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Executive Summary

The Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program is one response to the persistent failure
of some schools to provide students with educational opportunities to meet high standards for
learning. The program was formed in an atmosphere of increased focus on school accountability
and provides both a framework and the funding to enable schools to change their organization
and practices so all students can achieve high standards.

In 1998, Congress appropriated $145 million for the Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration (CSRD) program. It was designed not as an add-on to be placed on top of already
existing programs and efforts but as a way to encourage schools to integrate local, state, and
federal resources into a comprehensive effort that would better meet student learning needs. Like
schoolwide Title I programs, CSRD was intended to help schools use multiple sources of funds
and integrate programs while allowing flexibility and enhancing accountability for student
learning. Its unique aspect was the expectation that schools would collaborate with expert
partners to implement whole-school reform models that had a strong research base and a
successful replication record.

With the passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2002, CSR became a fully
authorized program and is no longer a demonstration program. Further, NCLB described 11
components of comprehensive school reform (Exhibit E-1), and, some argue, focused less on
models than on the underlying processes that facilitate the kinds of changes needed in order for
schools to ensure that all students learn.
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Exhibit E-1
Eleven Components of Comprehensive School Reform
Described in the No Child Left Behind Act

Proven methods and strategies for student learning, teaching, and school management that are based
on scientifically based research and effective practices and have been replicated successfully in
schools with diverse characteristics.

Comprehensive design for effective school functioning, integrating instruction, assessment,
classroom management, and professional development and aligning these functions into a schoolwide
reform plan designed to enable all students to meet challenging state content and performance
standards and address needs identified through a school needs assessment.

Professional development. High-quality and continuous teacher and staff professional development
and training.

Measurable goals for student performance and benchmarks for meeting those goals.
Support from staff. Support from school faculty, administrators, and staff.
Support for staff. Support for school faculty, administrators, and staff. (Added in 2001)

Parent and community involvement. Meaningful involvement of parents and the local community
in planning and implementing school improvement activities.

External assistance. High-quality external support and assistance from a comprehensive school
reform entity (which may be a university) with experience in schoolwide reform and improvement.

Evaluation. Plan to evaluate the implementation of school reforms and the student results achieved.

Coordination of resources. Identification of how other available resources (federal, state, local, or
private) will help the school coordinate services to support and sustain the school reform.

Scientifically based research. Scientifically based research to significantly improve the academic
achievement of students participating in such programs as compared with students in schools who
have not participated in such programs or strong evidence that such programs will significantly
improve the academic achievement of participating children. (Added in 2001)

Source: No Child Left Behind Act, Title I, Part F, Section 1606.

Study Purpose

The Longitudinal Assessment of Comprehensive School Reform Implementation and

Outcomes (LACIO) responds to the NCLB Act’s requirement for an evaluation of the federal
Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program. The legislation stipulates two broad goals for
the evaluation: first, to evaluate the implementation and outcomes achieved by schools after
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three years of implementing comprehensive school reforms and, second, to assess the
effectiveness of comprehensive school reform in schools with diverse characteristics. In order to
address these requirements, the study focused on four evaluation questions:

1. How are CSR funds being targeted?

2. How is comprehensive school reform implemented in schools receiving CSR funds,
in schools receiving Title | funds and in other schools?

3. What is the relationship between CSR implementation and student achievement
outcomes?

4. What conditions (at the state and district level) influence the implementation of
comprehensive reform programs?

This report presents data collected from a random sample of 400 CSR schools that received
funding in 2002 and 400 non-CSR schools with similar demographic and achievement
characteristics.! It draws from three data sources—school-level surveys of principals and
teachers, the National School-Level State Assessment Score Database and the National Center
for Educational Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (CCD). The data were collected in
spring 2003 at the end of the first year of CSR implementation (2002-03). The emphasis in this
report is on the first two evaluation questions that focus on school reform activities and the
targeting of CSR program funds.

First-Year Findings

The first year of the evaluation has yielded information with implications for federal
policy. The implications relate to two key findings:

e Although both CSR and non-CSR schools are engaged in reform, reform in
CSR schools is more likely to include adoption of models and other activities
closely associated with research-based models.

e CSR funds are strongly targeted to high-poverty schools and low-performing
schools, and schools receiving CSR funds are lower performing than are other
schools with similar demographic characteristics at the time they receive
awards.

1 The sample of 400 represents 36 percent of the approximately 1,100 schools reported to receive CSR funds for the calendar
year 2002. As a random sample, it does not mirror the universe on all characteristics. The distribution of the sample across locale
and school level were comparable to the distributions of the universe, while reading and mathematics scores were slightly higher
for the CSR sample. Similarly, the non-CSR schools, which were required to be in the same districts as the sample schools and
with no current or past CSR funding, had slightly higher baseline achievement levels. These comparison schools represent the
best available matches given these requirements. Further, analyses of achievement outcomes will control for variables such as
achievement and poverty level, among others.



Implementation of School Reform Activities in CSR Schools and Other Schools

Both CSR and non-CSR schools reported they were implementing specific activities that
prior research indicates are associated with reform. However, as discussed below, the CSR
schools differed from the non-CSR schools in their implementation of components directly
related to selecting, implementing and evaluating models for reform. Further, CSR funding
seems to contribute to building capacity for ongoing reform, with schools reporting more school
activity that reflects coherence and cohesiveness during the first year of implementation (2002-
03) compared with the previous year.

ScHoOL IMPROVEMENT PLANS

Nearly all schools in the sample (CSR and non-CSR schools) reported they had formal
comprehensive plans for school reform. Principals at both CSR and non-CSR schools indicated
these plans included components similar to the 11 CSR components, although CSR schools were
more likely to report seeking research evidence about a proposed reform and adopting a reform
created outside of the school.

Teachers and school administrators were involved in selecting the reform model or
approach being implemented, both at CSR schools and non-CSR schools. However, the
school board and the district central office played a more significant role in selecting
reform at non-CSR schools than at CSR schools, indicating more *“top-down” requirements
for changes in practice in non-CSR schools. One third of CSR schools reported that the district
central office was one of several entities responsible for selecting the reform, compared with 57
percent of non-CSR schools, which reported this method. Non-CSR schools reported that school
board members were involved in the decision at a higher rate than did CSR schools (24 percent
for non-CSR schools compared with 15 percent of CSR schools) (Exhibit E-2). Further, state or
district mandates were more likely to contribute to the selection of reform at non-CSR schools
(60 percent) than at CSR schools (31 percent).



Exhibit E-2
Entities Involved in Selecting a Reform Model or Approach at the School

100% -
80% -
76%
i (0)
60% 66%0 63% 63%
57% 57%
40% -
36%
20% - 24%
O% l T T T 1
School Teachers School District central Parents School Board*
improvement administrators office*
team
‘ICSR Schools O Non-CSR Schools ‘

*Difference is statistically significant at the .01 level.

Exhibit reads: School staff were involved in selecting a reform model or approach at both
CSR and non-CSR schools. However, the district central office (57 percent) and school
boards (24 percent) had a greater role at non-CSR schools than at CSR schools (34
percent; 15 percent).

A higher percentage of CSR principals reported their schools had a comprehensive
written plan in the first year of CSR implementation, 2002-03, (93 percent) as compared
with the previous year (75 percent), indicating some influence of CSR. In contrast, principals
in non-CSR schools reported little change (89 percent had comprehensive written plans in 2002-
03, compared with 86 percent in 2001-02). In addition, CSR schools were significantly more
likely to report engaging in whole school reform in 2002-03 (76 percent) than the prior year
(55 percent).

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Professional development for all teachers was included in the school reform plan
more frequently in CSR schools than in non-CSR schools. A greater number of CSR
schools than non-CSR schools provided more than 10 days for professional development
and received on-site assistance from external supporters.

Ninety percent of CSR schools included professional development for all teachers in their
school reform plan compared with 73 percent of non-CSR schools. CSR schools also provided
more than 10 days for professional development more often than did non-CSR schools (56
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percent as compared with 39 percent). External assistance providers supported reform efforts on-
site in significantly more CSR schools (86 percent) than non-CSR schools (57 percent). Finally,
formal evaluation plans in CSR schools were more likely to include assessment of the utility of
external assistance than such plans in non-CSR schools (41 percent vs. 30 percent) (Exhibit E-3).

Exhibit E-3
Status of Professional Development in School Reform
CSRschools  ON-CSR

schools

I_:’rofessm_nal develqpment for all teachers is 90% 7306%

included in school improvement plan

School _prowdes 10 or more days for 56% 3906%

professional development

School receives on site support for reform 86% 5704%

efforts from external providers

Schoo_l_evaluatlon plan mcludes assessment of 41% 3006*

the utility of external assistance

*Difference is statistically significant at the .01 level.

Exhibit reads: In CSR schools as compared with non-CSR schools, professional
development more often was included in the school reform plan (90 percent vs. 73
percent), offered for over 10 days (56 percent vs. 39 percent) and took the form of on-site
assistance from external sources (86 percent vs. 57 percent).

Teacher participation in grade-level or content area teams increased significantly in CSR
schools in 2002-03, compared with 2001-02. In addition, CSR teachers reported receiving more
days of professional development in 2002-03 than in the prior year, and the training was more
focused on issues related to reform (Exhibit E-4).
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Exhibit E-4
Types of Professional Development in Which CSR Teachers Participated During the
First Year of Reform Implementation (2002-03) Compared with the Previous Year

100% -

80% - 1849
73%
60% | 0 67%
54% 0o
(0}
40% - 46%
20%
0% . . ‘ ‘ . . .
Reading/lang. Model Mathematics Intrepreting Consistency Instructional Monitoring  Consistency with
arts implementation reports with content strategies students' assessments

progress

[02001-02 M2002-03 |

Difference is statistically significant at the .01 level for all items.

Exhibit reads: CSR teachers were much more likely to receive training on model
implementation (85 percent), monitoring students’ progress (70 percent) and interpreting
reports (83 percent) in 2002-03, compared with 2001-02 (the year prior to CSR
implementation).

SUPPORT FOR SCHOOL REFORM

Significant differences existed between CSR and non-CSR schools in the type of support
they receive. As might be predicted, CSR schools were far more likely to receive support
from a model developer than non-CSR schools (31 percent vs. 6 percent). However, non-CSR
schools were more likely to report receiving support for school reform efforts from the
district than were CSR schools (72 percent of non-CSR schools vs. 34 percent of CSR schools)
(Exhibit E-5).
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Exhibit E-5
Entity Primarily Responsible for Supporting Reform Efforts at the School

100% -

80% -

72%
60% -

40% -

20% -

0
0% 6% |

School district* Reform program developer*

‘ICSR Schools O Non-CSR Schools ‘

*Difference is statistically significant at the .01 level.

Exhibit reads: CSR schools were far more likely to identify model developers as the
primary supporters of reform at their school (31 percent for CSR schools vs. 6 percent for
non-CSR schools). Conversely, non-CSR schools (72 percent) reported more district
support for school reform efforts than did CSR schools (34 percent).

States and districts were more likely to provide funds for reform to non-CSR schools
than to CSR schools. Discretionary district funds went to 58 percent of non-CSR schools
compared with 44 percent of CSR schools. Special state grants were awarded to 53 percent of
non-CSR schools compared with 44 percent of CSR schools (Exhibit E-6). Further, in 2002-03,
districts supported different kinds of activities in CSR schools as compared with the previous
year. Districts were more likely to help CSR schools select a school reform model in 2002-03
(45 percent) than in 2001-02 (32 percent) but were less likely to provide CSR schools with
professional development for school reform in 2002-03 (72 percent) than in 2001-02 (86
percent).
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Exhibit E-6
Sources of Funding that Contribute to Implementation
and Operation of School Reform

100% ~

80% -

60% -

58%

53%
40% +

20% -

0% -

Discretionary district funds* Special state grants*

‘ICSR Schools O Non-CSR Schools ‘

*Difference is statistically significant at the .01 level.

Exhibit reads: Special state grants and district discretionary funds were more commonly
used for reform at non-CSR schools (58 percent for district funds; 53 percent for state
funds) than at CSR schools (44 percent for each source of funds).

SUMMARY OF CSR IMPLEMENTATION

CSR comprises 11 components whose interaction may improve schools. Respondents to
the survey indicated that both CSR and non-CSR schools were implementing a number of the
components. However, CSR schools were more likely than non-CSR schools to implement
components most associated with adopting a model. Consequently, the presences of some similar
components in CSR and non-CSR schools may not indicate equal progress toward reform nor
lead to equal outcomes for students. The differences in the components that are implemented in
CSR and non-CSR schools may well encompass different interactions, which, in turn affect the
extent to which schools are coherent and cohesive, enabling them to provide students with
focused and challenging opportunities to learn to high standards.

CSR schools, as compared with non-CSR schools, were more likely to implement the
following components:

e Adopt externally developed strategies that have been replicated. They did so
by:
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- Identifying a specific reform model (85 percent compared with 49
percent).

- Using evidence from research that the reform model chosen improves
student achievement (42 percent compared with 26 percent).

e Provide more continuous professional development. They did so by:

- Including professional development activities for all teachers (90 percent
compared with 73 percent).

- Allocating over 10 days to teacher professional development (56 percent
compared with 39 percent).

e Include measurable goals for student performance associated with the reform
model (57 percent compared with 41 percent).

e Reflect support from staff by including a formal vote by teachers for the
reform model (82 percent compared with 55 percent).

e Provide support for staff by receiving on-site consulting relevant to the reform
(85 percent compared with 57 percent).

e Evaluate the reform. They did so by:

- Including the requirements of the reform model in the scope and content
of evaluation (66 percent compared with 42 percent).

- Assessing the utility of external assistance (41 percent compared with 30
percent).

In sum, both CSR and non-CSR schools exhibited many aspects of comprehensive reform.
However, CSR schools were more likely to adopt externally developed models. Other
differences between the two types of schools were related to model adoption.

Targeting of CSR Funds

The legislation intends for CSR funds to be targeted to low-performing schools that serve
high-need students.

CSR funds were strongly targeted to high-poverty schools and those with high
concentrations of minority students. Almost half (45 percent) of CSR schools had poverty
rates of at least 75 percent, nearly three times greater than the percentage of all schools in this
highest-poverty group (16 percent) and close to double the percentage of Title I schools (26
percent) (Exhibit E-7). Similarly, schools with high concentrations of minority students (75
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percent or higher) accounted for nearly half (47 percent) of CSR schools, compared with 30
percent of Title I schools and 21 percent of all schools. CSR schools were much more likely to
be located in urban areas (46 percent of CSR schools) than were Title | schools (26 percent) or
all schools (25 percent). Rural schools were equally represented among CSR schools, Title |
schools and all schools (13 percent of each group). CSR schools were less likely than Title I and
all schools to be located in suburbs and towns.

The distribution of CSR schools by poverty and minority status was similar to the
distribution of Title I schoolwide programs—not a surprising finding, because both
programs are targeted to high-need schools. For example, the highest-poverty schools
accounted for 45 percent of CSR schools and 42 percent of Title | schoolwides. However, CSR
schools were more likely to be located in urban areas (46 percent) than were Title I schoolwides
(37 percent). The proportion of CSR schools that were operating Title | schoolwide programs
was 56 percent, compared with 25 percent of all schools operating Title | schoolwide programs.

Exhibit E-7
Distribution of CSR Schools and Other Schools by School Poverty Rate

100% -

16%
26%

80% - 45% 42%

21%

60% -

0 75-100%

0% | [150-74%

m 25-49%

20% +

m0-24%

0% -

CSR Schools Title | Schoolwide  All Title I Schools All Schools
Programs

Exhibit reads: Almost half (45 percent) of CSR schools had poverty rates of at least 75
percent, nearly three times greater than the percentage of all schools in this high poverty
group (16 percent) and close to double the percentage of Title | schools (26 percent). The
distribution of high poverty CSR schools was similar to the distribution of Title |
schoolwide programs (42 percent).

At the time of funding, CSR schools were significantly more likely to report that they
were identified as a low-performing school according to the criteria used in their state (46
percent) at the time of award than were the non-CSR schools (28 percent). When they received
CSR funding they were also more likely to have received state sanctions due to low performance
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(11 percent as compared with 3 percent). These are additional indicators that CSR funds are
being targeted to schools in need of improvement.

CSR schools had lower baseline achievement scores than did Title | schoolwides in
reading and mathematics at most grade levels (elementary, middle, and high school) at the
time the awards were made. For example, in elementary and middle grades, students in CSR
schools scored an average of .4 standard deviations lower in reading and math achievement than
students in Title | schoolwides. Further, the difference was true regardless of school locale or
poverty level, a further indication of targeting.

Conclusion

Taken together, the findings about CSR implementation and targeting raise interesting
questions. One such question is whether the use of CSR funds accelerates reform in the lowest
performing schools. States and districts seem to have targeted CSR funds to those schools that
have the greatest need to change practices in order to support high achievement for all students.
With CSR funds, the schools were more likely to adopt models, focus professional development,
and track student performance than were non-CSR schools. Both CSR and non-CSR schools
were engaged in other reform activities. In subsequent years, the evaluation will provide
information about whether CSR schools implement more reform components more thoroughly
than do non-CSR schools. If they do, CSR can be seen as adding value to improvement by
providing a mechanism that focuses efforts and enables school staff to organize themselves in
ways that offer greater educational opportunities for students. Perhaps CSR helps schools jump-
start improvement.

Second, data from the first year of this evaluation indicate that all schools in the sample are
engaged in many aspects of what the legislation defines as “comprehensive school reform.”
Consequently, the study carries implications about the nature of reform in general. Most low-
performing schools in the non-CSR group are making efforts to improve. Questions then arise as
to whether the efforts are associated with improved outcomes: Do schools succeed in reform
without models to organize them? Are models only important in the lowest performing schools?
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I. Introduction

This report of the Longitudinal Assessment of Comprehensive School Reform
Implementation and Outcomes (LACIO) responds to the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act’s
requirement that an evaluation of the federal Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program be
completed. The legislation stipulates two broad goals for the evaluation:

e To evaluate the implementation and results achieved by schools after three
years of implementing comprehensive school reforms.

e To assess the effectiveness of comprehensive school reform in schools with
diverse characteristics.

The federal CSR program provides funds to states, which, in turn make grants to schools to
support comprehensive reform. The intention is that the vast majority of these schools will be
Title 1 schools “in need of substantially improving” their student achievement levels. Further, the
CSR program delineates 11 components of “comprehensive school reform,” which are supported
by research and evaluation.

This first-year report begins with an overview of the context for the CSR program, a
description of its history, and a description of the 11 components of comprehensive school
reform included in NCLB. It then addresses the goals of NCLB by presenting preliminary
findings related to implementation of CSR and an examination of the types of schools receiving
CSR program funding. The report includes information drawn from surveys sent to 400 CSR
program schools (“CSR schools”) and 400 matched non-CSR program schools (“non-CSR
schools”) that examine the presence and characteristics of the 11 components of CSR, as well as
other elements (e.g., school organization) that prior research has shown to be associated with
successful program implementation.

Background

Comprehensive school reform was a response to the persistent failure of some schools to
provide students with educational opportunities to meet high standards. As state and federal
governments have increased emphasis on academic standards, they have also increasingly held
schools accountable for ensuring that students meet those standards. However, they have also
provided guidance and funds to help schools change so students can successfully achieve high
standards. CSR constitutes one mechanism for providing such assistance.

This section provides background on CSR, including the relationship of the program to
ongoing efforts to hold schools accountable for results and the history of CSR as a program
funded through the U.S. Department of Education (ED). It then moves to a discussion of the
purpose of this evaluation, including how the study addresses emerging issues in CSR and the
evaluation questions from NCLB. The section concludes with an overview of the report.



Assessment, Accountability, and Schoolwide Reform

Since 1965, the federal government has authorized formula grants to states and local
education agencies (LEASs) for the education of elementary and secondary students with low
academic achievement who are enrolled in schools serving low-income areas. These grants,
known as Title I, were designed to accomplish four primary goals:

e Provide supplemental education to students eligible for services.

e Provide additional funding to schools and LEAs serving high concentrations
of children from low-income families.

e Focus educators on the needs of special student populations.

e Improve the academic achievement of eligible students, reduce performance
gaps between advantaged and disadvantaged students, and assist eligible
students in meeting high academic standards.

In 1994, Congress changed the focus of Title | programs in the Improving America’s
Schools Act (IASA). This act, which reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), included Title I provisions calling for schools that receive Title I funds to set high
standards for all students, to assess all students relative to these standards, to report results to the
public, and to make instructional and structural changes to ensure that all students have the
opportunity to meet these standards (Quenemoen et al. 2001). This movement, part of standards-
based reform, marked a shift away from providing disadvantaged students with basic skills and
toward more advanced content and performance standards for all students.

The authorization signaled a new focus on schoolwide reform for Title I schools serving
high concentrations of low-performing, high-poverty students (U.S. Department of Education
2001). This focus came as evaluations suggested that targeted, “pull-out” education programs for
students, the previous use of Title | funds, showed no clear positive effect on student
achievement in high poverty schools. In fact, studies showed that pulling students out of their
regular classes for special programs disrupted the classroom, stigmatized the students, reduced
time spent in the regular class with their peers, and yielded uneven instruction (U.S. Department
of Education 1997). In contrast, studies supported the notion that schoolwide reform would
benefit even the most low achieving students by raising standards, implementing a challenging
curriculum, and assessing learning (U.S. Department of Education 1996a; U.S. Department of
Education 1996b; U.S Department of Education 1993).

As a result, schools with high concentrations of high-poverty students were allowed to pool
resources and encouraged to use these resources to leverage additional funds, as well as to
integrate programs related to curriculum, parent involvement, professional development, and
drug prevention (U.S. Department of Education 1998). The U.S. Department of Education
identified several characteristics of schoolwide programs including:



e A comprehensive approach that integrates the whole school (students, faculty,
parents, and the community), uses data to assess students’ needs, and then ties
instructional and assessment practices in all curricular areas to this
understanding.

e A focus on examining and reforming the curriculum in multiple subject areas,
not simply one or a few.

e Collaboration between the school and district to implement reform, where the
school receives autonomy in areas such as management, budget, and program
development, while also getting district support and funding.

e Strong leadership from the principal to shape a common vision.

e Qualified professionals who receive professional development, small classes,
and the right materials and equipment to facilitate excellent teaching.

e An environment where everyone believes in the ability of students to achieve
high standards—with no exceptions.

e Accountability measures that monitor student progress, use data to
continuously improve teaching and learning, and provide the necessary
support for success (U.S. Department of Education 1998).

Of course, change or reform is a complicated, demanding process. For change to take hold,
consistent leadership is needed, as is support from the district (Finnan 2000; U.S. Department of
Education 2000a; Stringfield et al. 1997). School reform is a political process requiring buy-in
from a broad range of constituencies, including teachers, parents, and the larger community;
developing this buy-in takes time. These challenges to reform are further complicated by
changing expectations for schools, the growth of new programs, and the dismantling of old
ones—all of which take staff time and can create a culture of cynicism about change (Sarason
1996).

NCLB raises the stakes for schools, particularly low-performing schools. As with earlier
Title 1 authorizations, schools are required to make “adequate yearly progress” (AYP) toward
state achievement standards. In addition, NCLB tightens requirements about how such progress
is shown by mandating annual testing and reporting outcomes of key subgroups of students.
Further, Title I schools “in need of substantially improving” student achievement levels can be
subject to sanctions. Such schools also must make supplemental services available to students
and can, if the need for improvement persists, be reconstituted. Students can also receive
opportunities to attend different schools.

The stakes, therefore, are high. Schools must focus on student achievement and change
curriculum, instruction, organization, and other elements to meet students' needs better. CSR is a
source of both ideas and funds to bring about school reform designed to facilitate schools’
abilities to meet accountability requirements.



The Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) Program

In 1998, Congress appropriated $145 million for the Comprehensive School Reform
Demonstration program (CSRD). It was designed as a way to encourage schools to engage in a
comprehensive effort that would better meet student learning needs (U.S. Department of
Education 2000a). CSRD was not to be an add-on placed on top of already existing programs
and efforts but a way to encourage schools to integrate local, state, and federal resources to bring
about improved student learning (U.S. Department of Education 1999).

Like schoolwide Title I programs, CSRD was intended to help schools leverage funds from
both public and private sources and integrate programs while giving them flexibility and
enhancing accountability for student learning. Its unique aspect, relative to other Title | programs
and the 1ASA legislation, was the expectation that schools collaborate with expert partners to
implement whole-school reform programs that had a strong research base and a successful
replication record (Hale 2000).

As its cornerstone, CSRD had nine criteria that the reform programs used by funded
schools had to meet (U.S. Department of Education 1999; U.S. Congress 105th Session). The
legislation offered 17 programs as examples of the models schools might choose to employ but
enabled schools to choose other models, combine models, or create their own reform programs,
provided they met the nine criteria. The models include some developed for a school’s entire
curriculum, some models focused on specific content areas, and process models that guide
schools through the development of their own vision and corresponding materials and practices.
In addition, schools had the option of crafting their own models (Hale 2000). A quick review of
the models adopted by schools in the first cycle of CSRD funding indicates that subject-specific
(mainly reading) models were among the "top 30" models adopted by schools
(http://www.sedl.org/csrd/awards.html). Further, schools implemented different configurations
of the nine components, with some schools focusing on fewer than all nine.

The CSRD appropriation spurred a dramatic growth in school reform. Even prior to CSRD,
more than 2,100 schools were affiliated with one of three schoolwide reform programs (Success
for All, School Development Project, or Accelerated Schools) (Consortium for Policy Research
in Education 1998). The CSRD initiative was expected to more than double the number of
schools embarking on such reform efforts (Consortium for Policy Research in Education 1998).
As of September 2000, 1,800 schools had received CSRD funds (U.S. Department of Education
2000b). About 2,000 schools were funded as a result of the next round of applications for CSRD
funds. Several states have adopted initiatives similar to CSRD. States such as Colorado, Hawaii,
Wisconsin, and North Carolina have used the CSRD model to restructure their efforts at reform,
providing similar grants to districts in their states; other states (Oregon, Tennessee, and West
Virginia) used the CSRD model to guide how they distribute Title | and state school
improvement funds (U.S. Department of Education 2000Db).

With the passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in 2001, CSR became a fully
authorized program and is no longer considered a demonstration program. Further, NCLB
described 11 components of comprehensive school reform (Exhibit 1) and did not include a list
of models.



Exhibit 1
Eleven Components of Comprehensive School Reform
Described in the No Child Left Behind Act

»= Proven methods and strategies for student learning, teaching, and school management that are based
on scientifically based research and effective practices, and have been replicated successfully in
schools with diverse characteristics.

= Comprehensive design for effective school functioning, integrating instruction, assessment,
classroom management, and professional development and aligning these functions into a schoolwide
reform plan designed to enable all students to meet challenging state content and performance
standards and address needs identified through a school needs assessment.

= Professional development. High-quality and continuous teacher and staff professional development
and training.

= Measurable goals for student performance and benchmarks for meeting those goals.
= Support from staff. Support from school faculty, administrators, and staff.
= Support for staff. Support for school faculty, administrators, and staff. (Added in 2001)

= Parent and community involvement. Meaningful involvement of parents and the local community
in planning and implementing school improvement activities.

= External assistance. High-quality external support and assistance from a comprehensive school
reform entity (which may be a university) with experience in schoolwide reform and improvement.

= Evaluation. Plan to evaluate the implementation of school reforms and the student results achieved.

= Coordination of resources. Identification of how other available resources (federal, state, local, or
private) will help the school coordinate services to support and sustain the school reform.

= Scientifically based research. Scientifically based research to significantly improve the academic
achievement of students participating in such programs as compared with students in schools who
have not participated in such programs; or strong evidence that such programs will significantly
improve the academic achievement of participating children. (Added in 2001)

Source: No Child Left Behind Act, Title I, Part F, Section 1606.

The schools included in this evaluation received funding starting in 2002. States applied the
NCLB definition of comprehensive reform to the schools they funded as described in the
Department's guidance for the program, despite the fact that some funding came from earlier
appropriations. The 11 components, then, frame the study. The underlying questions related to
implementation are:




e To what extent do schools receiving CSR funding implement the 11
components?

e How is implementation of reform in CSR schools different in schools,
particularly Title I schoolwides, that do not receive program funding?

This report focuses on the implementation question in the first year of funding. Later
reports will assess progress on implementing the components and will relate implementation to
outcomes in both CSR and non-CSR schools.

Study Purpose

The CSR program has evolved along with the changing context for education. It is one
approach to improving opportunities for students in low-performing schools. NCLB includes
other approaches, some of which focus on students (e.g., access to supplemental services; the
option to transfer students to higher performing schools) and some of which focus on improving
the schools (e.g., schoolwide Title I; CSR; professional development). Further, federal, state, and
district policies create increased pressure on low-performing schools because accountability for
results has increased. Such pressure could potentially increase “CSR-like” activities in non-CSR
schools. As a result, the study, while focused on CSR, has implications for how all schools in
need of improvement may serve their students better. This section focuses first on the potential
implications of the evaluation and then moves to the questions that guided the evaluation,
placing them within the broader context as well.

Emerging Issues in CSR

CSR as a program facilitates access to models with scientifically based evidence of their
effectiveness. It also articulates a set of principles (in the form of components) that are designed
to reform low-performing schools so students in such schools can meet high standards. The
current study is evaluating the extent to which CSR achieves its objectives. As such, the findings
of the study will have broad implications for both policy and practice. This section points to a
few such implications and places this evaluation within the framework of earlier CSR-related
research and evaluation related.

This study represents an important change in evaluating CSR. Whereas earlier evaluations
focused strongly on models, this evaluation focuses on comprehensive school reform as
manifested in the 11 components and interactions among them. Examples of work focused on
models abound. Borman, Hewes, Overman, and Brown used meta-analysis to review “research
on the achievement effects of comprehensive school reform (CSR) and summarizes the specific
effects of 29 widely implemented models” (Borman et al. 2003). Similarly, Desimone addressed
the question “Can comprehensive school reform models be successfully implemented?”
(Desimone 2002). Both articles focus attention on the use of “proven strategies and proven
methods for student learning, teaching and school management” that have “been found to have
strong evidence that such programs will significantly improve the academic achievement of
participating children” (components 1 and 11). They also include some discussion of a
“comprehensive design for effective school functioning,” “high quality and continuous teacher
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and staff professional development,” and support by “teachers, principals and administrators”
(components 2, 3, and 5).

As NCLB makes clear, the use of scientifically based research is not confined to adopting
models. The principle of basing practice on scientific research runs throughout the law.
However, CSR focuses on principles beyond a single subject or service to students. CSR
presumes that low-performing schools, as institutions, should (and can) change to serve students
more effectively. The institutional focus of CSR differentiates it from, for example, programs
that focus on improving reading instruction or any other curriculum area. Further, CSR assumes
that comprehensiveness itself is a spur to reform. Although NCLB includes 11 components of
comprehensiveness, their nature is such that interactions among them (and with the context in
which the school exists) are expected to lead to greater impact than each of them alone or even a
subset of them. In short, the CSR components are not a checklist for comprehensiveness, but
rather are indicators of coherence and cohesiveness of school structures and processes
(Newmann et al. 2001). This evaluation provides a vehicle for addressing such views
empirically.

As a result of the evaluation, ED will have information about the extent to which CSR
helps low-performing schools change practices and improve outcomes with appropriate support,
including support in implementing research-based practices and organizational structures.

Evaluation Questions

In NCLB, Congress required a national evaluation to: (1) evaluate the implementation and
results achieved by schools after three years of implementing comprehensive school reforms; and
(2) assess the effectiveness of comprehensive school reforms in schools with diverse
characteristics (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, P.L., 107-110). In order to address these
requirements, this study is focused on four broad questions:

1. How are CSR funds being targeted?

- Are states targeting CSR funds to low-performing and under-performing
schools in both urban and rural areas? Does the funding reach students at
all grade levels?

2. How is comprehensive school reform implemented in schools receiving CSR funds,
in schools receiving Title I funds, and in other schools?

- How well have schools implemented the eleven components of
comprehensive school reform identified in the NCLB Act of 2001?

- What types of school reform