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Executive Summary

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) aims to strengthen state Title I accountability
systems to spur the improvement needed to reach the law’s goals: that all students will reach
proficiency by 2013-14. NCLB requires states and districts to report and act on student test
results in a host of new ways. Among the many actions states and districts must take under
NCLB’s accountability system are identifying schools that repeatedly do not make progress,
providing assistance to schools that need to improve, and offering more choices to parents.

To understand how states, districts, and schools are implementing these accountability
provisions, the U.S. Department of Education commissioned the Evaluation of Title I
Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE) beginning with the 2001-02
school year as a baseline year and continuing for two more years. The study has gathered data
from educators in schools, district offices, and state education agencies through surveys and
interviews and from parents through focus groups. This report covers the 2002-03 school year,
and focuses on how the following key aspects of Title I accountability provisions in NCLB were
carried out during the first year NCLB was in effect: the assistance and interventions provided to
Title I schools identified for improvement, the steps these schools are taking to improve, and
public school choice and supplemental services offered to students in these schools.

States were not required to have everything in place during 2002-03, but they were
expected to implement many key accountability provisions and meet certain benchmarks for
others. Findings from 2001-02 suggested that states, districts, and schools were well positioned
to meet the requirements of NCLB but would need to make substantial changes to fully meet the
challenges of the new law. Findings from 2002-03 show that states and districts were making
progress in implementing accountability systems under NCLB, but big gaps remained between
their existing systems of accountability and the vision embodied in NCLB of coherent systems
that support all schools and all students to reach high standards.

Context for the 2002-03 School Year

The consequences outlined in NCLB for identified schools and districts were to be applied
during the law’s first full year, the 2002-03 school year, making identified schools and districts
in 2002-03 the first to be subject to NLCB accountability requirements. Because states were
developing adequate yearly progress (AYP) definitions following NCLB criteria during 2002-03,
these definitions were not applied to identify schools and districts in that year. Instead, NCLB
laid out transition rules for 2002-03: schools and districts were to be identified based on their
improvement status as of Jan. 7, 2002—the day before NCLB was enacted. For example, a
school in its first year of improvement as of Jan. 7, 2002, was to be identified as a school in its
first year of improvement under NCLB. Similarly, a school in its second year of improvement
as of Jan. 7, 2002, was to be identified as a school in its second year of improvement under
NCLB. The exception to these transition rules was that a school in improvement on Jan. 7 that
had made one year of AYP in 2000-01 and could exit improvement status if it also made AYP
based on its 2001-02 assessment results. States were also permitted to identify schools for



improvement in 2002-03 that had missed AYP for the first time based on their 2000-01
assessment results (and thus were not identified for improvement as of Jan. 7, 2002) and also
missed AYP based on their 2001-02 assessment results. Similar transition rules applied to
districts.

Despite the transition rules, case study data indicate that other issues contributed to the
challenge of achieving widespread understanding of which schools were identified in 2002-03,
such as changes in some state assessments, the presence in some states of parallel state
accountability systems that use criteria different from AYP, anticipated changes to state
definitions of AYP under NCLB, and ongoing confusion at the local level about school
identification status. For example, in 30 percent of the study’s Title I schools identified for
improvement in 2001-02 that continued to be identified in 2002-03, the principal was not aware
of the school’s status.

Because of transitional policies that applied for only 2002-03 and new definitions of AYP
under NCLB to be implemented in 2003-04, inferences about trends in numbers of schools and
districts identified for improvement should be made with caution. In addition, because the
incentives underlying NCLB cannot be expected to have their full effect if schools and districts
do not know which schools are identified for improvement, in light of evidence of some
confusion at the local level about which schools were identified, data from 2002-03 should be
considered only a first glimpse into the influence of NCLB. The report for the final year of this
study, 2003-04, will show how implementation of NCLB is changing during its first few years.

Title | Schools and Districts Identified for Improvement

Under NCLB, schools that do not make AYP for two consecutive years must be “identified
for improvement.” The same rule applies to districts.

In 2002-03, 6,000 schools were identified for improvement under Title I, representing
13 percent of all Title I schools nationwide. About 9,000 schools were identified in 2001-02.
Less than half (46 percent) of the Title I schools that had been identified for improvement in
2001-02 continued to be identified in 2002-03. Schools that remained in improvement status did
not differ on factors such as district and school size and poverty level, and school level
(elementary, middle or high school) from schools that were no longer identified. About one-
third (approximately 2,000) of the identified schools in 2002-03 were newly identified.

A similar pattern held for districts identified for improvement. In 2002-03, eight states
reported they had identified any of their districts for improvement, and the number of districts
identified for improvement decreased from 15 percent in 2001-02 to 5 percent in 2002-03.

Of roughly 11,200 districts nationwide with Title I schools, 16 percent (around 1,900)
had at least one identified Title I school in 2002-03 compared with 26 percent (around
2,900) in 2001-02—a decline of 10 percent.' Of the Title I schools identified in 2002-03, a

' The district sample is a nationally representative sample of all districts receiving Title I funds. Percentages can

vary from estimated numbers due to rounding of estimates. These estimates are based on data from the TASSIE
Eligibility Dataset and vary slightly from estimates derived from respondents to the district survey due to
rounding (see page xviii).



higher percentage were located in urban and high-poverty districts than in rural and lower-
poverty districts (see Exhibit S1), but almost half (47 percent) were still located in districts with
enrollments under 10,449 students (52 percent in 2001-02).

Exhibit S1

Title | Schools Identified for Improvement and All Title | Schools in 2002-03,
by District Size, Location and Poverty Distributions

Number of Percent of
Title | schools Percent of all schools
identified for Title | identified Percent of all identified within
improvement schools Title | schools categories
District size, by student
enrollment
Small (200 to 3,503) 1,738 29 40 9
Medium (3,504 to 10, 448) 883 15 24 8
Large (10, 449 to 37,740) 1,246 21 17 15
Very large (>37, 740) 2,135 36 19 24
Total 6,002 100 100 13
Location

Rural 1,766 29 42 9

Suburban 1,416 24 32 9

Urban 2,820 47 25 23

Total 6,002 100 100 13

District poverty, by percent of

children living in poverty
Lowest poverty (<11 percent) 701 12 23 6
Middle poverty (11 to 22 percent) 1,682 28 36 10
Highest poverty (>22 percent) 3,618 60 41 18
Total 6,002 100 100 13

Exhibit reads: An estimated 1,738 Title I schools in small districts were identified for improvement in 2002-03,
which represent 29 percent of all identified Title I schools in the nation. Small districts contained an estimated
19,188 Title I schools overall, or 40 percent of all Title I schools. In small districts, an estimated 9 percent of

Title I schools (i.e., 1,738 divided by 19,188) had been identified for improvement.

Most districts with identified Title I schools had very few identified schools overall.
Across all districts with identified Title I schools, the majority (57 percent) had only one school
identified and tended to be small districts with few schools (see Exhibit S2). In terms of
proportions, 39 percent of districts with identified schools had less than a quarter of their schools
identified for improvement and 12 percent had over three-quarters of their schools identified.
Smaller districts were more likely than others to have high proportions of identified schools

because their total number of schools is small.
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Exhibit S2

Distribution of Identified Title | Schools Across All Districts
and Districts With Identified Title | Schools

Number of schools Percent of districts
identified for improvement | Percent of all districts |with identified schools
0 84 NA
1 10 57
2 3 15
3-4 2 13
5-12 2 10
13+ <1 2

Exhibit reads: Eighty-four percent of all districts had no Title I schools identified for
improvement in 2002-03. Fifty-seven percent of districts with identified schools had only
one identified school.

School Improvement and District Assistance in Identified Schools

NCLB requires states and districts to have systems of support in place for Title I schools
identified for improvement. States must establish statewide systems of school support and
districts must provide ongoing technical assistance to schools as they develop and implement
their school plans. In particular, districts must help schools analyze student achievement data
and develop plans for improvement, revise their budgets so that resources are effectively
allocated to the activities most likely to increase student academic achievement, implement
professional development, and put in place instructional practices that have shown evidence of
effectiveness.

Although most states and districts provided school support teams or distinguished
educators to identified schools in 2002-03, a third of states had not done so, and many
identified schools reported that they had not received either of these forms of assistance.’
Twenty-eight states organized school support teams, distinguished educators, or both to provide
assistance to identified schools. Similarly, nearly two-thirds (61 percent) of districts provided
support teams, principal coaches or mentors, or distinguished educators to identified schools.
This assistance ranged from occasional visits to full-time presence in the school.’

However, nearly two-thirds (62 percent) of principals of schools that continued to be
identified in 2002-03 reported that their schools had nof received help from a school support
team, a principal coach or mentor, or a distinguished teacher (see Exhibit S3). The proportion of
schools receiving at least one of these forms of assistance had not improved since the year
before. In fact, assistance from school support teams was received by fewer schools in 2002-03

Identified schools in this section refer to the sample of Title I schools that were identified for improvement in both
2001-02 and 2002-03. In 2001-02, the sample of identified schools was nationally representative. In 2002-03, the
sample is the subset that were continuously identified in both years.

Descriptive statements without reference to statistics are based on case studies of 20 schools and their 15 districts.
These data were used to enhance understanding of survey results.
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(28 percent) than the previous year (46 percent). This drop is surprising, since these schools had
been identified for one additional year, and therefore should have been in even greater need of
assistance.

Exhibit S3

School Reports of On-site Assistance, Among
Title | Schools That Continued to Be Identified for Improvement

Percent of identified schools reporting
that they received assistance

School support team 25
Principal mentor or coach 20
Distinguished teacher 13

Any of these forms of assistance (i.e., school support

team, principal mentor, or distinguished teacher) 38

Exhibit reads: Twenty-five percent of all Title I schools that continued to be identified for improvement in 2002-03
reported that they received help from a school support team.

Even when continuously identified schools were located in districts or states that provided
some form of on-site assistance, the proportion reporting that they received that assistance was
still low. Among schools in districts that fielded school support teams, only a third reported that
they received assistance from a team. Similarly, only a third of the continuously identified
schools located in states that fielded support teams reported that they received assistance from a
team. Although 91 percent of schools that continued to be identified for improvement in 2002-
03 were located in districts or in states that reported offering some type of on-site assistance to
identified schools (either school support teams, distinguished teachers, or other types of
assistance), the evidence suggests that these forms of on-site assistance were not available to
every school.

Finally, 9 percent of schools that continued to be identified in 2002-03 were located in
districts where neither the state nor the district offered school support teams, distinguished
teachers, or principal mentors.

Not all districts and schools had the organizational capacity in place—including
staffing, time, and materials—that would enable them to provide and take advantage of
assistance; this was particularly true for small and rural districts. Small and rural
districts—which served roughly a third of all identified schools in 2002-03—had limited staff
and resources to provide assistance to identified schools. Only half (49 percent) of rural districts
provided school support teams, distinguished teachers, principal mentors, or some combination
of the three, to their identified schools, compared with three-quarters of urban districts (75
percent). In contrast, large and urban districts were more likely to provide assistance of various
kinds. For example, only one-fifth (21 percent) of small districts provided additional full-time
staff to support teacher development in identified schools whereas two-thirds (64 percent) of
very large districts provided such assistance (see Exhibit S4).
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Exhibit S4
Assistance Provided by the District to Identified Schools, by District Size

100 ~

90 A 86

80 77 74 75
K%
8 70 A 67
£ 63 % 64
e}
£ 60 57
= 53
S 50 52
< 50 — 47
E 43 45 45
E —
g 40 A
@ 33 33
©
S 304 27
= 25 o 24
8 21
g 20 18

10 A 6

0 T T T T T 1
School support team Distinguished teacher Principal mentor or  Any of these forms of More than one FTE  Additional full-time
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District size distinguished teacher, gmgloyed by t'he development
or principal mentor) district to provide
OSmall OMedium MLarge OVery Large assistance

Exhibit Reads: Among districts with identified schools, 43 percent of small districts, 57 percent of medium
sized districts, 67 percent of large districts, and 77 percent of very large districts provided school support teams
to identified schools in 2002-03.

Schools also need a minimal organizational structure in place—including adequate
staffing—to be able to benefit from assistance that is provided. In case study districts, identified
schools with minimal instructional leadership, limited resources, and high concentrations of poor
children struggled to benefit from district assistance.

School improvement efforts and district assistance focused predominantly on
increasing the use of achievement data, matching curriculum and instruction with standards
and assessments, and undertaking school planning. In their efforts to improve low-performing
schools, 86 percent of districts with identified schools reported placing a major focus on aligning
curriculum and instruction with standards and assessments and 77 percent reported a major focus

on increasing the use of student achievement data to inform instruction and school improvement
(see Exhibit S5).
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Exhibit S5

Percent of Districts That Placed a Major Focus on Strategies for Improving
Low-Performing Schools, Among Districts With Identified Schools

100
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50 +

40 - 37

Percent of districts

30 ~

20 ~

10 A

Curriculum Use of data School planning Professional ~ New curriculum or ~ School reform
alignment process development instructional model
program

School improvement strategy

Exhibit reads: Among districts with identified schools, 86 percent reported that matching curriculum and
instruction with standards, assessments, or both is a major focus of district resources for low-performing
schools.

The percentage of continuously identified schools citing the use of student achievement
data as a major focus area for school improvement increased from 75 percent in 2001-02 to 86
percent in 2002-03. However, school uses of achievement data focused more on schoolwide
planning and less on instructional decisions about students. In the case study districts, whether
or not schools used data for instructional decisions about students was related to the availability
of diagnostic data and assistance in determining its implications for instruction. Even uses of
data in planning were limited; for example, although almost all (93 percent) continuously
identified schools developed school plans, only about half (53 percent) monitored progress
toward the plan’s goals at least quarterly.

Curriculum alignment with standards and assessments was reported by districts as a major
focus of school improvement; however, integrating new curricula with existing practices was not
a focus of district or school improvement efforts. Almost one-third (32 percent) of continuously
identified schools adopted new curricula in both language arts and math in the last three years
(i.e., between 2000-01 and 2002-03). In case study districts, schools layered new
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programs on top of existing programs, raising issues of how to cope with multiple new programs
and how best to mesh the new with the old.

Of the continuously identified schools that adopted new reading or mathematics
curricula or school reform models, most reported emphasizing related professional
development or receiving a minimum level of related district assistance; fewer reported
receiving both.* For example, of the almost six in ten schools (58 percent) that continued to be
identified and reported adopting a new language arts program in the last three years, 85 percent
reported either emphasizing related professional development or receiving a minimum level of
related district assistance (see Exhibit S6). At the same time, less than half (43 percent) reported
receiving both. Similarly, almost three-quarters (71 percent) of schools adopting a new
mathematics curriculum (48 percent) reported either emphasizing related professional
development or receiving a minimum level of related district assistance while 11 percent reported
receiving both.

Districts reported providing professional development to identified schools at higher
rates than schools with adopted improvement strategies reported receiving such support.
Among districts with identified schools, 95 percent reported supporting professional development
in language arts instruction in identified schools. One would expect the highest rates of
professional development for schools adopting new curricula yet only 72 percent of such schools
reported emphasizing related professional development. This represented 42 percent of all
identified schools. A similar pattern held for mathematics. Among districts with identified
schools, 80 percent reported supporting professional development in mathematics instruction in
identified schools, yet only 38 percent of continuously identified schools that had adopted a new
mathematics curriculum reported emphasizing professional development. This represented 18
percent of all continuously identified schools. These differences might be due to the amount (for
example, only one workshop) and quality of the professional development provided by districts,
and whether or not it met the needs of the teachers. If districts provided only minimal or poor
quality training, schools were unlikely to describe it as an area of emphasis. Another reason for
the difference in responses may be that districts supported professional development in some
identified schools but not in others.

Additional school staff without classroom responsibilities (e.g., staff developers,
curriculum specialists) played an important role in school improvement in the case studies. Yet
only a third (33 percent) of districts with identified schools reported that identified schools had
been assigned additional full-time staff whose specific job was to support teacher development.
Even fewer (23 percent) continuously identified schools reported that they had been assigned
such staff by their district or state.

Although districts provided a range of assistance to identified schools, they seldom targeted
assistance and interventions only to schools identified for improvement. Districts typically
provided some kinds of assistance to a// of their schools, whether or not they were low-
performing or identified for improvement under Title I. For example, nearly three-quarters (71

* The definitions and scales underlying “emphasizing related professional development” and “receiving a minimum
level of related district assistance” are described in the appendix.
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Exhibit S6

Of Continuously Identified Schools Engaged in Different Improvement Activities,
Percent That Emphasized Related Professional Development or Received
a Minimum Level of Related District Assistance

90 85 . -
s [:I Of schools engaged in activity,
80 - percent that emphasized related
72 71 professional development OR
70 - — received a minimum level of
59 related district assitance
» 60 - 50
8 50 - 47 - ] Of schools engaged in activity,
S 43 :
9 percent that emphasized related
s 40 - 38 38 professional development
<
§ 30 - Of schools engaged in activity,
é_’ 20 - 17 ]:l percent that received a minimum
11 level of related district assistance
e 5
10 Of schools engaged in activity,
0 ‘ n percent that emphasized related
. professional development AND
New New mathematics School reform received a minimum level of
reading/language curriculum model related district assistance
arts curriculum
School improvement activity

Exhibit reads: Among schools that continued to be identified for improvement in 2002-03 and reported
implementing a new language arts program, 85 percent reported emphasizing related professional development
or receiving a minimum level of related district assistance; 72 percent reported emphasizing related
professional development; 59 percent reported receiving a minimum level of related district assistance; and 43
percent reported emphasizing related professional development and receiving a minimum level of related
district assistance.

Note: See the appendix for sample sizes and additional statistical information.

percent) of districts helped all their schools write a school improvement plan, including those
that were higher-performing. Only a small number (13 percent) provided such assistance only to
identified schools. Similar ratios held for other types of support. In addition, almost all districts
had the same reading and mathematics curriculum requirements for all schools, whether they
were higher-performing, low-performing, or identified for improvement under Title I. This may
explain why principals of continuously identified schools cited reasons of instructional
consistency (i.e., standardized curricula), not Title I identification, for adopting new reading and
language arts curricula.

Although most districts provided the same kinds of curricula and assistance to all their
schools, some attempted to provide additional resources to their low-performing schools through
targeting external grants or more intensive assistance. However, districts rarely distinguished
between schools identified for improvement and other low-performing schools because, as
observed in case study districts, schools move in and out of identification status and were
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perceived to have similar needs. This helps explain the finding that districts with low-
performing schools, none of which were identified for improvement, provided similar kinds of
support as districts with identified schools.

Public School Choice and Supplemental Services Under Title |

NCLB required districts with identified Title I schools to implement public school choice
under Title I and supplemental services as of the beginning of the 2002-03 school year. All
districts with any Title I school identified for improvement (16 percent of all Title I districts
nationwide or 1,800 school districts)’ were required to provide parents of students attending
identified Title I schools the choice to transfer their child to another public school in the district
not identified for improvement and provide transportation (see Exhibit S7). Districts with Title I
schools in their second year of improvement, corrective action or restructuring (11 percent of

Exhibit S7

Participation in Title | Choice and Supplemental Services in 2002-03,
Among Districts With Identified Schools

School choice Supplemental services
Districts:
Number required to offer option 1,800 1,100
Number where option offered 1,200 500
Percent where option offered 67% 48%
Schools:
Number where option required 6,000 1,300
Number where option offered 5,100 800
Percent where option offered 84% 58%
Students (among districts that
provided options):
Number eligible 1,535,000 592,000
Number that participated 18,000 42,000
Percent that participated 1% 7%

Exhibit reads: Among districts with identified Title I schools, an estimated 1,800 were required to offer school
choice to students enrolled in identified Title I schools and 1,100 districts were required to offer supplemental
services to low-income students in Title I schools identified for two or more years. The data presented in this

exhibit are estimates at the 95 percent confidence interval with 32 degrees of freedom and estimates have been
rounded.

Note: The number of students eligible is underestimated because not all districts that should have provided
choice and supplemental services reported providing these options and did not provide eligibility data. See
Exhibits 21, 30 and 31 for explanations regarding the limitations of these data.

> The 1,800 estimate was derived from respondents to the district survey which represented 16 percent of all Title I

districts when rounded. Survey analyses were based on the 1,800 districts with identified schools in 2002-03 (see
the appendix regarding statistical analyses).
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districts nationwide or 1,100 LEAs) were required to offer supplemental services (e.g., tutoring)
in addition to school choice. Because Title I school choice and supplemental services were new
requirements for most districts in 2002-03 (though some more limited Title I choice
requirements applied to certain schools in 1999-2000), implementation for most districts in
2002-03 represented their initial efforts to implement these requirements.

The majority of districts required to offer school choice to parents of students
attending a Title I identified school did so in 2002-03. Two-thirds (67 percent) of districts
with identified Title I schools (about 1,200 districts) offered public school choice and 62 percent
of districts with identified schools offered all non-identified schools in the district as an option to
parents of students in Title I identified schools (see Exhibit S8). Districts that provided Title I
choice included approximately 5,100 identified schools or 84 percent of the identified Title I
schools in 2002-03. Districts that did not offer public school choice (33 percent of those
required to do so) were predominantly small, rural, and poor.

Exhibit S8

School Choice Options Available to Parents of Children Enrolled in
Identified Title | Schools, Among Districts That Provided Choice

. . . Percent of districts
School choice options provided with identified schools

All other schools in the district at the appropriate grade 62

level that are not identified for improvement under Title |

A subset of schools that have been paired with the sending 19

school

All other schools within a certain geographic zone 15

Public schools outside the district 5

Other 8

Exhibit reads: Among all districts with identified schools that offered Title I choice, 62 percent
offered all other schools in the districts at the appropriate grade level that were not identified for
improvement as a choice option.

In 2002-03, few parents exercised their option to transfer to a non-identified school.
In the 67 percent of districts that offered choice under Title I, there were an estimated 1.5 million
students eligible to exercise choice because they attended an identified Title I school. About 2
percent (28,000 students) requested a transfer to a non-identified school and about 1 percent
(18,000 students) then transferred to another school. Over three-quarters (77 percent) of districts
with identified schools that offered choice had nine or fewer students transfer out of identified
schools. Eighteen percent had between 10 and 99 students and 5 percent had 100 or more
students transfer out of identified schools.

As was true in 2001-02, districts pointed to lack of space and an inability to create
additional space as the greatest challenges to successful implementation of public school choice
in 2002-03. NCLB does not exempt districts facing these obstacles from the requirement to
offer Title I choice, although districts may take capacity into account when deciding which
schools to offer as transfer options. Small districts were more likely than others to have
responded that no alternate schools existed or that transportation was a serious problem, whereas
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suburban districts were more likely than others to have responded that lack of space in alternate
schools was a serious problem. Given the smaller number of middle and high schools compared
to elementary schools in a district, choices for students in the upper grades were far more limited
in all districts and essentially nonexistent in small and rural districts.

About half of the districts required to offer supplemental services in 2002-03 did so;
in those districts, few students received services. Forty-eight percent of districts (an estimated
500 LEAs) required to offer supplemental services provided these services; 62 percent of
districts required to offer supplemental services made the services available to all low-income
students because demand did not exceed funding (i.e., the amount equal to 20 percent of the
district Title I, Part A, allocation). As was true with choice, districts that did not offer
supplemental services were predominantly small, rural, and poor. Of the 592,000 eligible
students in districts that offered supplemental services in approximately 800 identified Title I
schools, Eoughly 7 percent (42,000 students) received services from an approved provider in
2002-03.

Approved providers in 2002-03 represented a variety of organizations, but private
providers (e.g., not-for-profit private groups or for-profit organizations) made up the largest
percentage (70 percent), many of which were national providers. Although the numbers of
providers in states continued to increase in 2003, they did not adequately address some local
needs: providers were scarce in rural areas, some did not serve districts with small numbers of
students for financial reasons, and some did not serve students with special needs. These were
among the challenges districts faced in ensuring the provision of supplemental services in 2002-
03 (see Exhibit S9).

Parents faced challenges in understanding their options and in acting on them. Many
districts (55 percent) with identified Title I schools that provided choice missed the deadline to
notify parents of students in these schools of their public school choice option before the
beginning of the 2002-03 school year. One-fifth (21 percent) of districts with eligible students
had not communicated with parents as of spring 2003 regarding their right to receive
supplemental services because the district had not yet begun to provide those services. Delays in
identifying which schools were identified for improvement in 2002-03 and the fact that very few
states (only five) had given a list of approved providers to districts before the beginning of the
2002-03 school year contributed to the delays in notifying parents. Even when parents received
notification materials, they did not necessarily understand the information contained in the
materials and some districts did not clearly communicate the options open to them.

Nevertheless, according to focus groups with parents in identified schools, awareness of
options appeared to be only one factor that influenced parents’ choices. Few parents requested
supplemental services for reasons that included preexisting after-school programs or providers

% Only 55 percent of the 11 percent of districts required to offer supplemental services in 2002-03 reported that they
had students eligible to receive supplemental services and, hence, the number of students eligible for
supplemental services is underestimated (but the number of students receiving supplemental services is not since
these data are based on districts actually providing services).
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Exhibit S9

Challenges Faced by Districts That Implemented Supplemental Services,
Among Districts That Provided Services

Great Moderate Small Not at

Type of challenge extent extent extent all
Lack of providers in the area 48 6 6 41
Lz?\ck of an established reputation for providers 18 27 o4 30
with parents
Competition from existing after-school programs 16 8 33 44
Inadequacy of an amount equal to 20% of the
district’s Title | allocation for meeting all requests
for services or providing transportation to all 6 3 11 81
students who request a transfer to alternate
schools
Inadequate time fqr parents to learn about 3 13 29 62
supplemental services
Inadequate information for parents about

) 1 8 20 71

supplemental services

Exhibit reads: Among districts required to offer and provided supplemental services in 2002-03, 48 percent
responded that a lack of providers in the area was a challenge to a great extent to implement supplemental
services, 6 percent responded that such a lack was a challenge to a moderate extent, 6 percent responded that
it was a challenge to a small extent, and 41 percent responded that it was not a challenge.

located far from the school. Similarly, the small percentage of students that requested a transfer
to a non-identified school were associated with several factors parents considered other than the
school’s identification for improvement. Parent focus groups revealed that parents were
concerned about the performance of their children rather than the school as a whole and
considered factors such as the availability of special programs and services, qualities of
individual staff members, proximity of the school, and a desire to have their children with others
from the neighborhood.

Corrective Actions

NCLB requires districts to take a set of corrective actions with schools that do not make
AYP for two years after being identified for improvement (“corrective action” schools). These
actions range from those that overlap with assistance and support (e.g., requiring a new research-
based curriculum) to those that are clearly interventions (e.g., replacing school staf¥).

Few districts in 2002-03 had identified schools subject to corrective actions; therefore, the
impacts of NCLB’s corrective actions were not broad. Only about 400 districts (4 percent)
nationwide reported that they had schools identified for improvement for three years or more;
most focused on assistance (i.e., requiring the implementation of a new research-based
curriculum.
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Conclusions

During the first year NCLB was in effect, states, most districts, and schools took actions
consistent with NCLB requirements, but the gap between the expectations of the law and
practice remained large in 2002-03: not all NCLB reporting requirements had been implemented,
two-thirds of identified schools reported no access to certain key forms of state or district on-site
assistance, school improvement efforts were often not accompanied by related professional
development or other supports, a third of districts with identified schools did not provide public
school choice, and half of districts with schools identified for two or more years did not offer
supplemental services. States and districts with more established organizational structures for
supporting school improvement efforts and the staff to carry them out were in a better position to
implement NCLB’s requirements than those with little or no such systems in place. Yet even in
these states and districts with established structures to support school improvement, aligning
existing practices with NCLB was proving to take time. Given the complexity of the NCLB
legislation, findings based on data from the first year of implementation should be interpreted
with caution. The full report provides more detailed 2002-03 data from both the surveys and the
case studies. The next and final report based on this study, which will focus on the 2003-04
school year, will build on findings from 2002-03 to show how NCLB implementation is
changing over time.
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| Introduction

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) aims to strengthen state Title I accountability
systems to spur the improvement needed to reach the law’s goals: that all students will reach
proficiency by 2013-14. NCLB, the 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), requires states and districts to report and act on student test results in a
host of new ways. Among the many actions states and districts must take under NCLB’s
accountability system are identifying schools that repeatedly do not make progress, providing
assistance to schools that need to improve, and offering more choices to parents.

To understand how states, districts, and schools are implementing these accountability
provisions, the U. S. Department of Education commissioned the Evaluation of Title I
Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE), beginning with 2001-02 as a
baseline year and continuing for two more years. Findings from the 2001-02 school year
suggested states, districts, and schools were well positioned to meet the requirements of NCLB
but would need to make substantial changes to fully meet the challenges of the new law. This
report covers the 2002-03 school year.

The 2002-03 school year was the first year that states and districts that received Title I
funds had to respond to the new accountability requirements in NCLB. States were not required
to have everything in place during 2002-03, but they were expected to implement many key
accountability provisions and meet certain benchmarks for others.

The consequences outlined in NCLB for identified schools and districts were to be applied
during the law’s first full year, the 2002-03 school year, making identified schools and districts
in 2002-03 the first to be subject to NLCB accountability requirements. Schools and districts,
however, were not identified based on definitions of AYP developed under NCLB. Those
definitions did not take effect until the 2003-04 school year. Rather, for 2002-03, schools and
districts maintained the improvement status they held as of Jan. 7, 2002, under the prior
authorization of ESEA. The 2002-03 data in this report thus offer only a first glimpse into the
intended influence of NCLB.

Against this backdrop, districts moved forward with notifying the public about school
performance, provided assistance to identified schools, offered school choice and supplemental
educational services to children in Title I schools identified for improvement (“identified
schools”), and applied interventions to schools that were not sufficiently improving. Similarly,
schools continued to focus on planning for and implementing improvement efforts.



The report focuses on the following key issues, tied to the major accountability provisions of
NCLB:

* The characteristics of schools and districts identified for improvement in 2002-03
(Chapter I).

*  Support provided to identified schools, the school improvement efforts undertaken by
these schools to increase student achievement, and the ways that states and districts
communicated to parents and the public about school performance (Chapter II).

» Efforts to offer public school choice and supplemental educational services to eligible
students in identified Title I schools (Chapter III).

* Interventions for identified schools—the corrective actions and restructuring or
alternative governance arrangements imposed by districts on schools that continued not
to make adequate yearly progress in 2002-03 (Chapter IV).

Background: Accountability Provisions of Title |

NCLB frames a common goal for educators: to ensure that no child, regardless of
background, is left behind by the nation’s public education system. In particular, NCLB has
strengthened accountability requirements for schools, districts, and states, and sought to address
the shortcomings and uneven implementation of accountability systems under the previous
reauthorization of Title I.

NCLB requires states to develop and implement a single, statewide accountability system
that will be effective in ensuring that all districts and schools make AYP, and to hold those
schools that do not do so accountable. The legislation was designed to help all students reach
proficiency in a specified time period (by 2013-14) by requiring that states create annual
assessments that measure what children know and can do in reading and mathematics in grades 3
through 8 as well as testing at least once between grades 10 and 12 by 2005-06, and in science
by 2007-08 (see Exhibit 1).” Assessment data are to be disaggregated for students by poverty
level, race, ethnicity, disability, and limited English proficiency (LEP) to ensure that attention is
focused on all students and that all schools are held accountable for reaching AYP targets for
students in each major subgroup at the school. To AYP calculations based primarily on state
assessment results in language arts and mathematics, NCLB adds minimum assessment
participation rates of 95 percent, graduation rates for high schools, and at least one other state-
selected academic indicator for elementary and middle schools. Annual school “report cards”
are required to provide comparative information on the quality of all schools so that parents can
make more informed choices about their children’s education. The report cards are to show not
only how well students are doing in regard to meeting standards, but also the progress that
disaggregated groups are making in closing achievement gaps.

7 NCLB does not require that science assessments be used to determine AYP.



Exhibit 1

Summary of Key NCLB Accountability Requirements

Topics

NCLB requirements

Single, statewide
system

All students must be assessed by the same state assessment, and
AYP definitions must apply to all schools and districts in the state, both
Title I and non-Title 1.

Public reporting

State and district report cards are required to include information on
state assessment results, schools and districts identified for
improvement, and certain other information.

Performance measures
used in AYP definitions

Annual state assessments must be administered to students in
reading or language arts and mathematics. Assessments must be
administered at least once in grades 3-5 and 6-9 until 2005-06, when
all grades 3-8 must be assessed; assessments also must be
administered at least once in grades 10-12. Assessment participation
rates, graduation rates, and another academic indicator for elementary
and middle schools must be included. States can include additional
indicators.

Criteria for state
definitions of AYP for
schools

The criteria must include absolute targets for each measure of school
performance. Participation rate targets must be at least 95 percent.

The criteria must provide for all students reaching proficiency within 12
years, and set annual measurable objectives and intermediate goals.
The baseline must be calculated following a specific formula.

The criteria must include separate, absolute targets for key groups of
students (all, major racial and ethnic groups, economically
disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, and LEP students).

Districts may use additional criteria to add schools to, but not subtract
them from, state lists of identified schools.

AYP for districts

The formula for AYP must be the same for districts as for schools.

Identification of
schools for
improvement

Schools that do not make AYP for two consecutive years must be
identified for improvement under Title .

Identification of
schools for corrective
action

Schools that do not make AYP for four years (after two years in
improvement status) must be identified for corrective action.

Identification of
schools for
restructuring

Schools that do not make AYP for five and six years (after three and
four years in improvement status) must be identified for restructuring
(planning for restructuring for one year, then restructuring the following
year).

Exiting improvement,
corrective action and
restructuring status

A school or district may exit from improvement, corrective action or
restructuring status when it makes AYP for two consecutive years
following its identification for improvement, corrective action or
restructuring.




Exhibit 1 (Concluded)

Summary of Key NCLB Accountability Requirements

Topics

NCLB requirements

Identification of
districts for
improvement

Districts that do not make AYP for two consecutive years must be
identified for improvement under Title .

Districts that do not make AYP for four years (after two years of
improvement status) must be identified for corrective action under
Title I.

District assistance for
schools identified for
improvement

Districts must provide technical assistance to identified schools to:

» Develop and implement their school improvement plans.

* Analyze assessment data.

+ Identify and implement professional development, instructional
strategies, and methods of instruction derived from scientifically
based research and that have proven effective in addressing the
specific instructional issues that caused the school to be identified.

» Analyze and revise the school budget to allocate more effectively
allocate school resources to support activities most likely to
increase student achievement.

Consequences for
schools identified for
improvement

Schools must develop or revise a school improvement plan.

Districts must offer all students in identified schools public school
choice.

Districts must offer students from low-income families in identified
schools supplemental educational services from an approved provider
(beginning in year two of improvement).

Consequences for
schools identified for
corrective action

Consequences from years one and two of improvement continue.

Districts must implement one of a series of “corrective actions” defined
in the legislation.

Consequences for
schools identified for
restructuring

Districts must spend the first year planning to implement at least one
of a series of school “restructuring efforts.” During the second year,
districts must implement the schools’ restructuring plans.

Consequences for
districts identified for
improvement

Districts must develop or revise a school improvement plan.

States must provide technical assistance to identified districts.

Consequences for
districts identified for
corrective action

States must implement one of a series of “corrective actions” for
identified districts.

State assistance for
identified districts and
schools

States are required to establish a statewide system of
support—including school support teams, distinguished principals and
distinguished teachers—to assist schools and districts identified for
improvement and corrective action as well as other districts and
schools receiving Title | funds.




Schools that do not make AYP for two consecutive years are identified for improvement
and targeted for assistance and, if they continue to not make AYP, identified for increasingly
rigorous interventions designed to bring about meaningful change in instruction and
performance. In addition to providing more choices for parents of children attending identified
schools, the law mandates corrective actions and, ultimately, the fundamental restructuring of
any school that does not improve over an extended period.

NCLB accountability requirements give parents of children in schools identified for
improvement a new range of options. Parents with children in Title I schools that are identified
for improvement, or corrective action or restructuring, may transfer their children to a non-
identified school, including a public charter school, within their district. If they do so, the
district must provide transportation to eligible students, using up to an amount equal to 20
percent of the district’s Title I, Part A, allocation to pay for the transportation. If funds are not
available to provide transportation to all eligible students, the district must give priority to low-
income low-achieving students, though all students are eligible for transfer. Students from low-
income families in Title I schools that are in their second year of improvement (or corrective
action or restructuring) are also eligible to receive supplemental educational services. Students
in these schools may choose either school transfers or supplemental services. These options are
closely linked to the public reporting provisions that give parents information on which schools
in their community are reaching their goals and which are not. The choice and supplemental
services requirements of the law are intended to help enhance student achievement and provide
an incentive for schools in need of improvement to improve.

Overview of the Study

Data collection for the study began in 2001-02, the last year of the NCLB’s predecessor,
the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA), and includes the first two years in which states,
districts, and schools operate under NCLB. The study is designed to address how states, districts
and schools are implementing accountability provisions under Title I, the alignment between
Title I and state and district accountability systems, the assistance and incentives provided to
Title I schools to help them improve, and student achievement in schools identified for
improvement.

Data collection for the evaluation consists of five components that span the three years of
the study (additional information about the samples can be found in the appendix):

* A survey of district Title I administrators in a nationally representative sample of
approximately 1,300 districts that receive Title I funds. Districts were stratified
according to size (enrollment), degree of poverty (based on the percentage of children
living in poverty within each district), and geographic region.®

¥ See Exhibit 2 for definitions of size and poverty strata.



* A survey of principals in a nationally representative sample of 739 Title I schools
identified for improvement in 2001-02 drawn from the sampled districts. In 2002-
03 the same schools were surveyed; however, since (1) the universe of identified
schools changed and (2) this sample includes some schools that had moved out of
improvement, the sample of identified schools in the analyses are no longer nationally
representative of all identified Title I schools in the nation. However, surveying the
same schools allows for tracking changes in these schools over time.

* Case studies of 20 schools identified for improvement under Title I in 15 districts
in five states. The five states were selected for variation on three critical accountability
dimensions: state AYP definition, alignment of Title I and the general state
accountability systems, and the state process for identifying schools in need of
improvement. Within states, three districts were selected: a large urban district, one
suburban district, and one rural district. Within each urban district, two elementary
schools identified for improvement were selected. In the rural and suburban districts,
one elementary school was chosen (often the only identified school in those districts).
At each case study site, district and school employees and the parents of students in
identified schools were interviewed.

* State level interviews of state administrators and analyses of state accountability
systems components. Key respondents include state Title I directors and
accountability staff.

The reader should be aware that throughout the report, school survey findings are generally
based on the sample of Title I schools that continued to be identified for school improvement
under Title I in 2002-03 (weighted N = 3,515, unweighted N = 374). The report refers to these
schools as either “schools that continued to be identified” or “continuously identified schools.”
In the few instances where findings apply to a larger set of schools, references to continuing
identification are not made. Statistics are reported only when the unweighted sample was 20 or
more. Moreover, all group differences that are reported as significant are statistically significant
at p<.05. Details on the statistical tests and the standard errors of statistical estimates can be
found in the appendix.

Overview of the Report

The findings for 2002-03 are organized around three topics related to the major
accountability provisions of NCLB: (1) school improvement and the assistance provided to these
schools, (2) public school choice and supplemental services, and (3) corrective actions and
restructuring activities. Title I schools and districts become subject to these provisions when
they are identified for improvement. But the implementation of these NCLB accountability
requirements occurred within a broader accountability landscape that influences which schools
are identified. As a backdrop to the findings presented in Chapters II-1V, the remainder of the
Introduction describes the characteristics of schools and districts identified for improvement
under Title I in 2002-03 as a basis for understanding the nature of the schools and districts that
are the subject of this study.



Title | Schools and Districts Identified for Imnprovement

Under NCLB, schools that do not make AYP for two consecutive years must be identified
for improvement. The consequences outlined in NCLB for identified schools and districts were
to be applied during the law’s first full year, the 2002-03 school year, making identified schools
and districts in 2002-03 the first to be subject to NLCB accountability requirements. Because
states were developing AYP definitions following NCLB criteria during 2002-03, these
definitions were not applied to identify schools and districts in that year. Instead, NCLB laid out
transition rules for 2002-03: schools and districts were to be identified based on their
improvement status as of Jan. 7, 2002—the day before NCLB was enacted. For example, a
school in its first year of improvement as of Jan. 7, 2002, was to be identified as a school in its
first year of improvement under NCLB’s accountability requirements. Similarly, a school in its
second year of improvement as of Jan. 7, 2002, was to be identified as a school in its second year
of improvement under NCLB. The exception to these transition rules was a school in
improvement on Jan. 7 that had made one year of AYP in 2000-01 and could exit improvement
status if it also made AYP based on its 2001-02 assessment results. States were also permitted to
identify schools for improvement in 2002-03 that had missed AYP for the first time based on
their 2000-01 assessment results (and thus were not identified for improvement as of Jan. 7,
2002) and also missed AYP based on their 2001-02 assessment results. Similar transition rules
applied to districts. In some cases, schools were not identified for 2002-03 until after the end of
the 2002-03 school year and this study’s data collection. As a result of these factors, inferences
about trends in numbers of schools and districts identified for improvement should be made with
caution.

Despite the transition rules, case study data at the school and district levels indicated that
other issues contributed to the challenge of achieving widespread understanding of which
schools were identified in 2002-03, such as changes in some state assessments, the presence in
some states of parallel state accountability systems that use criteria different from AYP, and
anticipated changes to state AYP definitions under NCLB.

In 2002-03, 6,000 schools were identified for improvement under Title I, representing
13 percent of all Title I schools nationwide. About 9,000 schools were identified in 2001-02.”
The 6,000 identified Title I schools represent 13 percent of all Title I schools (see Exhibit 2).
The decline in the number of Title I schools identified for improvement in 2002-03 was probably
influenced by some of the factors noted above.

Slightly less than half (46 percent) of the schools that had been identified under Title I
as of 2001-02 continued to be identified in 2002-03. Fifty-one percent were no longer
identified, 2 percent no longer received Title I funds, and a few (fewer than 1 percent) had closed

? The first-year report for this study (ED 2004a) reported a smaller estimated number of identified schools for
2001-02. The difference between the earlier estimate and the one above is due to slight differences in the sample
and methods for estimation, with the estimate above drawing on a more complete data set than the earlier
estimate. The differences between the two estimates for 2001-02 are not statistically significant (see appendix
methods notes).



or reorganized. Schools that exited improvement status did not differ from those that continued
to be identified on any of the demographic variables examined: district size, school enrollment,
district poverty level, school poverty level, or school level (elementary, middle, or high school).

Among districts with identified schools, a higher percentage of identified schools were
located in urban and high-poverty districts in 2002-03. Sixteen percent of districts had at
least one identified Title I school (see Exhibit 2). Forty-seven percent of identified schools were
located in urban districts, with the remainder split between suburban and rural districts (24

Exhibit 2

Title | Schools Identified for Improvement and All Title | Schools in 2002-03,
by District Size, Location and Poverty Distributions

Estimated
number of Title | Percent of
schools Percent of all schools
identified for Title | identified Percent of all identified within
improvement schools Title | schools categories
District size, by student
enrollment
Small (200 to 3,503) 1,738 29 40 9
Medium (3,504 to 10, 448) 883 15 24 8
Large (10, 449 to 37,740) 1,246 21 17 15
Very large (>37, 740) 2,135 36 19 24
Total 6,002 100 100 13
Location
Rural 1,766 29 42 9
Suburban 1,416 24 32 9
Urban 2,820 47 25 23
Total 6,002 100 100 13
District poverty, by percent of
children living in poverty
Lowest poverty (<11 percent) 701 12 23 6
Middle poverty (11 to 22 percent) 1,682 28 36 10
Highest poverty (>22 percent) 3,618 60 41 18
Total 6,002 100 100 13

Exhibit reads: An estimated 1,738 Title I schools in small districts were identified for improvement in 2002-03,
which represents 29 percent of all identified Title I schools in the nation. Small districts contained an estimated
19,188 Title I schools overall, or 40 percent of all Title I schools. In small districts, an estimated 9 percent of Title I
schools (i.e., 1,738 divided by 19,188) had been identified for improvement.

Note: Totals may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. The denominator for computing the percentage of schools
identified for improvement in each category (third column) is 6,002 schools (unweighted N = 3,366). The
denominator for computing the percent of all Title I schools in each category (fourth column) is 47,490 schools
(unweighted N = 17,487). The identification rate for schools was computed by dividing the number of identified
Title I schools by the number of all Title I schools in each category. See the appendix for sample sizes and
additional statistical information.

Source: TASSIE Eligibility Dataset. Size and poverty designations are initial stratification variables; location was
obtained from the 2000 CCD.



percent and 29 percent, respectively). Identified schools were also concentrated in high-poverty
districts (60 percent). However, 44 percent of districts with identified Title I schools were still
located in small and medium districts with enrollments under 10,449 students (52 percent in
2001-02).

Fewer Title I districts had one or more schools identified for improvement under
Title I in 2002-03 than in the previous school year. In 2002-03, 16 percent of Title I districts
nationwide or an estimated 1,900 districts, had at least one identified school, as compared with
26 percent or an estimated 2,900 districts in 2001-02."

The majority of Title I districts with schools identified for improvement had only one
school identified. Fifty-eight percent of districts with identified schools had only one Title I
school identified for improvement in 2002-03 (see Exhibit 3).

Exhibit 3

Distribution of Identified Schools Across All Districts and Districts With
Identified Title | Schools in 2002-03

Number of identified Percent of districts with
schools in districts Percent of all districts identified schools
0 84 Not applicable
1 10 58
2 3 15
3-4 2 13
5-12 2 10
13 or more <1 2

Exhibit reads: Eighty-four percent of districts nationwide had no Title I schools identified for
improvement in 2002-03; 16 percent therefore had identified Title I schools. Among all districts, 10
percent nationwide had only one identified school; among districts with identified Title I schools, 58
percent had just one identified school.

Note: The percent of all districts is based on an N of 11,197 districts and the percent of districts with
identified schools is based on an N of 1,824 districts. Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to
rounding.

Source: TASSIE district survey.

Among the districts that had at least one Title I school identified for improvement in 2002-
03, 39 percent had less than a quarter of their schools identified, 26 percent had 25 to 50 percent
of their schools identified, 23 percent had 50 to 75 percent of their schools identified, and 12
percent had over three-quarters of their schools identified. When measuring the concentration of
identified schools within districts, it should be noted that districts with small numbers of schools

1% The first-year report for this study (ED 2004a) reported a smaller estimated percentage of identified schools for
2001-02. The difference between the earlier estimate and the one above is due to slight differences in the sample
and methods for estimation, with the estimate above drawing on a more complete data set than the earlier
estimate. The difference in the two estimates for 2001-02 are not statistically significant (see appendix methods
notes).



are more likely to have higher concentrations of identified schools if they have any schools at all
identified for improvement. That is, a small district that has one of its two schools identified for
improvement is in the same category as a large district in which 50 of its 100 schools are
identified (i.e., both have 50 percent of their schools identified).

Districts with identified Title I schools in 2002-03 were more likely to be poor and
urban than districts without identified schools but no different in their total enrollments.
Districts with identified schools were more likely than districts without identified Title I schools
to have a high percentage of students from low-income families (see Exhibit 4). (Forty-two

Exhibit 4

Demographic Characteristics of Districts With and Without
Identified Title | Schools in 2002-03

Districts with identified Districts without
Title | schools identified Title | schools
Percent of Percent of
Number total Number total
District size, by student
enrollment
Small (200 to 3,503) 1,035 57 7,503 80
Medium (3,504 to 10,448) 434 24 1,507 16
Large (10,449 to 37,740) 283 16 342 4
Very large (>37,740) 72 4 54 1
Location
Urban 268 15 276 3
Suburban 590 32 2,457 26
Rural 967 53 6,672 71
District poverty, by percent of
children living in poverty
Lowest poverty (<11 percent) 345 19 3,627 39
Middle poverty (11 to 22 percent) 718 39 3,643 39
Highest poverty (>22 percent) 761 42 2,135 23
Total 1,824 100 9,405 100

Exhibit reads: The estimated number of districts nationwide with one or more identified Title I schools that
were small districts was 1,035 which represented 57 percent of all Title I districts that had an identified
Title I school in 2002-03. An estimated 7,503 districts nationwide without any identified Title I schools
were small districts which represented 80 percent of all districts that did not have an identified Title I
school.

Note: Totals may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.

Source: TASSIE Eligibility Dataset. District size and poverty designations are initial stratification
variables; location was obtained from the 2000 CCD.
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percent of districts with identified Title I schools compared with 23 percent of districts without
identified Title I schools had a high percentage of students, greater than 22 percent, from low-
income families.) Districts with identified Title I schools were more likely than districts without
identified schools to be located in urban areas (15 percent vs. 3 percent) and less likely to be
located in rural areas (53 percent vs. 71 percent). Districts with identified Title I schools did not
differ from other districts in their total enrollment. At the same time, a high percentage of
districts with identified Title I schools are small (59 percent) and located in rural areas (52
percent).

Across the nation, few districts were identified for improvement in 2002-03. State-
level interviews indicated that 33 states had a process for identifying districts in place, seven
states had not yet established such processes, three state respondents were unsure of the status of
Title I district identification, and data were unavailable in seven states regarding district
identification.!" Of the states with identification systems in place, only eight had identified
districts for improvement under Title I in 2002-03.

* About two-thirds (64 percent) of districts reported that their state had begun to review
the progress of districts towards achieving AYP (similar to the percentage in 2001-02);
19 percent of districts were not sure whether or not the state was doing so.

* Of districts in states reviewing district AYP, the majority (84 percent) reported that
their district had made AYP in 2002-03; 9 percent reported not making AYP; and 7
percent did not know whether or not they had done so.

The number of districts identified for improvement decreased from 2001-02 to
2002-03. Among the 64 percent of districts that reported that their state had begun to identify
districts for improvement, only 5 percent (an estimated 373 districts nationwide) reported that
they had been identified for improvement under Title I, compared with 15 percent in 2001-02.
Identification for improvement did not vary by district poverty level, but there were significant
differences by district size. While the total percentage of districts identified for improvement
was 5 percent, among very large districts 11 percent were identified, among large districts 5
percent were identified, among medium districts 3 percent were identified, and among small
districts 6 percent were identified. This is the reverse of what happened in 2001-02, when
significant differences were noted in regard to district poverty level but not district size.

For accountability systems to be effective, local educators must understand the
accountability criteria and must be aware of whether or not their schools have been
identified for improvement, and in 2002-03 educators’ and the public’s understanding of
what it meant to be identified for improvement was not always clear. A central principle
underlying the Title I accountability system is that local educators have a clear understanding of
the process used to hold schools accountable. Without such an understanding, accountability
systems cannot be expected to have an impact.

"' Hawaii is a unique case in that the SEA is also the district, and no system was in place for the SEA to identify
itself. (The same is true of the District of Columbia, although it is not a state.)
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In 2002-03, just over three-fourths (76 percent) of district administrators reported that they
understood all or most of the elements of the AYP definition for Title I schools. However,
principals’ reports on their schools’ improvement status were not always consistent with the
state’s or district’s categorization of the school.

* In 30 percent of the continuously identified Title I schools, principals were not aware
that their schools were identified for improvement in 2002-03. In 2001-02, 41 percent
of principals in identified Title I schools reported that they were not identified for
improvement or did not know if they had been identified for improvement.

* In 19 percent of schools that were no longer identified, principals reported that the
school was still identified for improvement in 2002-03. (This was not an issue in 2001-
02 since all of the schools responding to the survey were identified for improvement.)

Case study data provided some examples of the confusion caused by pending transitions to
new AYP definitions under NCLB and assessment systems as they existed in 2002-03. For
example, Maryland allowed districts to apply local criteria to assess schools’ AYP as the state
transitioned to a new AYP formula so the definitions were not consistent across districts. In
addition, the state’s transition from one assessment to another also caused some confusion about
AYP measures. In two large districts in Maryland, most school staff in identified schools
generally knew that their school had been identified, but they were less certain about AYP
elements and how the school could exit improvement status. When asked about the school’s
performance target, one principal stated, “Who knows what it is. ... We don’t know what
measure we are going to be judged on...at some level it doesn’t really matter, we know what we
need to do.”
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Il School Improvement and District Assistance in Identified Schools

To achieve the goal that all students reach proficiency by 2013-14, NCLB calls for greater
accountability, coupled with increased assistance to schools in which too many children are not
meeting state standards for proficiency in reading and mathematics. NCLB lays out specific
steps that states and districts must take to assist schools in need of improvement. States must
establish statewide systems of support that provide assistance directly to schools. Districts must
provide ongoing technical assistance as schools develop and implement their school plans. In
particular, districts must help schools analyze student achievement data, develop plans for
improvement, revise their budgets so that resources are effectively allocated to the activities
most likely to increase student academic achievement, implement professional development, and
put in place instructional practices that have shown evidence of effectiveness. Schools, in turn,
are expected to develop and implement two-year plans that provide road maps for their efforts to
improve curriculum and instruction and raise student achievement.

In 2002-03, schools in the study sample that continued to be identified for improvement
under Title I (“continuously identified schools”) were engaged in multiple improvement
activities, and many districts and states provided technical assistance to help these schools meet
their goals. However, during the 2002-03 school year not all states and districts had school
support systems in place, as called for under NCLB, and only a fraction of identified schools
reported receiving such assistance.

As in 2001-02, both identified schools and their districts emphasized school planning,
looked at achievement data, and matched curriculum to standards and assessments in 2002-03.
These activities are consistent with those promoted by NCLB and they lay the groundwork for
changes inside classrooms, but they do not substitute for such changes. Many schools had begun
new programs, especially in reading, but far fewer had received professional development and
support for their efforts. Improvement efforts to this point were due primarily to continuing state
and district efforts that (1) began before 2002-03, the year that NCLB went into effect, and (2)
applied to all schools or all low-performing schools, not just those formally identified for
improvement. The majority of districts were providing some form of assistance to identified
schools, but many, especially small districts, did not provide any additional assistance or
dedicate extra staff to support school improvement.

This section elaborates on these findings regarding systems of support, looking first at
which entities provided and received support and then at the focus of assistance and
improvement under which findings on planning and data use, new curricula, and professional
development are described. The last two subsections report how districts targeted assistance and
support and the variations in assistance efforts by district characteristics.

State and District Systems of School Support

NCLB assigns responsibility to both states and districts for supporting improvement
activities in identified schools. The law requires that states develop systems of school support
that provide assistance to schools identified for improvement and schools in corrective action
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and restructuring status. These support systems must include school support teams that work
with identified schools to design, implement, and monitor school improvement plans, as well as
with distinguished teachers and principals recruited from schools that have been especially
successful in improving student achievement. Because districts also have special responsibility
for providing assistance to identified schools under NCLB, they are another important source of
support and assistance.

Most states provided some type of assistance to their identified schools in 2002-03;
however, more than a third of the states had not organized support teams or distinguished
educators to provide assistance to identified schools as required under NCLB. Twenty-
three of the 50 states plus the District of Columbia reported that they were operating school
support teams, as required under NCLB (see Exhibit 5). Typically, these school support teams
assisted schools by conducting needs assessments, developing school improvement plans, and
monitoring the implementation of those plans. Nineteen of 51 states reported that they had
assigned distinguished educators to schools. Like school support teams, distinguished educators
typically assisted with the development of school plans but sometimes worked closely with
teachers on improving instruction. Twenty-eight states provided assistance to identified schools
either through school support teams, or through distinguished teachers, or through both. In more
than a third of states (19), however, these two types of assistance were not available to any
schools.

Exhibit 5
State Reports of Assistance Provided to Identified Schools
Number of states reporting
Assis?ance Assistapce not Data not available
provided provided

School support team 23 24 4
Distinguished educator 19 26

Other types of

assistance 39 6 6

Exhibit reads: Twenty-three states reported that they assigned school support teams to at least some
identified schools. Twenty-four states reported that they did not provide this type of assistance. In four
states, these data were not available because the respondent did not know or the state did not respond to
requests for an interview. Sample includes 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Source: TASSIE state survey.

Thirty-nine states reported that they also provided other types of assistance to their
identified schools (see Exhibit 5). These other types of assistance most often included technical
assistance to identified schools, professional development, and assistance from regional
agencies. Typically this assistance was offered via phone consultation or in regional training
events, rather than in-person and on-site, as was the case with school support teams and
distinguished educators. For example, Arizona’s state department of education hosted a three-
day workshop on using test score data to develop school improvement plans for school
improvement teams from across the state. Maryland offered two training sessions on closing the
achievement gap for minority students to teams from identified schools.
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NCLB requires that, at a minimum, school support teams, distinguished educators and
other types of assistance be provided to identified schools in each state. Though most states (46)
had in place at least one of the required elements of a statewide system of support in 2002-03,
very few had all of the required elements in place. Twelve states reported that they had provided
assistance to identified schools via all three elements: school support teams, distinguished
educators, and other forms of assistance.

The fraction of identified schools receiving assistance from school support teams and
distinguished educators in 2002-03 varied across states, as did the intensity of support
provided which in part was based on the level of school need. Only 16 of the 23 states that
had school support teams reported on the number of schools served. In seven states, either the
state did not keep records of the number of schools served or the respondent did not have access
to this information. Of those states that did report on the number of schools served, 11 indicated
that school support teams reached all or nearly all of the identified schools in the state (between
75 and 100 percent). Five states reported, however, that their school support teams reached
fewer than half of identified schools. Distinguished educators appear to have reached a smaller
fraction of schools in many states. Specifically, 6 of 11 states reported that distinguished
educators reached fewer than half of identified schools. Five states reported that distinguished
educators reached more than half of identified schools. In 6 of the 19 states that had
distinguished educators, information about the number of schools served was not available.

In some states, school support teams and distinguished educators were assigned to
identified schools to provide intensive support and assistance in developing, implementing, and
monitoring schools’ improvement plans; in other states, support from these sources was more
limited. In Louisiana, for example, the state worked with districts to select and train District
Assistance Teams (DATSs), which visited schools throughout the year to provide assistance with
planning, monitor the implementation of the plan, and provide quarterly status reports to the
district and state. Louisiana supplemented DATs with curriculum specialists who spent up to a
semester in identified schools, and distinguished educators who spent a full year in corrective
action schools. Washington’s Focused Assistance Program supported a facilitator in each
participating school who worked one-third time with the school to develop and implement an
improvement plan (see Exhibit 6). In other states, for example, Arizona, external evaluators
helped with the development of school plans, but made fewer trips and spent much less time in
schools.

In 2002-03, grant programs funded by Title I school improvement allocations and other state
and federal funding streams were another key element in state systems of school support. The
majority of districts with identified schools (57 percent) reported that their state provided
identified schools with grants for school improvement. For example, Michigan allocated Title I
school improvement funds to its lowest-performing Title I schools, known within the state as
“intensive” schools. Schools applied for grants, which were limited to spending on professional
development. Identified schools in one large urban district in Michigan received $75,000-95,000
in funding for new professional development. Other states encouraged identified schools to apply
for Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) and Reading First funds to secure additional resources
for improvement activities.

15



Exhibit 6
Washington’s Focused Assistance Program

In Washington during the 2002-03 school year, the Focused Assistance program provided intensive
support for school improvement planning and implementation to schools identified for improvement
under Title |. First, an educational audit team visited participating Title | identified schools for three to
four days to conduct a needs assessment. The audit teams were made up of five to six people
including: a team leader (typically a former administrator selected for writing and communication
skills), a superintendent, a staff member from the local education service district, an experienced audit
team member, and a district or state staff person who has experience with the student population at the
school. This visit concluded with the presentation of a written assessment of the schools strengths and
weaknesses. Second, the state provided a facilitator to work with the school to develop a school
improvement plan based on the findings of the audit team. Facilitators were paid for 78 days during the
year, most of which were spent at the school site; schools also received money for professional
development through the program. Participation in the program was voluntary and was limited to
schools that had been identified for improvement under Title I. As of 2002-03, the program had
reached 38 of the 50 identified schools in the state, in 31 districts.

Although some states had established mechanisms for providing support to identified
schools, many identified schools turned first to districts for assistance in mounting meaningful
improvement efforts. District assistance to Title I identified schools included placing additional
staff in schools to support teacher development; and various kinds of consultants, similar to the
school support teams and distinguished educators operated by states, who provided consultation
and other support for data analysis, planning, and budgeting.

Assigning additional school-level staff to identified schools was a key district strategy for
supporting school improvement reported in 2002-03. Most districts with identified schools
reported that they provided those schools with some form of additional staffing, in addition to the
standard complement of classroom teachers. For example, nearly three-quarters of districts with
identified schools reported that they assigned additional staff to support instructional
improvement, and the same number of districts reported that they assigned additional staff to
provide additional instruction to students. One third of districts with identified schools reported
that they assigned those schools additional full-time staff whose primary responsibility was to
support teacher professional development. The majority of districts (70 percent) also reported
that they provide Title I identified schools with additional professional development or special
access to professional development resources.

Among continuously identified schools, 21 percent reported that they had been assigned
full-time school-level staff to support teacher development. Just over half (58 percent) reported
that they had received additional professional development or special access to professional
development resources. A description of district-sponsored professional development and of the
role of these special school-based staff follows in the section on professional development below.

Most, but not all, districts provided on-site assistance to their identified schools in the
form of school support teams, distinguished teachers, or principal mentors. Like some
states, some districts had assigned teams of administrators and teachers to assist identified
schools with the development of school improvement plans, use of data, and other activities
related to instructional improvement. Slightly more than half of districts (52 percent) reported
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that they had fielded school support teams for identified schools. Nearly a third (29 percent)
reported that they had assigned a principal coach or mentor to identified schools; 15 percent of
districts had assigned distinguished teachers (see Exhibit 7). Overall, nearly two-thirds of
districts reported that they provided identified schools with at least one of these forms of on-site
assistance. In addition, districts reported that they provided school support teams, distinguished
teachers, and principal mentors to identified schools much more often than states did.

Exhibit 7

District Reports of Assistance Provided to Identified Schools,
Among Districts With Identified Schools

Percent of districts reporting assistance provided

Assistance provided by district | Assistance provided by state

School support team 52 32
Principal mentor or coach 29 10
Distinguished teacher 15 8

Any of these forms of
assistance (i.e., school
support team, principal 61 39
mentor, or distinguished
teacher)

Exhibit reads: Among districts with identified schools, 52 percent of districts reported that they provided
school support teams to identified schools; 32 percent reported that the state provided school support team to
identified schools in the district.

Note: See the appendix for sample sizes and additional statistical information.

Source: TASSIE district survey.

District-sponsored on-site assistance could include a wide range of activities. For example,
one large suburban district assigned an instructional specialist to visit each Title I school once a
week to monitor school improvement plans, conduct parent outreach, and monitor the use of
Title I funds at the school. In Louisiana, the DATSs described above visited schools at least
quarterly to help with gathering and interpreting of data to create a school improvement plan,
using tools developed for this purpose by the state.

Other case study districts assigned district staff to work with identified schools, in addition
to their regular responsibilities. For example, one rural district assigned each of its curriculum
specialists to serve on the school improvement team of one school in the county. Other districts
created new lines of reporting and supervision for principals of low-performing and identified
schools. Principals and school improvement team members from these schools met once or
twice a month with district leadership teams, assistant superintendents, or chief academic
officers, to review school improvement plans and progress on implementation of those plans.
Reports from case study schools suggest wide variations in how much assistance schools
received as well as whether the assistance was perceived as helpful by school staff.
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Many continuously identified schools had no access to state or district on-site
assistance, either because they were in districts and states that did not provide it or because
states or districts did not serve all of their identified schools. Among schools that continued
to be identified for improvement in 2002-03, one-quarter reported that they had received help
from a school support team within the last year and fewer still reported help from a principal
mentor or coach or from a distinguished teacher (see Exhibit 8). Altogether, slightly more than a
third of continuously identified schools reported that they received one or more of these forms of
assistance, whereas nearly two-thirds reported that they had received none.

Exhibit 8

School Reports of On-site Assistance,
Among Schools That Continued to Be Identified for Improvement

Percent of schools reporting that they received assistance

Schools in districts Schools in districts
All schools where the district where the state
provides assistance provides assistance

School support team 25 35 32
Principal mentor or coach 20 39 4
Distinguished teacher 13 2 >

Any of these forms of
assistance (i.e., school
support team, principal 38 48 37
mentor, or distinguished
teacher)

Exhibit reads: Twenty-five percent of all schools that continued to be identified for improvement in 2002-03
reported that they received help from a school support team. Where the district provided school support teams, 35
percent of schools reported that they had received help from one. Where the state provided school support teams,
32 percent of schools reported receiving help from one.

Notes: ** indicates there are too few cases in the cell to generate a reliable estimate. See the appendix for sample
sizes and additional statistical information.

Source: TASSIE school survey.

Even when continuously identified schools were located in districts or states that provided
some form of on-site assistance, the proportion reporting that they received that assistance was
still low. Among schools in districts that fielded school support teams, only a third reported that
they received assistance from a team (see Exhibit 8). Similarly, only a third of the continuously
identified schools located in states that fielded support teams reported that they received
assistance from a team. Although a majority of districts and states offered school support teams,
distinguished teachers, and principal mentors to at least some of their identified schools, the
evidence suggests that these forms of on-site assistance were, in many cases, not available to
every identified school. In several case study sites, districts or states had targeted on-site
assistance to a subset of the lowest-performing identified schools, or to a group of schools that
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had volunteered to participate in a school improvement initiative. In states or districts like these,
some identified schools did not receive the assistance that was provided to others.

A small number of identified schools had no access to school support teams, distinguished
teachers, or principal mentors because they were located in jurisdictions where neither the
district nor the state provided these types of support for school improvement. For example, 17
percent of identified schools had no access to school support teams because neither their district
nor their state provided them. Thirty-four percent of principals had no access to mentors
because neither the district nor the state provided them. Nine percent of identified schools were
located in districts where neither the state nor the district offered any of these forms of
assistance.

Assistance from school support teams was provided to fewer continuously identified
schools in 2002-03 than the previous year. In 2002-03, slightly more than a quarter (28
percent) of the principals in continuously identified schools in the longitudinal sample reported
that they had received help from a school support team, down from 46 percent in 2001-02. This
drop is surprising, because these schools had been identified for one additional year, and
therefore should have been in even greater need of assistance. The percentage of principals
reporting that they had received help from a mentor or coach remained unchanged, but low, as
did the percentage reporting that they had received help from a distinguished teacher. In several
case study sites, increasing budget deficits and pressure to trim expenditures by cutting central
office staff had forced districts to cut both the number of staff assigned to serve identified
schools and the number of schools served.

Focus of District Assistance and School Improvement Efforts

School improvement efforts and district assistance focused overwhelmingly on
increasing the use of achievement data and matching curriculum and instruction with
standards and assessment. Consistent with NCLB’s expectation that schools and districts use
data to identify students who are not on track to reach standards and to assess the effectiveness
of existing instructional programs, 77 percent of districts with at least one identified school
reported a major focus on increasing the use of student achievement data to inform instruction
and school improvement (see Exhibit 9). NCLB also holds districts and schools accountable for
student achievement on assessments that are aligned with academic content standards. Eighty-
six percent of districts with identified schools placed a major focus on aligning curriculum and
instruction with standards and assessments.
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Exhibit 9
Percent of Districts Placing a Major Focus on Strategies for Improving Low-Performing
Schools, Among Districts With Identified Schools
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Exhibit reads: Among districts with identified schools, 86 percent reported that matching curriculum and
instruction with standards, assessments, or both, was a major focus of district resources for low-performing
schools.

Note: See the appendix for sample sizes and additional statistical information.

Source: TASSIE district survey.

Continuously identified schools generally relied on the same improvement strategies
in both 2001-02 and 2002-03. The vast majority of schools had a written school improvement
plan (93 percent), used data to inform their improvement efforts (85 percent), took steps to align
curriculum to standards and assessments (80 percent), and reported some teacher collaboration
(75 percent)."” Smaller percentages of schools reported adoption of new curricula and reform
models because a given school was more likely to adopt only one of these (see Exhibit 10).
Compared with 2001-02, more schools used data to inform their improvement efforts in 2002-03
(85 percent compared with 75 percent); otherwise, use of strategies did not change.

The following subsections elaborate the above findings on: school planning and uses of
data, curriculum alignment, new curricula and school reform models, and professional
development.

12 The definition of “teacher collaboration” as a school improvement strategy is described in the appendix.
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Exhibit 10

School Improvement Strategies,
Among Schools That Continued to Be Identified for Improvement
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Exhibit Reads: Among schools that continued to be identified for improvement in 2002-03, 93 percent reported
having a written school plan.

Note: See the appendix for sample sizes and additional statistical information.

Source: TASSIE school survey.

School Planning and Use of Data

NCLB requires the development or revision of school improvement plans designed to
address the problems that caused the school to be identified. In addition to requiring school
plans, NCLB calls for districts to assist schools in: (1) analyzing student achievement data; (2)
identifying research-based professional development and instructional strategies; and (3)
allocating their resources more effectively.

Almost all continuously identified schools developed school improvement plans and
received district assistance consistent with NCLB requirements; however, only about half
of those schools monitored progress toward their plans’ goals in 2002-03. Consistent with
NCLB requirements, nearly all districts with identified Title I schools reported supporting
schools in the development of school plans. Districts reported that they assigned staff to provide
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Title I schools identified for improvement with three specific types of assistance called for under
the law: help with analyzing data (94 percent); help with identifying research-based
improvement strategies (89 percent); and help with allocating resources more effectively (72
percent). In addition, most districts had provided other types of support for school planning and
data use, including help identifying research-based strategies, additional data analysis, and help
with monitoring progress toward goals.

In many cases, the range of assistance provided by districts with regard to planning and
data use was extensive. Nearly half (44 percent) of districts with identified schools reported that
they provided schools with technical assistance in all 10 of the areas related to data use and
planning included in the TASSIE district survey.” Only 13 percent of districts reported that
they provided assistance on 5 of those 10 items or fewer.

As required under NCLB, most continuously identified schools (93 percent) had written
school improvement plans for the 2002-03 school year. Many schools made frequent reference
to their improvement plan and used data to monitor progress toward goals and to revise the plan
on a regular schedule, while others did not. For example, slightly more than half of principals
(56 percent) reported that educators at their school were monitoring progress toward goals
established in their school plans at least quarterly in 2002-03—a reduction from 75 percent in
2001-02. About a quarter (23 percent) reported monitoring progress two or three times a year
and another 23 percent reported monitoring their progress annually or once every two years.

Almost all (96 percent) continuously identified schools reported using their improvement
plans to design or choose professional development, 83 percent reported using their plan to
select and implement new curricula and instructional programs, and 51 percent reported using
their plan to select and implement a school reform model. However, case study schools suggest
these figures likely reflected post-hoc rationales for choices about professional development and
curriculum. In these schools, both school plans and decisions about professional development
and curriculum were influenced by the same forces, such as district mandates and eligibility
requirements for grants.

The extent to which the development and use of the school plan were collective activities
also varied by school. In some of the case study schools, all educators were aware of the school
plan and the actions being taken to accomplish its goals. For example, the schools in one urban
district had school improvement teams and committees that met monthly, looked at data, and
revised plans accordingly. In others, only a few teachers were aware of the contents of the plan.

A majority of continuously identified schools had access to disaggregated
achievement data, but most principals did not identify disaggregated data as among the
most influential sources of data for school planning. NCLB requires schools to be held
accountable for the performance of subpopulations of students; as a result, access to
disaggregated student achievement data is needed. Roughly two-thirds of principals of identified
schools reported access to data disaggregated by special populations such as limited English

1 Survey items about district support for planning and data use were based on two questions that asked about the
types of technical assistance provided to schools and whether professional development addressed topics about
data use. The 10 items in these two questions are listed in the appendix.
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proficient and special education students, or disaggregated by demographic characteristics such
as poverty level and race or ethnicity. However, only about a quarter of these principals reported

that these data had served as among the most influential sources of data for school planning in
2002-03.

Schools that continued to be identified for improvement in 2002-03 were increasingly
focused on the use of student achievement data to inform instruction and school
improvement. The absence of attention to written school plans did not signify lack of attention
to data. The percent of schools reporting that they placed a major focus on the use of student
achievement data rose from 75 percent in 2001-02 to 86 percent in 2002-03. This increase was
consistent with districts’ continuing focus on the use of data (see Exhibit 9). As the case study
schools illustrated, schools were using data in multiple ways, from schoolwide and grade-level
planning, to diagnosing the needs of individual students; however, diagnostic uses received less
attention.

The case study schools suggest that the use of diagnostic data for instructional decisions
occurred but required a set of conditions that were not widespread: the availability of useful
diagnostic assessments, district leadership and support, and the knowledge of how to tailor
instruction on the basis of the results of the data (see Exhibit 11 for a case of exemplary data
use). NCLB calls on districts to administer assessments that are useful in assessing the progress
of low-achieving students and in diagnosing their learning needs. Most districts and a majority
of schools reported availability of assessments other than annual tests:

* Principals at more than half (56 percent) of the schools that continued to be identified
reported that they had been provided with classroom-embedded assessments that
aligned with state standards.

* Most districts with identified schools (88 percent) reported administering local
assessments.

* Of these districts, 89 percent reported doing so in order to identify students who needed
tutoring or other special interventions, and 92 percent reported doing so in order to
inform instructional decisions.

Exhibit 11
School Uses of Data

One case study school in a suburban district with overall low poverty exemplified extensive use of data.
In fact, the school’s primary improvement strategy rested on close attention to many types of
assessment data: classroom assessments, quarterly district assessments, the state assessment, and a
nationally normed standardized test. Teachers identified students performing below grade level and
matched those students with interventions (usually additional instruction) designed to address their
particular weaknesses. Grade level teams met quarterly with resource teachers and the reading and
math support teachers to go over data for each child. With only a small percentage of low-performing
students, they were able to discuss each student who was not making progress and determine whether
a new intervention strategy was needed. Behind this activity was a district requirement that schools
develop individual student support plans for every student below grade level. The recordkeeping was
helped by the district’s decision to give networked laptop computers to teachers who used them to
keep progress reports and student support plans, as well as grade books.
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Curriculum Alignment

Aligning curriculum with academic content standards and assessments was an
increasingly common focus of district assistance and school improvement. In addition to
focusing on the use of student achievement data to inform improvement efforts, most districts
also reported that matching curriculum and instruction with standards, assessments, or both, was
a major focus of district resources in 2002-03 (see Exhibit 9). In fact, among districts
responding to the survey in both years, the percent characterizing curriculum alignment as a
major focus area rose in 2002-03 (to 86 percent, from 73 percent in 2001-02). Similarly, 80
percent of principals of continuously identified schools reported a major focus on curriculum
alignment in 2002-03, similar to reports from the previous year.

Consistent with this focus, almost all districts (91 percent) reported that they had sponsored
professional development for identified schools on the topic of ensuring alignment between
curriculum and instruction and standards (see Exhibit 15). Similarly, 79 percent of principals of
continuously identified schools reported providing professional development aimed at ensuring
alignment, and 55 percent of these principals identified curriculum alignment as one of three key
areas for professional development.

Districts and schools also pointed to a range of support provided by districts on curriculum
alignment, in addition to professional development (see below):

* Sixty-nine percent of continuously identified schools reported that their state or district
had provided curriculum guides with standards, frameworks, and pacing sequences.

» Fifty-five percent of continuously identified schools reported that they had been
provided with documents mapping out the alignment of required textbooks and
instructional programs with standards.

* A majority of districts provided each of the following kinds of support for alignment of
curriculum and instruction with state or district standards: professional development
on aligning curriculum with state or district standards and assessments, local content
standards, curriculum guides, model lesson plans, aligning textbooks and instructional
materials with standards and assessment, and regular checks of standards
implementation in classrooms. Twenty-nine percent of districts reported that they
provided all or nearly all of the types of support for alignment included on the TASSIE
district survey (at least 9 out of 10 items).'* Nearly three-quarters of districts (73
percent) provided at least a moderate range of support for curriculum alignment (at
least 6 out of 10 items).

In the case study schools, teachers cited benefits from curriculum alignment, but many
reported inadequate time and support for translating alignment efforts into instructional change
(see Exhibit 12). In addition, educators struggled with the need to align their curriculum with

' Survey items about district support for curriculum alignment were based on two questions that asked about the
types of technical assistance provided to schools and whether professional development addressed topics about
curriculum alignment. The 10 items in these two questions are listed in the appendix.
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multiple sets of standards and assessments. Some schools operated under both district and state
standards, and their students took a combination of state and nationally normed tests as well.

Exhibit 12
Challenges of Curriculum Alignment

Efforts to align curriculum and instruction with standards and assessments pose challenges to districts
and schools. In Washington, for example, schools aligned to the state standards, the state’s criterion-
referenced assessment, and a norm-referenced test. One district created documents available on CD-
ROMSs using commercial software that were described as linking every competency and objective at
every grade level to one or more of these standards and assessments. However, few teachers used
these materials—in large part because they were implementing highly structured reading programs that
left little room to make adjustments. Another reason alignment documents and activities were limited in
their effect on instruction was that they were not accompanied by adequate support. In another district,
a teacher noted the difference between general discussions of alignment at the district level versus
knowing how to meet the objectives: “Last week a district person was out talking about standards and
how to meet them with different parts of the curriculum, but it's more helpful to have that conversation
in a grade level meeting. We need more supports to facilitate conversations about how to reach our
objectives.”

New Curricula and School Reform Models

NCLB charges districts with assisting schools in identifying and implementing
instructional strategies that will strengthen the core academic subjects in the school and that have
proven effective in addressing the issues that caused the school to be identified. School plans
and curriculum alignment represent first steps on the path to instructional improvement in the
classroom. Adopting new instructional programs and providing related professional
development are additional strategies that are often used to make changes that are one step closer
to the classroom and student learning.

In 2002-03, many schools were adopting new curricula, using school reform models or
adding a variety of new supplemental instructional programs. Almost three-fifths of
principals (58 percent) reported they had adopted a new language arts curriculum in the previous
three years, and close to half (48 percent) of continuously identified schools had adopted a new
mathematics curriculum in the previous three years. In many cases, these adoptions had been in
response to district requirements that increasingly required all schools to adopt specific language
arts or mathematics programs. In fact, 53 percent of districts reported requiring identified
schools to adopt a new language arts curriculum and 40 percent required adoption of a new
mathematics curriculum.

The case study sites and school survey data suggest a trend among districts in centralizing
decisions about curriculum and professional development to ensure alignment with state
standards and assessments—decisions that previously had been delegated to individual schools
during a decade characterized by school-site management. For example, one urban district
leader characterized the district as recentralizing in order to provide low-performing schools
with “higher yield strategies” (e.g., research-based instructional strategies) and to ensure
common curriculum and assessments across schools. Of those schools implementing a new
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language arts or mathematics curriculum, half (51 percent and 49 percent, respectively) reported
that their district required them to do so.

Many schools that continued to be identified (45 percent) were also using school reform
models. Use of a school reform model was rarely (19 percent) prompted by a district
requirement.

Principals of identified schools cited reasons of instructional consistency for adopting
new curricula, not Title I identification. Taking NCLB’s call for aligned state standards,
assessments, and accountability systems one step further, schools were adopting new curricula as
a means of aligning their curricula with academic content standards and assessments and of
standardizing curriculum across classrooms. As the reason for new curriculum adoptions,
roughly three-fourths of principals in identified schools that adopted new language arts or
mathematics curricula cited the need to support instruction consistent with state or district
standards and assessments and to establish consistency across classrooms and/or grade levels. In
contrast, fewer than one-fourth reported that Title I identification played a role in adopting new
language arts or mathematics curricula.

Of the continuously identified schools that adopted new reading or mathematics
curricula or school reform models, most reported emphasizing related professional
development or receiving a minimum level of related district assistance; fewer reported
receiving both."> For example, of the almost 6 in 10 schools (58 percent) that continued to be
identified and reported adopting a new language arts program in the last three years (i.e.,
between 2000-01 and 2002-03), 85 percent reported either emphasizing related professional
development or receiving a minimum level of related district assistance (see Exhibit 13). At the
same time, less than half (43 percent) reported receiving both. Similarly, almost three-quarters
(71 percent) of schools adopting a new mathematics curriculum (48 percent) reported either
emphasizing related professional development or receiving a minimum level of related district
assistance while 11 percent reported receiving both.

Although fewer than half of the continuously identified schools reported implementing
new mathematics curricula and only two in five of those reported emphasizing related
professional development, the frequency with which schools reported emphasizing professional
development in mathematics increased significantly in 2002-03. The percentage of principals
who reported placing emphasis on professional development in mathematics started low in 2001-
02 (35 percent of those who reported that educators participated in mathematics professional
development) but increased to 52 percent in 2002-03. In contrast, in both 2001-02 and 2002-03,
the percentage of principals who reported emphasizing professional development in language
arts was high (78 and 80 percent, respectively).

The gap between the percent of schools implementing new curricula and those receiving
related professional development, assistance, or both, suggests that schools may not have had
access to all the help they needed to put new instructional programs in place. Adopting a new
curriculum can be an important step; unless the instructional strategies and materials embodied

" The definitions and scales underlying “emphasizing related professional development” and “receiving a minimum
level of related district assistance” are described in the appendix.
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in the curriculum are put into practice, however, the curriculum is not likely to be effective. The
case studies indicate the importance of multiple sources of assistance (including professional
development, on-site support, and other district or state assistance) to fully implement new
curricula.

Exhibit 13

Of Continuously Identified Schools Engaged in Different Improvement Activities,
Percent That Emphasized Related Professional Development or Received
a Minimum Level of Related District Assistance
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Exhibit reads: Among schools that continued to be identified for improvement in 2002-03 and reported
implementing a new language arts program, 85 percent reported emphasizing related professional development or
receiving a minimum level of related district assistance, 72 percent reported emphasizing related professional
development; 59 percent reported receiving a minimum level of related district assistance; and. 43 percent reported
emphasizing related professional development and receiving a minimum level of related district assistance.

Note: See the appendix for sample sizes and additional statistical information.

Source: TASSIE school survey.

Many continuously identified schools adopted more than one new program and often
layered them on top of existing programs, raising issues of how to cope with multiple new
programs and how best to mesh the new with the old. Educators at identified schools were
dealing with many new initiatives at the same time. In addition to learning to use data to inform
instruction and aligning instruction with academic content standards, teachers were also faced
with adopting more than one new curriculum simultaneously, often in addition to a school
reform model. Thirty-two percent of schools that continued to be identified had adopted both
new language arts and new mathematics programs in the last three years, and 48 percent of
schools had been implementing either two new instructional programs (in mathematics and
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language arts) or a new instructional program (mathematics or language arts) in combination
with a school reform model.

Often, in the case study sites, new programs were added to existing programs rather than
replacing them, unless it was a new district adoption or a program supported by a major grant.
In some cases, mandated new programs conflicted with programs already in place. For example,
schools in one urban district had been implementing Success For All for five years, when the
district asked the schools to implement its new reading framework representing a different
approach. The case studies also showed that some schools chose to forego grants to support new
programs to avoid such conflicts. For example, two case study schools in different districts and
states declined opportunities for Reading First grants because they were committed to other
reading programs.

The case study schools provided many examples of schools implementing multiple new
core and supplemental programs at the same time. As Exhibit 14 illustrates, a school can be
overburdened by multiple new initiatives that may run at cross-purposes. When schools try to
launch many programs, they can lose focus and do a poor job with all of them, instead of
focusing on a major strategy directed to the most important problem. Standards-based reform
and NCLB intend to help focus school improvement efforts but, under pressure for solutions,
districts and schools often attempt to solve problems by adding more and more programs.

Exhibit 14
Program Proliferation

In the quest to help low-performing schools improve, an unintended consequence is a proliferation of
instructional programs in schools, each with its own training and materials. One of several examples
encountered in the case studies was a school in a large urban district which, under a Comprehensive
School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) grant, had been implementing a self-paced skills training
program in language arts and mathematics which the district was obligated to continue for two years in
order to continue the grant. The school was also implementing the district-adopted curriculum in
reading (Harcourt Brace) and in mathematics (Quest). In addition, the district had asked the school to
choose between Success For All and Direct Instruction for next year—a requirement for all schools that
might be designated Corrective Action. The school was also implementing Project READ, another
district supported reading program and DEEP, a hands-on approach to mathematics. During the past
year, third- and fourth-grade teachers also received InTech training for using computers in the
classroom.

Professional Development

As part of providing technical assistance, districts are expected to help identified schools
select and implement professional development. They do this through districtwide professional
development sessions and through allocating resources to the school site including the provision
of on-site assistance designed to support teacher development.

Almost all districts provided identified schools with some type of professional
development in 2002-03; however, the amount of that professional development, its
relevance to instructional improvement, and its quality varied greatly across districts and
even schools within districts. As Exhibit 15 illustrates, among districts with identified schools,
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95 percent reported that they supported professional development in language arts instruction in
identified schools. High percentages were also reported for aligning instruction with standards
(91 percent), analyzing achievement data (84 percent), and mathematics instruction (80 percent).

Exhibit 15

District Reports of Types of Professional Development Provided to Identified Schools,
Among Districts With Identified Schools
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Exhibit reads: Among districts with identified schools, 95 percent reported that they supported professional
development in reading/language arts instruction in identified schools.

Note: See the appendix for sample sizes and additional statistical information.

Source: TASSIE district survey.

Principals of continuously identified schools reported similar figures: 95 percent reported
receiving professional development in language arts instruction, 80 percent in analyzing
achievement data, 79 percent in aligning curriculum with standards, and 74 percent in
mathematics instruction. However, these figures do not reflect the amount of professional
development, its relevance, or its quality.

Among case study sites, districts differed in the amount and quality of professional
development they provided as perceived by teachers. In one case study school, the district had
assigned a full-time staff developer to the school with considerable expertise in mathematics
curriculum and instruction. Her formal and informal professional development for teachers,

29



including after-school sessions and feedback in the classroom, was deemed highly valuable. In
contrast, in another case study school, professional development on the school’s new reading
curriculum was provided each Friday afternoon by two resource teachers who had no particular
expertise in the curriculum. Teachers judged the sessions as poorly organized and ineffective.
The case study schools also suggest a positive relationship between the intensity and quality of
professional development and support for instructional change on the one hand, and teachers’
enthusiasm for and commitment to making changes.

In general, additional full-time staff assigned to schools to support teacher development
was a highly valued resource in the case study schools. Nationwide, only a third (33 percent) of
districts with identified schools reported that such schools had been assigned such support staff.
Although these staff play an important role in school improvement, fewer than a quarter (23
percent) of continuously identified schools had been assigned full-time staff whose specific
job was to support teacher development.

These additional staff went by a variety of names—improvement facilitators, instructional
support teachers, literacy coaches, mentor teachers—and assisted in a variety of ways to develop
and implement school improvement plans and to support instructional improvement. They
worked with school staff to collect and analyze student achievement data, implemented new
curricula or instructional strategies, and organized teacher professional development (see Exhibit
16 for examples from the case study sites). These additional school staff typically worked half-
time or more in each identified school, with no classroom responsibilities of their own.

Having extra school-based staff can help build the knowledge and skill of the faculty to
improve instruction, but those extra staff need skills and knowledge of their own to carry out that
role effectively. The case study schools varied in regard to how qualified and helpful they found
the extra staff to be. In several examples, the staff designated to provide professional
development focused on evaluating staff instead. In other cases, the skills of the additional staff
were not well-matched to the needs of the school. For example, one large district that assigned
curriculum facilitators to schools did so without regard to the specific needs of the teachers;
hence, it was accidental whether the match was a good one.

In case study schools, coaches or specialists, who provided regular, on-site professional
development, were often paid out of Title I finds. This use of funds is consistent with NCLB’s
requirement that schools identified for improvement under Title I must allocate 10 percent of
their Title I budget to professional development. As was true in 2001-02, a majority but not all
districts with identified schools reported requiring their identified schools to allocate a
minimum percentage of their Title I budget to professional development. Seventy-nine
percent of districts reported making this requirement; these districts serve 77 percent of the
nation’s identified schools.
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Exhibit 16
Examples of Additional School-Based Staff to Support School Improvement

A large urban district assigned central office curriculum specialists (most of whom were literacy
specialists) to work full-time in low-performing schools, including schools identified for improvement
under Title I. These improvement specialists helped principals and teachers disaggregate and analyze
state and local achievement data, developed an annual instructional calendar that emphasized skills
and content areas where students were weak, developed and administered formative school-based
assessments, and reviewed the results of these assessments on weekly early-release days. Teachers
praised the opportunity to collaborate with colleagues during this time in planning instruction. The
specialists provided professional development to teachers both formally on the early-release days and
informally as teachers requested it.

In one mid-size suburban district all schools worked with a half-time literacy coach from a local college.
Literacy coaches provided professional development for teachers, did classroom observations,
modeled lessons, and met with teachers regularly. In one school that was identified for improvement
under Title |, the literacy coach attended the upper and lower elementary team meetings, observed
each classroom once every three weeks, and held voluntary grade level meetings before school. His
major goals included making sure that teachers understood the new English and language arts
standards and helping teachers learn to use running records and literacy circles.

One large suburban district assigned all low-performing (including schools identified for improvement
under Title 1) schools reading and mathematics support teachers. Support teachers were district
employees who worked four days a week at a targeted school under the supervision of the district
reading and math directors; on the fifth day they worked out of the central office. They helped to
administer and score diagnostic and interim assessments, created and maintained a schoolwide
database on student performance, participated in extended planning with grade level teams, mentored
first and second year teachers (who were required to meet with the support teachers once a week),
demonstrated lessons, and maintained libraries of instructional materials. Instructional support
teachers relieved classroom teachers of much of the paperwork burden associated with scoring and
tracking district assessment results.

District and School Capacity to Support Improvement

Districts vary enormously in their capacity to design and implement interventions and
support school improvement efforts. Some schools also require greater levels of support and
assistance than do others. Some of this variation can be explained by local context (e.g., the level
of need and the proportion of low-performing schools and children to be served); some can be
explained by the number of administrators and staff in central offices and schools.

In 2002-03, large and urban districts were more likely to provide assistance of various kinds
to identified schools; small districts—serving roughly a third of all identified schools—provided
many kinds of assistance less often. Support for planning and data use—a key district
responsibility under NCLB—was more likely to include a wider array of activities in larger
districts and urban districts than in smaller districts and rural districts. For example, 71 percent of
very large districts reported that they provided an extensive range of support for planning and data
use (meaning that they provide all 10 of the types of support included in the TASSIE survey),'’
compared with 50 to 52 percent of large and medium districts, and 37 percent of small districts.

'® See the appendix regarding the 10 types of support.
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Larger districts and urban or suburban districts were also more likely to report that they
provided identified schools with assistance from school support teams, distinguished teachers, or
principal coaches. For example, 77 percent of very large districts reported that identified schools
received help from school support teams, compared with 43 percent of small districts (see
Exhibit 17). Forty percent of rural districts with identified schools provided those schools with
assistance from school support teams, compared with 66 and 68 percent of suburban and urban
districts. Overall, only half of small and rural districts with identified schools provided any
of these forms of assistance (school support teams, distinguished teachers, or principal
mentors) in 2002-03.

Exhibit 17
Assistance Provided by the District to Identified Schools, by District Size
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Exhibit Reads: Among districts with identified schools, 43 percent of small districts, 57 percent of medium sized
districts, 67 percent of large districts, and 77 percent of very large districts provided school support teams to
identified schools.

Note: See the appendix for sample sizes and additional statistical information.

Source: TASSIE district survey.

Larger districts and urban or suburban districts were more likely to assign additional school-
based staff to identified schools to support teacher professional development, and they provided
greater support for professional development more generally. For example, nearly two-thirds (64
percent) of very large districts provided identified schools with additional full-time staff to
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support teacher professional development. This practice was far less common among small
districts, with only one-fifth of such districts reporting that they assigned additional staff (see
Exhibit 17). Similarly, about half of urban and suburban districts assigned additional full-time
staff to identified schools for teacher professional development, compared with just 15 percent of
rural districts. Larger districts and urban districts were also more likely to report that identified
schools received additional professional development or greater access to professional
development resources.

Finally, larger districts and urban districts were more likely to centralize decisions about
curriculum and to support the alignment of curriculum with academic content standards and
assessments. For example, larger districts were more likely to have required schools to adopt new
reading and mathematics curricula than smaller districts (72 percent of very large districts had a
required reading curriculum, compared with 53 percent of small districts). Larger districts also
tended to provide schools with a greater range of support for curriculum alignment. For example,
more than half (57 percent) of very large districts provided an extensive range of support for
curriculum alignment, including local content standards, detailed curriculum guides, model lesson
plans, and other tools to improve alignment. (Districts providing an “extensive” range of support
engaged in at least 9 of the 10 activities identified in the TASSIE district survey.)'” Only one-
quarter of small districts with identified schools provided the same extensive range of support for
curriculum alignment. The same pattern also held true for urban districts, compared with
suburban and rural districts.

Not all districts had the staffing necessary to provide assistance to their identified
schools; this was particularly true in small districts. Nationwide, nearly half of districts with
identified schools (45 percent) reported that they employed no staff who were specially charged
with providing support for teacher development in identified schools. Smaller districts were less
likely to employ staff with special responsibility for providing assistance to identified schools,
and when they did, they tended to have fewer of these staff per identified school than larger
districts. Larger districts had more of these staff available to provide assistance. This was true
both in absolute terms (because larger districts had larger central offices and employed more
staff) and relative to the number of identified schools in the district. For example, two-thirds of
very large districts employed more than one full-time-equivalent (FTE) staff member per
identified school to provide assistance to those schools, compared with one-third of small
districts (see Exhibit 17). Only 6 percent of very large districts reported that they employed no
special staff at all, compared with 27 percent of large districts, 38 percent of medium districts,
and 55 percent of small districts.

Survey data also showed that districts with more FTE staff available per identified school
were more likely to have provided those schools with distinguished teachers, principal mentors,
additional professional development, and school-based teacher development. These patterns
suggest that adequate staffing is a key element of district capacity to provide assistance to low-
performing schools.

The case study sites illustrated the range of staffing resources available to different types of
districts. At one end of the spectrum, an affluent suburban county system was able to assign a

' See the appendix regarding the 10 support activities.
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full-time professional development teacher, a full-time reading specialist, and a mentor teacher
to each school in the county. In addition, the Title I office assigned an instructional specialist to
each Title I school. At the other end of the spectrum, a small rural district had four central office
staff members in total and no reading resource teachers in any of its schools. This district and
several other case study districts like it relied exclusively on state and federal funding streams
for needed resources for schools.

Some districts had reorganized their central offices to free staff to work with low-
performing schools. As described above in Exhibit 16, one large urban district had reassigned
central office curriculum staff to work full-time in schools as improvement facilitators. In
another large urban district, Title I coordinators based in the central office worked as school
improvement team leaders in one or two schools each. Other districts had reorganized their
central office staff into teams to oversee school improvement efforts.

Districts often relied on special funding streams to provide essential support for
additional staff positions, although special federal funds reached a relatively small
proportion of schools that continued to be identified for improvement. In case study schools
where new staff were assigned to identified schools to provide support, funding for those
positions frequently came from federal sources, such as the Reading First, Title I, and the
Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program, or from state school improvement funds.

Rarely were these positions funded locally. In a small district, for example, Reading First funds
paid for the services of a literacy coach, the only additional support position in the school. In
Louisiana, identified schools were encouraged to apply for CSR grants, in part because those
grants bring additional staff and resources to schools.

Although federal funding streams were an important resource for some schools and
districts, they reached only a minority of all identified schools nationwide. Fourteen percent of
schools that continued to be identified for improvement in 2002-03 received support through the
Reading First program. Similarly, 17 percent of all continuously identified schools reported that
they had received funds through the CSR program.

The amount and intensity of assistance provided by districts depended both on the
staffing and other resources available to the district and on the number of schools to be
served. Of the estimated 1,800 districts that had identified schools nationwide in 2002-03,
nearly three-quarters (73 percent) had just one or two schools identified for improvement in
2002-03 (see Exhibit 3 in the introduction to this report). The majority of these districts,
however, were small, with no more than three Title I schools overall—the districts least likely to
have adequate staffing and other resources available to meet the needs of even the small number
of Title I identified schools they were required to serve. In fact, the smallest districts in the case
study sample—with the smallest numbers of identified schools—had few staff and very few
options for mounting meaningful improvement efforts. These districts depended most heavily
on their states and on outside sources of assistance to serve their identified schools. By contrast,
large districts in the case study sample had the necessary staff and expertise in their central
offices to organize effective support to schools, and where the number of schools to be helped
was relatively small, these districts had the option of concentrating resources where they were
needed most. As a result, large case study districts with a small fraction of all their schools that
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were chronically low-performing were able to mount relatively intensive assistance efforts. In
other large districts, local resources could be stretched thin because of overwhelming need. In
one urban district, for example, all 11 of the middle schools in the district were identified for
improvement. The district was investing substantial resources in turning those schools around,
although the challenge of producing improvements in student achievement in 11 middle schools
simultaneously was a formidable one.

Schools differed in their organizational structures and capacity and therefore in their
ability to launch effective improvement efforts and to take advantage of assistance and
intervention. The case studies suggest that schools also need a minimal organizational structure
in place to be able to benefit from assistance that is provided. Several schools had new
principals—new to the school and new to the job. Others had experienced principals who
simply were not strong leaders as judged by the lack of coherence and direction in the school’s
improvement efforts. Similarly, schools varied in the proportion of inexperienced teachers on
their staff and the rate of faculty turnover. Analogous to districts, schools with a small
proportion of students achieving below grade level were better able to concentrate on those
students, compared with schools in which virtually all students are low-performing. These
differences among schools often reflected quite different needs in terms of the assistance and
support required for principals and teachers.

District Strategies for Targeting Assistance and Support

NCLB assumes that states and districts will provide schools identified for improvement
under Title I with the resources and assistance needed to improve instruction to make AYP and
exit school improvement status. States and districts can respond to these provisions in NCLB by
organizing assistance that is specially targeted to identified Title I schools or by ensuring that
identified Title I schools are included in assistance efforts targeted to low-performing schools
more generally.

As shown earlier, most districts in 2002-03 were actively engaged in providing support of
various kinds to identified Title I schools. The majority of districts with identified Title I schools
(59 percent) were small, with enrollments under 3,500. Nearly a third of districts with identified
schools (31 percent) had three or fewer schools in the district (Title I and non-Title I). These
districts had little need to consider options for targeting assistance to their Title I identified
schools, and little reason to differentiate the assistance they provided identified schools from the
assistance they provided to others. Larger districts that served identified schools, schools that
were low-performing but not identified, and higher-performing schools had to make choices
about which schools to serve and whether identified Title I schools would receive more or
different kinds of assistance. The analyses presented in this section include only districts with
each of these three types of schools (36 percent of districts with identified schools), and so
exclude a large number of smaller districts where all schools are low-performing or identified for
improvement.

Districts typically provided most kinds of assistance to a/l of their schools, whether or
not they were low-performing or Title I identified. Most districts with low-performing
schools, of which Title I identified schools are a subset, and other higher-performing schools
provided most forms of assistance to all their schools, including assistance with planning,
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analyzing budgets, and implementing research-based improvement strategies. Only a small
percent of these districts provided such assistance only to identified Title I schools. For
example, almost all of these districts identified research-based strategies for all their schools.
Similarly, nearly three-quarters of these districts helped all types of schools—including those
that were higher performing—write a school improvement plan. A small number of these
districts—13 percent—helped identified Title I schools write or revise improvement plans, but
did not provide that assistance to other kinds of schools. Similar ratios held for other types of
support (see Exhibit 18).

Almost every district had the same reading and mathematics curriculum
requirements for all schools in the district, whether or not they were higher-performing,
low-performing, or identified for improvement under Title I. Fewer than 5 percent of
districts that had adopted programs reported that they had adopted a new curriculum or set of
instructional materials in reading or mathematics for their Title I identified schools only. This
may explain why principals of continuously identified schools cited reasons of instructional
consistency, not Title I identification, for adopting new reading and language arts curricula.

An exception lies in the area of principal mentors or coaches. A majority of districts with
identified schools, other low-performing schools, and higher-performing schools that assigned
principal mentors or coaches had restricted them to Title I or low-performing schools, rather than
making them available to all types of schools in the district. Similarly, among districts that
required the adoption of school reform models for at least some of their schools, about a third
targeted that requirement to their low-performing and Title I identified schools (see Exhibit 18).

Districts with low-performing schools, none of which were identified for improvement
in 2002-03, offered the same kinds of support to those schools as districts with identified
schools. In most respects, districts with identified Title I schools that were required respond to
NCLB provisions regarding school support did not appear to act differently from other districts
with schools they classified as low-performing but that were not identified for improvement. For
example, districts with low-performing schools, none of which were identified under Title I,
were just as likely to provide those schools with school support teams as districts with identified
schools. The same held true for distinguished teachers and principal mentors, as well as for
various kinds of support for planning. NCLB specifically requires that districts help identified
schools develop an improvement plan, review the school budget, and identify research-based
improvement strategies. Districts with low-performing schools, but without Title I identified
schools, undertook these steps as often as districts with identified schools did.

Districts provided the same kinds of assistance to schools in corrective action as they
did to schools that had been identified more recently for improvement. Districts with both
types of schools provided all types of assistance to schools identified for just one or two years
just as often as they did to schools identified for three years or more. This pattern held true for
all types of on-site assistance, additional staffing in schools, professional development, and
support for planning and data use.
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Exhibit 18

District Support to Identified Schools, Other Low-Performing Schools, and Higher-
Performing Schools, Among Districts That Had All Three Types of Schools

To all types of
schools, including
higher-performing | To all types of low-
schools, low- performing
performing schools, including

schools, and Title I | Title | identified | To Title I identified

identified schools schools, only schools only
IdenhfyI research-based improvement 87 7 2
strategies
Write or revise a school improvement 71 8 13
plan
School reform model adoption, among
districts th