focws  Focus  Obher

Fart B. Fart B.
Dther Leverge Levarage Laverage

Distrcts Schools DEtrcta Schoods  Law- Live- High Haoderate LETkE To
Pait, PesT, (2T
Districts Schools

m] O m] m] m] m] O m ] m]
a ] ] ] a (] ] o ]
O O O O O O O o O
O ] | O O O ] o |
a [m] (m] a a a [m] O [m]
a O ] ] a O O o ]
] O O O ] O O o O
] o ] o ] o o (m} o
[m] (m] m] (m] [m] (m] (m] [ ] m]
[m] [m] [m] [m] [m] [m] [m] O [m]

Describe "0~ support pot isted above



C. SUFPORTS TO BUILD LOCAL CAPACITY
Part A. Par A, Part A. Part A, Parf A Parl A, Pari B, Part B, Part 0.
Prowity Prgefly  Foces  Focus  Ofher  Olher Levergge Leveiage Laverage
Districts Schools Districts Schools  Low- L - High  Modenste LELE o
Pert. Pest. Mo
Districts Schools
1. The SE& Completes an audl o
Femassrmenl of =trengths and
weaknesses of both capacity and
practice

20 Thee SES prowides s iflic
tramirgs on rapkd

improrement ftamaround process,
Inchsding strategkes ta mplsment

3. Tl SES provies oin-sile

sup port foosching on rapkd

improrement ftomaround process o o o o o o o 0 o
and strategles

4. SEA-hired conlraclors pravide
on-skte support/cosching on rapid
Improrarment Jtumaround process
and strategles

5. SEA provwides on-site leadership
beam suppart or coaching

&, SES-hired contactors provida
on-sie Eadership Ceaim suppoi o 0 (] (] (] 0 (] (] o (]
caaching

7. The SEA codifies and shams
Desl o proinking peciices b
irpdermented in state wiEh ather
schools and districts across sate

&, Tha SEA providas training on
repid inprevenent tomaigund Lo 0 (] a (] 0 0 (] o a
lecal schaol boards

B, Tha SEA prowides commaniy

o O o O o O O 1) O

engaamant or advacasy In O O O O O O O (m] O
CEHTE R s

10. The SEA has abilty to requine

entity o repodt to stade hosand of [m] [m] [m] [m] [m] a [m] O [m]

education on prograss

11. The SEA reguiarty requests
antities to report to state board of O o o o o o o o o
education on pmgress

12, he=r suppiort proowiced bt
nat iisted [describe beiow)

Describe “Other” support not listed above.
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D, INTERVENTIONS IN SCHOOLS OR DISTRICTS

1. The SEN s abiity (o conplete
& stale takeayer of ey

2, Tha: SEA s abiity to shift
managermert of antity ta an
exlramdinay sty deirict
{Le. Recoyery School District, etc)

3, The SEA allaws use of extamal
wandars [(LTPz)

4. The SEA requies use of
extamal vendors {LTPs)

5. The= SEN Ias abiity (o Choss
desolve snlity

&, Tha 5EA hac ahiity To remove
cal sChod Doend neirbers

7. The SEA has abilty to remove a
leader (chool evel = principal,
district kel = suparintendent )

8, The Sz4 har abilly to re-stat
an entky

Q. Cher suppil provided Dol ot
listed (describe below)

Describe “Other™ support ot list

Fart A. Part & Part A. Part A, Part & Part A, Part 0.

Fart B Part D.

Prooaity Powily  Foces Focus  Oher Olher Leverage Levaiage Layerage
Districts Schools Districts Schools  Lowy- L - High Mioderate LELE Lo
Pert. Pest. Mo
Districts Schools
a a a a a a a O [m]
[m] [m] [m] [m] [m] m] [m] O [m]
[m] (m] [m] m] [m] m] (m] O [m]
[m] [m] [m] [m] [m] m] [m] [} [m]
O O 0 0 O 0 O o 0
[m] [m] [m] [m] [m] a [m] O [m]
m] m] [m] m] m] m] m] O [m]
o o o o o u] o (m] o
m| m] m| m] m| m | m] o m|

i=d & v,

5. How does the SEA determine the effectiveness of SEA-provided supports for low-performing schools

and districts?

6. Does your SEA assess the cost effectiveness or returm on imvestment of SE&-provided supports for low-
performing schools and districts?

o Ye=

SEA Supports
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o No

If yes, please briefly explain how this analysis is completed.

7. In your professional opinion, what is the one support that your SEA provides to low-performing
schools and/or districts that results in the most impact?

8. In your professional opinion, list up to three of the least effective supports that your SEA currently
provides or has provided (within the last four years) to low-performing schools and/or districts?

9. Would you be willing to participate in a follow up phone interview to discuss some of these responses in
additional detail?

O Yes
o No

POWERED BY EQuestioan
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State Supports to Districts and Schools: How SEAs Rate the Impact

http://www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/State_Supports_to_Districts_and_Schools_How_SEAs_Rate_the_Impact.html

Personal Competencies: Personalized Learning—Lesson Plan Reflection
http://www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/Personal_CompetenciesPersonalized_Learning_Lesson_Plan_Reflection_Guide.html
Personal Competencies: Personalize Learning—Reflection on Instruction

http://www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/Personal_CompetenciesPersonalized_Learning_Reflection_on_Instruction.html



