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One of the unique strategies proposed and delivered by CII was the September 25–26, 2006 two-day Institute for School Improvement and Education Options. The planning and development of the Institute agenda provided a fertile basis for collaboration and information dissemination among the comprehensive centers. All fifteen regional comprehensive centers collaborated on the contents of the agenda and reviewed it as part of the monthly outreach calls. Six centers officially collaborated: Great Lakes East, Great Lakes West, California, Mid-continent, New England, and New York. Several more served on the agenda and as work group facilitators or reporters, including Southeast and Florida and Islands. CII listened carefully to the needs of the Centers and responded to their input on what technical assistance is both needed and required for the Centers to support their SEAs. The Institute focused on topics that are CII priority areas, approved by ED, and that also align with state needs as determined through CII needs sensing among the network of content centers. Consequently, the Institute was a model of collaboration from determining need to responding to the needs of states as they work to comply with NCLB requirements. 

The main objective of the Institute was to increase the capacity of regional comprehensive centers to assist states in: (a) evaluating and improving SES services; (b) reaching parents effectively to increase enrollment in SES; (c) providing LEAs with guidance and support for Year 4 restructuring planning; and (d) providing LEAs with guidance and support for implementing fast-paced and significant improvement strategies in restructured schools.
Pre-conference reading was part of the assistance provided by CII to assure that participants would be well-prepared to engage fully in the Institute discussion. Readings were posted in advance on the CII website and provided in binder format at registration. Readings included all proposed technical assistance documents and accompanying reading that would be useful resources on the Institute’s topics. Readings included:

· Evaluating Supplemental Educational Service Providers: Suggested Strategies for States (2nd edition)

· GAO Report to Congressional Requesters: Education Actions Needed to Improve Local Implementation and State Evaluation of SES

· Outreach to Parents About Free Tutoring for Kids

· Outline for Handbook on Restructuring and Substantial Improvement

· School Restructuring Under NCLB: What Works When?

Four panels were developed to provide expert information to the centers and to introduce them to the technical assistance retreats that CII proposes in response to the Centers’ needs. All sessions culminated with questions and answers from the participants. The panels focused on the following topics: Topic 1. Supplemental Educational Services (SES): State Evaluation of SES Outreach to Parents to Increase Enrollment of SES; Topic 2. Restructuring, What Does the Research Say? The District’s Support for “Urgent and Substantial” School Improvement as in Restructuring.
In addition to the panels, participants were divided into four work groups for the purpose of review and feedback on the proposed technical assistance retreats CII is planning. The work groups discussed three proposed technical assistance retreats and suggested ways to make them most useful and effective for the regional centers and states.
Ninety-two invitees pre-registered for the conference; because of several last-minute walk-ins, 98 attended and participated. Among these were 22 panelists and presenters; the other 76 invitees represented all of the U.S. Department of Education’s regional comprehensive centers, the primary clients for CII work, and its other content centers, as well as representatives of certain regional educational laboratories, and a few school superintendents and principals and U.S. Department of Education officials. 

A survey to evaluate the Institute’s relevance and usefulness to participants’ work, quality of its content, its organization, and the materials provided was distributed. The survey also sought to determine the extent to which participants felt the Institute obtained its objectives—familiarizing participants with the CII website; imparting panelists’ insights on, promoting discussion of, and connecting with expertise and resources on SES and restructuring. Both these aspects of the survey employed a 4-point Likert scale. Of the 76 non-panelists in attendance, 46, or 61%, returned evaluation surveys, and the average for all responses (N=454) on all items was 3.36, indicating that the responding participants found the overall quality of the Institute to be “good” to “excellent.” The average response rating for to each of the ten rated items on the survey are presented in Tables 1 and 2.
Table 1: Ratings of Features of the Institute

	Item
	Respondents
	Average on 4-point scale
	Respondents rating 3 (good) or 4 (excellent)

	Usefulness of the content to your work
	46
	3.20
	42 (91.30%)

	Relevance of the content to your work
	46
	3.41
	43 (93.48%)

	Quality of the content
	45
	3.51
	45 (100%)

	Organization of the Institute
	46
	3.46
	42 (91.3%)

	Materials provided at the Institute
	45
	3.67
	45 (100%)


Table 2: Rating the Institute’s Success in Meeting Its Objectives
	Item
	Respondents
	Average on 4-point scale
	Respondents rating 3 (good) or 4 (excellent)

	Become familiar with CII’s website
	43
	3.07
	36 (83.72%)

	Gain panelists’ insights on SES and restructuring
	46
	3.46
	43 (93.48%)

	Discuss SES and restructuring
	45
	3.16
	36 (80.00%)

	Connect with expertise and resources on SES and restructuring
	46
	3.35
	42 (91.30%)

	Provide input on CII’s three Center–State TA Retreats
	46
	3.33
	40 (86.96%)


In addition to the scaled survey, participants were also asked to respond to two open-ended questions: “What did you find most helpful about the Institute”? and “What suggestions would you recommend to improve the Institute”? The responses to these questions are discussed below.


The 42 responses to the first open-ended question tended to be fragmentary and often cited more than one “most helpful” facet of the Institute. At least 16 (38%) of the respondents indicated the panels or panelists and speakers were the most helpful aspect of the Institute. Several responses praised panelists’ knowledge and expertise as well as their engaging and engaged demeanor. Certain panels were explicitly cited by respondents as key. The two sessions on state evaluation of SES and the two on outreach efforts to parents to increase enrollment in SES were cited as most helpful in two responses (4.7% each session topic); and the sessions on restructuring research and district support for school restructuring both were cited three times (7.1%) as most helpful. A few of the responses noted the value of experienced district and state-level practitioners on the panels. The high ratings accorded the materials present in the Institute are corroborated by the number of respondents (nine, 19.5%) who indicated the materials were the “most helpful” aspect of the Institute. At least eleven responses (26%) found aspects of the Institute that can be generally categorized as organizational features to be most helpful. Among these, the participants praised the panel discussion–question-and-answer format and the ability to connect with peers and colleagues at other centers on problems they hold in common. One person praised the pacing of the Institute.

Forty individuals made suggestions about how to improve the Institute. The idea that was most offered (10 times, 25.00%) to improve the content of the Institute  was to focus sessions more specifically on how the regional comprehensive centers (RCCs) can support the state education agencies. Some of these responses suggested more panel members should be drawn from state departments of education and from the RCCs themselves and thus would include panelists who could discuss “how they have engaged their SEAs” on the topics of SES and restructuring. One respondent commented, “We need tools, [information] that informs SEA policy, infrastructure, practices, expectations.” Several responses (14, 35%) relating to the organization of the Institute indicated a need for a greater depth of discussion, more time allotted for discussion and interaction, or more time allotted for small work groups and RCC team meetings. One response suggested reducing the number of major topics, while others felt the number of topics should have been expanded: The Institute should have included attention to statewide support systems of school and district improvement for schools in corrective action, that is, prior to entering restructuring status; it should have concerned, in part at least, tools for school safety, character education, school culture as these are important in restructuring. None of the responses suggested that any aspect of the website database or the presentation of how to use it needed improvement.
