How [t Actually Works

We now look more closely at the actions of
three jurisdictions to see how several of these
interventions played out on the ground-—
SURR Schools in New York, Comprehensive
School Reform in Memphis, Tennessee, and
school reconstitution in Prince George’s

County, Maryland.

Schools Under Registration
Review {SURR) in New York

The Registration Review process is the pri-
mary method by which New York’s Board of
Regents, the state-level education governing
body, holds schools accountable for perform-
ance. By law “no school district may operate a
public school whose registration has been
revoked.” In its 1999 publication setting
forth the Registration Review process, the
New York State Department of Education
(executive arm of the Board of Regents) indi-
cated that schools identified as farthest from
meeting the state’s performance standards, or
as providing poor learning environments, are
in danger of being placed under Registration
Review and having their registration revoked
if they fail 1o show adequate improvement

within three years,”!

The Registration Review process has six
steps. First, based on annual test results, the
State Department of Education (DOE) iden-
tifies the worst performers among schools that
fail to attain the minimum registration stan-
dard: 90 percent of students meeting or
exceeding the state performance benchmark.
These schools are placed under Registration
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Review and their respective local boards of
education are notified that the schools are at
risk of having their registration revoked. This
notification includes 2 summary of the specif-
ic performance gains the school must achieve
to lift the SURR designation.*

Second, the local board of education,
upon learning of a school’s designation, is
required to notify the parents of students who
attend the school and to disclose the informa-
tion at the next public board meeting.>

Third, after public notification, the Srate
DOE forms teams, led by district superin-
tendents and comprised of teachers, board
members, curriculum specialists and other
education cxperi:s, parents, and state staff, to
conduct a “resource, planning and program
audit” of the school. This audit leads to a
report that provides the offending school with
improvement recommendations in the areas
of instruction, curriculum, assessment, man-
agement, and leadership; staff qualifications
and professional development; parent and
community involvement; discipline; safety
and sccurity; instructional supplies and mate-
rials; the physical plant and facilities; and djs-
trict-level support for school improvement
efforts.>

Fourth, the districts in which the failing
schools are located must develop “corrective
action plans” to address the audits findings.
The State DOE expects these plans to be
developed in consultation with school staff,
parents, and community members, and, in the
case of New York City schools governed by
community school boards, with the district
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superintendents and staff. This plan is submit-
ted to the State DOE and revised annualily
while the school is under registration review,
Similarly, the school, in consultation with
State DOE and district staff, including the
superintendent who leads the review team, is
required to develop 2 “comprehensive educa-
tion plan” based on its districts corrective
action plan. This plan, too, is submitted to the
State DOE and revised annually while the
school is under registration review.’

Fifth, the State DOE periodically moni-
tors the progress at the district and school ley-
els to ensure successful implementation of
both plans. The school is given up to three
years to demonstrate improved student results.
If it does, the local board of education may
request that the State DOE remove the school
from Registration Review status. ™

Sixth, and finally, if the school does not
make progress, “and if no extenuating circum-
stances exist,” the State Commissioner of
Education recommends to the Board of
Regents that its registration be revoked. The
school is shut down and its students sent o
other schools based on a plan developed by the

Commissioner.””

While schools are in the Registration
Review process, they receive support and tech-
nical assistance from the State DOE and from
their local districts. Thus, for cxample, in
1999-2000, all New York City SURR schools
(which typically make up 90 percent of all
SURR schools in the state®® had the following

resotirees available to them:

* New York Technical Assistance Cenier
(NYTAC) ar New York University,
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which provided curriculum-based par-
ent training and support to parents;

* State DOE-sponsored reading and
mathematics institutes for school staff;

* Access to a State DOE- and New York
City Board of Education-sponsored pre-
kindergarten conference;

* Technical assistance ro compete for
state-funded learning technology grants;

* Signing bonuses, performance pay, and
loan forgiveness programs to recruic and
retain qualified teachers and principals;

and

* Mandated professional development
days at the beginning of the school year,
plus an onsite Teacher Center in each
school to coordinate professional devel-

C)lI)I'I]v‘i‘.l’lt.59

In addition, a subset of the New York City
SURR  schools was entrusted o the
Chancellor’s District, an administrative entity
created in 1996 by then Chancellor Rudolph
Crew to consolidate the City’s most challeng-
ing schools—55 of them at the outser—under
one administrative entity.* In 1999-2000,
Chancellor’s District schools received addi-
tional assistance consisting of a 45-minute
extension of the school day, and class size
reductions to 20 students in grades K-3 and
25 students in grades 4-8.5!

Thus, in the formal SURR process and in
the specific supports provided to SURR
schools, one can see several intervention
strategies at work simultaneously: identifica-
tion, planning, technical assistance, profes-
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sional development, more time, and the threat
of closing schools. In addition, several New
York City SURR schools have undergone a
version of reconstitution, termed “redesign,”
in which the school administration and at
least half the seaff changes.?

Does SURR work?

Since its inception in 1989, 243 schools
have received SURR designation. Of these,
116 schools (48 percent) have improved
enough to be removed from the list (thar is,
they met the state criteria for sufficient per-
formance improvement), 100 (41 percent) are
currently on the SURR list, and 27 (11 per-
cent) have been shut down.% Thus, abour half
of the schools thar are designated SURR show
healthy improvement.

OF the 243 schools that have
received SURR designation,
116 schools have improved

enough to be removed

Jfrom the list

This success rate must be viewed in light
of the fact that the standards for “graduating”
from SURR are quite low. When comparing
the performance of students in SURR schools
that make it off the list with the performance
standards on statewide tests, we see a bleak
picture. Achievement tests in New York State
have four performance levels—Level 1:
Serious Academic Deficiencies; Level 2: Needs
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Extra Help; Level 3: Meets the Standards; and
Level 4: Exceeds the Standards. As of January
2000, 81 percent of 4th graders in “graduat-
ed” SURR schools were still at Leve] 2 or
below in English Language Arts (compared
with a state-wide average of 40 percent), and
64 percent were at Level 2 or below in
Mathematics (compared with a statewide aver-
age of 35 percent). Ar the eighth-grade level,
the figures were 77 percent at Level 2 or below
in English Language Arts (compared with 55
percent statewide), and 85 percent in
Mathematics (compared with 60 percent
statewide). Thus, among the 116 schools thar
improved enough to be removed from the
SURR list, over 80 percent of their students
still “need extra help” to meer state standards
or have “serious academic deficiencies” in the
two core subjects being monitored under
NCLB.% Indeed, it is nor clear thar the stan-
dard for removal from the SURR list is
enough progress to move that same school
toward the performance levels envisioned in

No Child Lef Behind.

Note, too, how the STUURR process is faring
with respect to closing schools that have lin.
gered in failure. One could argue thar, if
SURR cannot lead 1o great success, perhaps it
can at least hale abject failure. As of August
2001, 19 SURR schools (19 percent) had
been under review for more than five years.®?
The state’s established standard expects action
within three years, bur this target is being
missed by a considerable margin.

Thus, one can look at the results of the
SURR process as promising—ir seems to pro-
mote improvement in almost half of the fail-
ing schools that enter ic. This promise, howev-
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er, is hollow, as another half of jts schools do
not improve and, for those thar do, these
improvements do not assure that anywhere
near enough of their students possess suffj-
cient academic skills to pass, much less excel,
in state tests. The SURR process does not
make enough schools sufficiently better for
the students they serve. It is undoubtedly bet-
ter than no effort at all, but much more needs
to be done to exact the improvements that
New York’s failing schools really need.

Comprehensive School
Reform (CSR) in Memphis,
Tennessee

Memphis is the 21st largest school district
in the United States and the largest in
Tennessee. It has 115,000 studencs in 164
schools. That 70 percent of all pupils partici-
pate in the federal free and reduced lunch pro-
gram attests to the city’s widespread poverty.5

In 1992, Gerry House was appointed
superintendent of schools, after serving seven
years in that capacity in Chapel Hill, North
Carolina. She promptly ser abour the rask of
boosting student achievement in the Memphis
schools,” and in so doing, developed a part-
nership with New American Schools (NAS).%®
In 1995, NAS selecred Memphis as one of the
ten “scale-up” jurisdictions across the country
where its new school designs would be imple-

mented,®?

These designs resulted from a process that
began in 1991 when 686 proposals were sub-
mitted to NASDC (as NAS was then known)

for consideration. After almost a year of
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review, nine designs were selected, tested, and
refined in approximately 150 schools.”® While
NAS funded the testing and development of
these nine models, many other designs found
other resources ro support their developmenr,
Today, hundreds of different designs comprise
the universe of Comprehensive School

Reform (CSR) models.

As noted earlier, CSR models are designed
to change multiple elements and processes of
schools, including curriculum, planning, com-
munications, instruction, and assessment, in
order to boost student achievement. As the
RAND Corporation indicated in a review of
NAS models after 10 vears, “[A] critical
assumption underlying the designs is that
coherent, focused, and sustained implementa-
tion of key design components (including pro-
fessional development, curriculum and
instructional materials, content and perform-
ance standards, assessments, organization and
governance, and parent and community
involvement) will eventually change school
and classroom learning environments and
thereby students” academic outcomes.””!

At a systern-wide principals meeting in the
spring of 1995, House presented information
on eight models—six NAS models and two
independent models. Steven M. Ross of the
University of Memphis, the foremost
researcher on the Memphis CSR experience,
described them as follows:

* ATLAS establishes a pathway across
feeder schools while promoting use of
“authentic learning” activities {e.g., real-
world events affecting learners’ lives),

* Audrey Coben College orients learning
activities around specific “purposes”
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(e.g., “technology to meet human
needs”} for each semester in each grade.

* Co-NECT emphasizes integrating com-
puter technology with project-based
learning,

* Lxpeditionary Learning Outward Bound
engages students in “expeditions” con-
sisting of cooperative learning projects
that integrate content from different
subjects, such as mathematics, language
arts, social studies, and arr.

* Modern Red Schoolhouse individualizes
student progress through different edu-
cational levels (as opposed to conven-
tional grades), while using the Core
Knowledge curriculum.

* Roots and Wings is distinguished by its
inclusion of the widely used Success for
All Reading Program along with a
learner-centered math programn (Math
Wings) based on cooperative learning
and problem solving, and integrated
curricutum units (WorldLab).

* Accelerated Schools involves teachers in
defining and addressing major goals
for the schools, using colfaborative
decisionmaking, and engaging students
in “powerful learning” (i.e., learning
that is active and meaningful to

students).

* Paideia also strongly emphasizes stu-
dent-centered learning (as opposed to
teacher-direcred mstruction), fcaturing
teachers as “coaches” and students

- . . . " i
engaging in Socratic quest10n1ng.7“

Thereafter, teams of teachers, parents, and
community representatives from each school,
led by their principals, reviewed the models,
Fifty-four schools applied 1o participate in the
tirst year of this effort and 34 were selected to
launch the models in the fall. Fourteen more
schools launched in fall 1996 and 19 did s0 in
fall 1997.7 As implementation in Memphis
progressed, the program evolved from one in
which schools opted to take part, to one in
which adopting a design model became
mandatory for every school. Thus, by the fall
of 1998, all Memphis schools were imple-
menting CSR.7

Does CSR work?

Steven Ross, William Sanders, and others
have extensively analyzed student achievemnent
during the CSR initiative in Memphis.”
Making use of the sophisticated Tennessee
Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS)
developed by Sanders and colleagues at the
University of Tennessee, the research team
analyzed student scores on Tennessee’s
statewide tests of math, reading, languagc, sci-
ence, and social studies, which were adminis-
tered in grades 4 and 5.7 TVAAS s used to
estimate annual gains in student perform-
ance—a measure of the value added by cne
year of instruction for a given student or ser of
students.” The team compared the value
added by the carly-adopring CSR schools with
the value added by a set of demographically
similar schools in Memphis that were not early

adopters of CSR.7

These researchers found that the very first
set of elementary schools 1o implement CSR
added moré value within ewo years after
implementation than control group schools,
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but that the schools that implemented in 1996
and 1997 did not demonstrate similar gains
within their first two years.”” Morcover, the
researchers found that the first set of schools
continued to demonstrate greater value added
after the initial two years of reform._

LT r— 2 vk

The very first set of schools to
tmplement CSR added more
value than control group schools,
but the schools tha tmplemented
later did not demonstrare

similar gains,

The findings of Ross and colleagues
regarding Memphis’ CSR are echoed in other
research on the effects of CSR in other parts of
the country. From s inception in 1992, New
American Schools has been meticulously stud-
ied by the RAND Corporation. Over ten
years, RAND has published 13 different stud-
ies on NAS CSR implementation and effec-
tiveness. In 2002, RAND issued a study that
summarized its key findings. With respect to
student achievemnent in 163 schools, of which
Memphis was a subser, RAND found that 81
schools (50 percent) made gains relative to dis-
trict averages in mathematics, and 76 schools
(47 percent) made gains relative to district
averages in reading.®!

Another important element of the
Memphis experience is what happened after
1999. Late that year, House resigned as super-
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intendent. She was succeeded by Johnnie
Watson, who had served as deputy superin-
tendent prior to House’s arrival bue had retired
when she was appointed. Upon her departure,
Watson came our of retirement and was
appointed superintendent. After 4 year of
review, Watson decided to completely shuyr
down the CSR process in Memphis. Based on
an internal study, he concluded that the
process had failed to secure improvements in
district schools. The study’s methodology fails
to support such a sweeping conclusion®? and is
ot supported by analyses of performance in
Memphis undertaken by more objective par-
ties. Nevertheless, the superintendent, with
the support of Memphis' new mayor (who
also happened to be the superintendent Hoyse
had replaced in the district), and the leader-
ship of the Memphis Education Association,
abruptly pulled the plug on the six-year, $12
million dollar CSR effort.

Thus, as an intervention strategy;, CSR can
and does work, but the best evidence suggests
that it does so abour half the time.%
Furthermore, the costs and challcngcs associ-
ated with implementing it well are such thar
its existence can be fragile when circum.
stances—new district leadership in the case of
Mcmphis—changc.

Reconstitution in Prince
George's County, Maryland

School reconstitution typically takes place
in four steps:

1. Identifying schools that are significant-
ly underperforming on a set of meas-
ures defined by the state or districy
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2. Vacating or granting the authority to
vacate staff and administrative positions;

3. Sometimes appointing a new principal;
and

4. Hiring back a proportion of incumbent
teachers and filling the rest of the posi-
tions with new staff.3

Why do this? Decision makers undertak-
ing school reconstitutions typically work from
these assumptions:

* That reconstitution will create more
capable (skilled} and committed (will-
ing) school faculty and staff:

* That the new faculty and swaff will,
based on their skills and cominitment,
redesign the failing school; and

* That the redesigned school will improve
student achievemnent, ®

In 1997, Jerome Clark was superintendent
of the Prince George’s County, Maryland
Public Schools, a district with 125,000 sty-
dents in 164 schools located in the suburbs of
Washington, DC. He had served in this capac-
ity for two years.* The district had a mixed
population of middle class suburbs and urban
poor, represented by a federal lunch program
participation rate of 40 percent. Its enrollment
is largely African-American.

By early 1997, Maryland had
identified over 50 schools as

reconstitution eligible.”

R S S R Rainii s e R =i
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During the mid-199¢s, Maryland was tak-
ing aggressive action to hold low-performing
schools accountable. The state had a two-step
process for intervening in failing schools. The
first step was to deem a school “reconsritution
cligible.” This placed schools in a probation-
ary period during which the school and dis-
trict were expected to make changes while
under increased stare monitoring.*” If the pro-
bationary schools did not improve, they
became subject to State Board reconstitution
{as noted earlier in the example of the state
takeover and outsourcing of three Baltimore
City schools in 2000). By carly 1997,
Maryland had identified over 50 schools as
“reconstitution eligible.” Ar that point, no
Prince George's County school had been
named to the state list. Nevertheless, prompt-
ed by the state’s new focus and believing that
“we should not wait for the scare o come in
and tell us o do something,” on May 30,
1997, Clark announced he would reconstiture
six county schools himself: Glassmanor,
Ridgecrest, Riverdale, and Thomas Stone
Elementary Schools; and Benjamin Stoddert
and Drew Freeman Middle Schools. 8 All of
the staff in the schools, from principal to jan-
itor, were relieved of their positions, though
they were also invited to reapply. If not inter-
ested in returning to their schools of not re-
hired, they were guaranteed jobs in other djs-
trict schools.””  Clark’s intent “was ro send a
strong message that we couldn’t do business as

usual,”??

By mid-fuly, 1997, the process of consid-
ering staffers for their former jobs was com-
plete.  Clark rehired the principal of
Glassmanor Eiementary School, who had only
been there for two years. The five other prin-
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cipals were reassigned within the district, and
two principals, two vice principals, and a dean
of academic affairs from other district schools
were selected to lead the reconstituted schools.
Throughout this process, the Prince George’s
County Educators’ Association, the jocal
teachers’ union, took a neutral stance on

Clark’s efforts. *t

Quer three years of reconstitution, rwo
of the six schools strongly outpaced the
average gain for the state.

]

Lo aataess

Among the teaching staff, 157 of the 246
released teachers reapplied for their old jobs,
and 108 were rehired. Thus, 44 percent of the
teaching force of the reconstituted schools
returned for the 1997.98 year.”?

During the summer, restructuring reams
from each school, consisting of teachers, par-
ents, and other community members, created
improvement plans. By fall, the reconstituted

Table 2. Progress made by reconstituted schools

schools, deemed “21st Century Reform
Schools,” made several programmatic changes.
For example, Stoddert Middle School imple-
mented block scheduling, increasing the
amount of time spent on core subjects by 50
percent.” Glassmanor Elementary revamped
its library and departmentalized instruction to
have one teacher teach reading, Ianguage arts
and social studies, and another teach math
and science. Riverdale Elementary improved
its computer lab, began after-school tutoring,
and hired a full-time youth development coor-
dinator.” [n addition, a central offjce
“instructional content team” was assigned to
devise special programs for these schools.”

Was reconstitution an effective strategy to
raise student achievement? Ar the time,
Maryland administered tests in reading, writ-
ing, Ianguagc usage, mathematics, science, and
social studies in grades 3, 5, and § as part of the
Maryland School Performance Assessment
Program (MSPAP). From student test scores,
the state calculated a Composite Index (CI) as
an indicator of the average performance of 3
school’s pupils across all six MSPAP content
areas.” Relevant Cls are noted in Table 2.7

School 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Difference

{1997-2000)
Benjamin Stoddert Middle 18.9 222 18.1 23.9 25.8 +3.6
Drew Freeman Middle 15.8 21.8 16.7 129 19.1 -2.7
Glassmanor Elementary 11.2 14.0 12.8 26.6 14.0 +2.0
Ridgecrest Elementary 12.2 14.0 23.3 222 29.8 +15.8
Riverdale Elementary 13.0 13.5 15.4 11.4 154 +1.9
Thomas Stone Elementary 120 17.4 12.8 14.8 46.0 +28.6
District 25.6 29.5 321 311 31.0 +1.5

| State 40.7 418 44.1 43.8 45.3 +35 J
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The 1996 data represent the school per-
formance on which Clark based his decision
to reconstitute the schools, and 1997 data rep-
resent the schools’ performance for the final
year prior to reconstitution. Over three years
of reconstitution, two of the sjx schools
strongly outpaced the average gain for the
state. A third school, Benjamin Stodderr,
gained ground commensurate with the state
gain. But the remaining three schools lagged
behind statewide gains. Thus, one of the six
schools was able to “cacch up” with its peer
schools by virtue of the strong performance
gains it made, one made substantial gains and
appeared to be on a path to catching up with
its peers, while the remaining four remained
far behind the state average. In Prince George’s
County, ar least, the results of this particular
feconstitution turned our to be decidedly

mixed.

This result mirrors the results from recon-
stitution efforts in other locations where it has
been implemented—effective in improving
student achievemnent in some schools, bur
yielding little or no improvement in others.?®
In a study on reconstitution for the Joyce and
Spencer Foundations, Kent Peterson of the
University of Wisconsin, draws seven lessons:

1. Thar reconstitution is “an enormously
complex and difficult process of school

reform”;

2. That implementing states and districts
have taken widely different approaches

Lo reconstitution;

3. That student achievemnent resulcs vary
among reconstituted schools;
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4. That reconstitution “takes an enor-
mous amount of resources, skills,
knowledge, and leadership” and that
districts “need to commic some of their
best people and fnany resources to sup-
port reconstitution”;

5.That care is required in each stage of
reconsriturion—preparing, during, after
the initial buzz subsides-——in order for it
to have a chance to succeed;

6.That “highly qualified, skilled school
[eadership remains critical to success™;

and

7.Thar districes need to consider the
many unintended consequences atten-
dant to reconstitution efforts (e.g., low
teacher morale and political conflicr).”?

Returning to Prince George’s County, it is
important to note two important elements of
the interventions there. First, a key assump-
tion of reconstitution is thar a more skilled
and committed school staff wil] replace the old
staff. In Prince Georges Couny, however,
only two of the six new principals hired to run
the reconstituted schools had any meaningful
principal experience, and the majority of the
staff in the new schools came from outside the
district. Second, upon reconstituting the
schools, there is little evidence that major pro-
grammatic changes accompanied the new
staff. This is not surprising given how much of
the reconstituted staff was new——they likely
spent a great deal of time acclimating them-
selves to each other, to relarively inexperienced
school leaders, and, for some teachers, to the
district itself. An interesting question for fur-
ther research is whether those districts that
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hew most closely to the initial assumptions of
reconstitution noted above find grearer success

when they move to reconstitute schools,

Thus, as an intervention strategy, reconsti-
rution can work and has worked in some
instances, but its success rate js fimited.



Conclusions and Implications

Conclusions

The intervention experience offers several
lessons as we look toward the promise of No

Child Left Behind.

1. Some turnaround efforts have
improved schools

There are examples of successful turn.
arounds. Dozens of schools have benefited
from the technical assistance efforts of various
states: half the schools in Memphis improved
under Comprehensive School Reform, two of
Prince George’s County’s schools have bencfi.
ed meaningfully from being reconstituced,
and several New Jersey schools’ test scores
improved, prompred by the district takeover.
The intervention experience shows that some
schools can go from failure to success,

2. Success is not the norm

While there have been successful turn-
arounds, the intervention experience is
marked more by valiant effort than by notable
success. Among many of the intervention
types, a “success rate” of 50 percent is high and
most interventions yield positive outcomes at
lower rates. For efforts such as the New York
SURR process, moreover, any assessment of
the success rate of the intervention needs to
take into consideration not just whether there
is timprovement, burt also how much tmprove-
ment is taking place. This concern might legit-
mmately bear on other places and interven-

tions, too.
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3. No particular intervention type appears
clearly more successful than any other

Among the 17 intervention types
reviewed, there was no specific strategy that
resulted in compelling evidence that it js supe-
rior to other interventions in terms of effec-
tiveness. In the more than 100 books, journal
articles, research briefs, presentations, web.-
sites, newspaper articles, and TEPOTEs On inter-
ventions reviewed for this paper, there is, at
present, no strong evidence that any particular
intervention type works most of the time or in
most places. To the contrary, the research base
offers many instances where interventions that
are successful in one setting fail in another.

4. Standard cost-benefit analyses of
interventions may be misplaced

Since one cannot make major distinctions
among the success rates of interventions, one
might wonder if we can use a cost-benefit
analysis to inform the use of intervention
strategies. That is, one might ask which inter-
ventions offer the most bang for the buck.
Standard cost-benefit analyses cannot work
with interventions because it is the severity of
the school’s or districts failure that determines
which intervention is most appropriate. In
Mmany states, strong intervention strategies are
reserved for use afrer moderate and mild
strategies have failed. This process typically
results in the most broken schools and districts
being subject to the most severe interventions.
(After all, mild and moderate strategies should
“work” for the schools that have much of the
will and skill needed to fix themselves.)
Accordingly, urying to compare costs and ben-
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cfits reveals little. The most severe school or
district failures typically face the strongest
interventions, which, as described carlier, typ-
ically carry with them the highest political and
financial costs. Thus, while mild and moder-
ate strategies appear to offer the mosr bang for
the buck, they are least likely to work on the
severest school and districr failures.

3. School leadership is a common thread
in successful turnarounds

While no particular intervention strategy
leads to a high success rate, upon careful
examination there is a common thread found
in successful turnaround effores: good school-
level leadership. In most instances where a
school made real gains, a strong and typically
experienced principal was part of the efforr.
This sentiment was echoed in conversations
with several superintendents who have under-
taken turnaround efforts, 00

6. Stronger intervention strategies are
difficult and costly

Barbara Byrd-Bennerr’s frequent plane
trips, Jersey City’s dust-up over the Copernican
Plan, and New York decision makers being the
subject of protests over their actions to close
failing schools demonstrate thar turnaround
efforts are not easy. They carry high political
costs, and there are often backlash and unin-
tended consequences associated with trying to
improve the lot of failing schools.

7. Most decisionmakers accept failure
rather than intervene

One of the ironies of the intervention
experience is that those superintendents, edu-
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cation commissioners, governors, state boards
of education, and others who have had the
courage to aggressively address failing schools
are far more likely to receive criticism for their
lack of success than praise for their efforts.
While it is important to know that turn-
around efforts have not had high success rates,
it is equally important 1o recognize that those
who make the effort to change a weak princi-
pal, find the resources to support quality pro-
fessional development, or take on the chal-
lenge of implementing comprehensive school
reform are typically the exception, not the
norm. While there are over 8,000 failing
schools in this country, the relative paucity of
examples provided by the intervention experi-
ence shows just how infrequently real action
has been taken. Indeed, criticism is more
properly directed at the many who have failed
to act than at those who have shown the
gumption to do so.

8. Interventions are typically implemented
as packages, not discrete actions

As noted previously, interventions are typ-
tcally implemented as groups, not individual-
ly. Furthermore, these groups vary as decision-
makers facing different conrexts mix and
match various stratcgies to form the response
they feel most appropriate to their particular
failing school.

9. Interventions are hard to sustain

As illustrated in Memphis and New Jersey,
it is very difficult to sustain the momentum
behind a turnaround effort as political cir-
cumstances change. Too bften, it is the injtial
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act of intervention itself thac captures most
attention, nort the hard sustained work of
improving performance thac the intervention
is designed to support.

10. Interventions are uneven in
implementation and unpredictable in
practice

This report has described a set of discrete
interventions and laid out a three-tiered typol-
ogy that allows one to better understand how
to think about them. NCLB has similarly
offered a menu of potential interventions, The
intervention experience has taught us, howev-
er, that the implementation of these interven-
tions is uneven and unpredictable in practice.

Implications

Two major sets of implications flow from
the intervention experience and the conclu-
sions outlined above. First, there are implica-
tions for decisionmakers who wili consider
when, how and with what strategies to inter-
vene in a failing school. These are:

1. The specific intervention strategy is
not important. Whart's important js
having the right mix of people, cnergy,
timing, and other elements— particu-
larly school leadership—thar together

contribute to success, !

2. Interventions come in many forms and
fHavors, and for each circumstance a
different package might be appropri-

ate.

3. Don hesitate to mix and match.
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4. Stick around (i.c., don pass judgment
too fast). Where interventions have
been associated with success, it is typi-
cally two to three years before these
results manifest themselves in rest

scares,

5. You will be criticized and sometimes
vilified. Your efforts may be discarded
when you leave. But know thar you do
have colleagues who are fighting the
same fight and taking on the same bar.
tes.

6. Don't expect anything to work every
time or everywhere.

The second set of tmplications concerns
No Child Left Behind. The intervention expe-
riences of the last decade suggest that there are
three ways in which we ought to recognize the
significant limits of whar that ambitious law
promises:

1. The law may expect too much too fast.
If successful interventions rake two to
three years to begin to manifest results
in terms of AYE then the measures of
success may prove slower than many of
the law’s timelines tolerate. There may
need to be some give in the current
process to prevent jarring changes in
schools where success is on the hori-
zon, but where the performance meas-
ures are not sufficiently sensitive 1o
provide real-time evidence of this, That
“give” should not be allowed to lead to
the type of list-lingering onc finds with
SURR schools, but should take care to
avoid throwing successful turnarounds

off track.
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2. States and districts should prepare for
the challenge of widespread changes
among a large number of schools by
the 2007-08 school year. Since we have
only seen a limited success rate for
interventions to date, unless districts
and states miraculously improve on
what they've done, we can plan to see
thousands of schools undergo the sig-
nificant upheavals envisioned by the
“restructuring” requirements of NCLB,
State and local decisionmakers will
need to begin considering how to han-
dle the changes tha these restrucrur-

ings will prompt.

Some children will still need more
than NCLB promises. While “restruc-
turing” is the final step in NCLB inter-
vention process, the experience in
states and districts over the past decade
indicates thar restructuring will not
always lead to improved schools.
Reconstitutions and takeovers have
resulted in many changes, but nor all
of their predicted— or needed—
improvements. If we know this now,
then we can project that even in those
states and districes that implement the
law most aggressively, there will still be
children suffering in failing institu-
tions. We need to consider other,
more, and betrer options than we have
to date concerning how to address

b

these needs.

Thus, No Child Left Behind will force
many districts and states to move more force-
fully to meet the needs of students in failing
schools. These actions should yield improved

Can Failing Schools be Fixed?

opportunities and better educationa quality
in some instances. If, however, we are gen-
uinely concerned about the needs of children
left behind, more—much more—wil] need to
be done. The intervention experience provides
litle evidence to suggest that NCLB will lead
to the revolurion that failing schools need and
that the children in them most assuredly
deserve.
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APPENDIX A

Interventions Mandated in the No Child Left Behind Act of 200119

By Districts into Schools

School Improvement

1. Provide students with the o
within the district™®

- Develop ar revise a school improvement plan]04

ption to enroll in another school within in the district or a charter school

- Implement a comprehensive school reform model'%

- Provide targeted professional development for the teachers and principal'%

- Provide technical assistance to failing school%”

- Promore parental involvement in the school!%®

- Provide before and after school activities, summer learning, and/or an exrended school year!??

Oowc\m.p\um

. 11
. Implement a teacher mentoring program ¢

9. Provide students with the option of tutoring services'!!

Corrective Action
10. Replace school staff who are the cause of the continued low performance'1?
1. Institute 2 new curriculum'!3
12. Significantly decrease management authority at the school!4
13. Appoint an ourside expert to advise the school'!?
4. Extend the school day or year' ¢
I5. Restructure the internal organizational structure of the schoo]!!?

Restructuring
16. Reopen school as 2 public charter school!1®
17. Replace all or nearly all of the schoof staff—“reconstitution

. N i
18. Outsource school to a for-profit or other ourside prowder1~0

»119

. 21
19. Turn over operation of the school to the stage!

By States Into Districts

District Improvement
20. Develop or revise a district improvement plan'??
21. Dedicate at least 10 percenc of district Title I funds to teacher professional development!??
22. Provide before and after school activities, summer learning, or an extended school year'?*
23. Provide technical assistance to failing district'®

. . . . 2
24. Promote parental involvement in the district! %6
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Corrective Action
25. Defer funds or reduce districe administrative funds!?’

26. Impose new curriculum on district! 28

27. Replace district personnel deemed relevant 1o low-performance!?’
28. Remove schools from district jurisdiction '3

29. Replace superintendent and school board??!

30. Abolish or restructure the school diserict'3?

31L. Permit students o transfer to a school in another school districe!*?



APPENDIX B

The Intervention Experience

ni.bowdoin.edu.

Intervention Type Example(s) Application

Identification: Place schooi(s) on Low * 17 states place Frequent
Performing Schools, Watch, or Failing low-performing schools on a for-
Schools list mal list'34
Planning: Require school(s) to create an * Pinellas County, FL?35 Frequent
1mproveTnen.t pfan, or require district(s) to * Baltimore County, MD'%
engage in district-wide planning process{es) 137
(e.g., Strategic Planning, Baldridge, etc)) * Chicago, Il
Technical Assistance: Provide technical ¢ Baltimore, MD Frequent
assistance to schoolis) or hire an outside .

* Chicago, IL

expert to do so
‘ * Los Angeles, CA

* Dade County, FL,

* Kentucky

* lowa

* Mississippi

* Bureau of Indian Affairs Schools'38
* North Carolina'3®

* Oregon™®

* New York, NY

* Alabama’®

—
Professional Development: Increase staff * Boston, MA'%? Frequent
l . . .
deve opment, |ncludlng teacher mentoring e Green Bay, Wi'43
Parent Involvement: Mandate creation of * Atlanta, GA'™ Frequent
programs ta increase parental involvement
Tutoring: Provide students with supplemental * Chicago, IL Frequent

educational services * Hiltsborough County, FL1
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"MODERATE

Intervention Type

Example(s) Application

Add School Time: Create before & after school
programs, Saturday learning opportunities,
extended school year, programs, and/or
reorganize use of time, such as block
scheduling

* Cheverly, MD'% Frequent

* Jersey City, NJ

Reorganize School: Change organizational
structure within the schooal, for example
school-based decision making

* Smithland, Ky'? Limited

Comprehensive School Reform: Impose or
require the selection and implementation of a
Comprehensive School Reform model

* Memphis, TN'18 Limited

* New Jersey

Change Principal: Change school principal

* Chicago, IL" Limited

* Brevard County, FL150

Intervention Type

Example(s) Application

Reconstitution; Complete or near complete
change in staff

School Takeover: Takeover of school by
state/removal of school from district Jurisdiction

* Brevard County, FL Limited
* Chicago, IL"!

* Cleveland, OH'52

* Denver, CO'™3

* Houston, TX'*

* New York, NY'55

* Portland, OR'%¢

* Prince George's County, MD%7
* San Francisco, CA'58

* Baltimore, MD Limited
* Gadsen City, AL

* Montgomery County, At.

* Anriston City, AL

* Bessemer City, AL'S?
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Example(s) Application
* Baltimore, MD Limited

Intervention Type

District Takeover: State (or its designee)
removes and replaces school board and * Chicago, IL

superintendent
* Compton, CA

* Detroit, M|
* Hartford, CT

* Jersey City, Paterson, and
Newark NJ

* Philadelphia and
Chester Upland, PA

* Roosevelt, NY

* Washington, DC
Close School: Close school & remove * New York Limited

accreditation, registration, etc.
Choice: Permit & fund students to choose * Florida Limited
another school within district, in another

district, a charter school, or a private school

Curriculum Change: Impose new curriculum * Paterson, NJ Limited
on school(s)
Outsource: Outsource school to far-profit * Chelsea, MA Limited

provider, non-profit provider, or college or * Baltimore, MD140

university
. Philadel‘phfa, PA

Redirection of Funds: State defers some Never Used

expenditures or cuts district administrative
budget
M_%_L&_ﬁ—a‘_uﬁ_ﬁ_ﬁ_ -
Withholding of Funds: Withholg funding to Never Used
low-performing school

Close District: State abolishes or restructures Never Used
the district
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