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Introduction

The Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance Center is one of the 16 regional centers created by the U.S. Department of Education in 2005 to support the implementation of the 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act and improve student achievement by building state capacity. Great Lakes West, administered by Learning Point Associates, provides technical assistance and support tailored to the needs of two states—Illinois and Wisconsin. 

Since March 2006, Great Lakes West and the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI) have been meeting regularly to discuss technical assistance goals and ways in which Great Lakes West can provide services and support to build state capacity. Major collaborative areas with Wisconsin include statewide support for school improvement, high school redesign, and supplemental educational services (SES). Great Lakes West is assisting the Wisconsin DPI 
in establishing a process for the evaluation of SES providers.
The SES Institute was held on February 22–23, 2007, at the BioPharmaceutical Technology Center Institute in Madison, WI. This event was sponsored jointly by Great Lakes West, the Great Lakes East Comprehensive Assistance Center, the North Central Comprehensive Center, the national Center on Innovation and Improvement, and the BioPharmaceutical Technology Center Institute. The SES Institute was attended by state education agency (SEA) staff from Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. Comprehensive center staff members from Great Lakes West, Great Lakes East, North Central Comprehensive Center, and Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive Center were there to represent the attending states within their regions. Other stakeholders attending the SES Institute included district-level staff, college professors, and researchers.
The SES Institute comprised a series of sessions that provided a comprehensive overview for evaluating SES providers. Prior to the SES Institute, Great Lakes West administered a needs-sensing survey to registered attendees to determine their specific information needs on the evaluation of SES providers. The information from the survey allowed guest speakers to tailor their presentations to the specific needs of the audience. The information also helped Great Lakes West determine the focus areas for each breakout group. Session topics included evaluation methodologies, data collection, legal aspects of SES, and issues specific to rural districts and schools. Each state was asked to bring information on their SES programs for 
other attendees to review. A whole-group discussion, followed by several breakout sessions, gave attendees an opportunity to share their successes, challenges, and strategies with other 
SEA staff members who manage SES in their states. 
Survey Results
At the end of the SES Institute, participants were asked to complete a brief survey that addressed the quality, relevance, and utility of the meetings as well as Great Lakes West services and resources. The questionnaire consisted largely of closed-ended items and took approximately five minutes to complete. Of the 28 external stakeholders, 24, including those representing 
state- and district-level personnel, completed the survey for a response rate of 86 percent.

Survey Respondents
The hosts of the SES Institute intended for state-level personnel to attend this event and, consequently, Table 1 shows that the large majority of attendees were SEA staff members. Thirteen percent of attendees were at the district level. Almost three quarters of respondents marked themselves as either a state-level consultant or manager. The SES Institute invited state-level staff who worked within the areas of data, evaluation, or legal. Although no one attending was affiliated with evaluation or legal, 9 percent of respondents worked within the area of data. A limitation to this survey is that it did not account for state-level staff administering SES within their states. 
Eight states were represented at the SES Institute. The highest representation came from Michigan, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. SEA staff from Pennsylvania 
notified the SES Institute of their intention to attend on very short notice yet had a sizeable representation. 

Table 1. Participant Positions and States Represented
	Position Title
	N=23

	State-level consultant
	44%

	State-level manager
	30%

	District-level personnel
	13%

	Data or state-level assessment manager or analyst
	9%

	Director of curriculum, instruction, assessment, or professional learning
	4%

	State 
	N=23

	Iowa
	4%

	Michigan
	17%

	Minnesota
	13%

	Nebraska
	4%

	North Dakota
	4%

	Pennsylvania
	17%

	South Dakota
	17%

	Wisconsin
	22%


Quality
Respondents were asked to rate the quality of the SES Institute and the services and materials provided at the event. As shown in Table 2, 86 percent rated the overall quality of services provided by the national content and regional comprehensive assistance centers as excellent, while 10 percent of respondents rated the services as good. In addition, 83 percent of respondents rated the quality of assistance that the national content and regional comprehensive assistance centers provided to their state teams as excellent and 13 percent rated the assistance as good. In the open-ended responses, one respondent indicated that the time to talk to comprehensive center consultants was one of the most valuable aspects of the SES Institute.
More specific components of quality also were rated by respondents. Seventy-nine percent 
of respondents rated the activities and discussions as highly focused and productive, with 13 percent providing a good rating, and 8 percent rating it as fair. The facilitators were given excellent ratings by 92 percent of respondents for their level of knowledge about relevant 
issues and their responsiveness and flexibility to the needs of the group
The materials provided at the meeting also were rated highly. Eighty-eight percent of respondents judged the credibility of the materials to be excellent, with 13 percent rating them as good. The clarity and conciseness of materials were excellent to 71 percent of respondents and good to 29 percent of respondents, who rated this area slightly lower than other areas of quality. 
Table 2. Quality of Services and Materials
	
	N
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor
	Don’t Know
	Not Applicable

	Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services you have received from the national content and regional comprehensive assistance centers so far?
	21
	18
(86%)
	2
(10%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	1
(5%)
	0
(0%)

	The national content and regional comprehensive assistance centers were effective in providing quality assistance to your 
state team.
	23
	19
(83%)
	3
(13%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	1
(4%)

	For this event, rate the extent to which:

	The activities and discussions were focused and productive (i.e., it was a good use of your time).
	24
	19
(79%)
	3
(13%)
	2
(8%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)

	The facilitators were responsive and flexible to the needs of the group.
	24
	22
(92%)
	2
(8%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)

	The facilitators were knowledgeable about 
relevant issues.
	24
	22
(92%)
	2
(8%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)

	
	N
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor
	Don’t Know
	Not Applicable

	For this event, rate the extent to which:

	The materials provided were credible.
	24
	21
(88%)
	3
(13%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)

	The materials provided were clear and concise.
	24
	17
(71%)
	7
(29%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)


Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not equal 100. 
Relevance
Respondents were asked to evaluate the relevance of the services received from the national content and regional comprehensive assistance centers. As shown in Table 3, 91 percent of respondents gave excellent ratings to the national content and regional comprehensive 
assistance centers for the relevance of their provided services. 
On more specific components of relevance, ratings moved lower among respondents. Only 66 percent indicated that the meeting’s activities and discussions were excellent at addressing their state’s NCLB implementation priorities and needs and almost one third rated it as good. When asked to rate the extent to which the activities and discussions took into consideration the state’s capacity to meet federal requirements, respondents were split more evenly, with 46 percent giving a rating of good and 42 percent giving an excellent rating. Furthermore, 8 percent of respondents provided a poor rating in this area, and the remaining 4 percent rated it as fair. 
In terms of the relevance of the materials provided to inform the meeting, 54 percent of respondents indicated that the materials were excellent and 42 percent considered the materials good for addressing the state’s implementation priorities and needs. The materials were given ratings of excellent and good by 48 percent and 39 percent of respondents, respectively, when it came to taking into consideration the state’s capacity to meet federal requirements. Nine percent of respondents gave fair ratings, with a remaining four percent rating the materials as poor in this area. 
Table 3. Relevance of Services and Materials
	
	N
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor
	Don’t Know

	Overall, how would you rate the relevance of the services you have received from the national content and regional comprehensive centers so far?
	21
	19
(91%)
	1
(5%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	1
(5%)

	For this event, rate the extent to which:

	The activities and discussions addressed your state’s NCLB implementation priorities and needs.
	24
	16
(67%)
	7
(29%)
	1
(4%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)

	The activities and discussions took into consideration your state’s capacity to meet federal requirements.
	24
	10
(42%)
	11
(46%)
	1
(4%)
	2
(8%)
	0
(0%)

	The materials provided addressed your state’s NCLB implementation priorities and needs.
	24
	13
(54%)
	10
(42%)
	1
(4%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)

	The materials provided took into consideration your state’s capacity to meet federal requirements.
	23
	11
(48%)
	9
(39%)
	2
(9%)
	1
(4%)
	0
(0%)


Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not equal 100. 
Utility
In regard to the overall usefulness of the services provided by the national content and regional comprehensive assistance centers so far (as shown in Table 4), 76 percent of the respondents gave a rating of excellent and 14 percent gave a good rating on the utility of services. Seventy-one percent of respondents rated the meeting’s activities and discussions excellent for helping them move their work forward in concrete ways and 17 percent gave good ratings for those activities. The materials were rated identically to the activities and discussions for helping them move their work forward; however, 8 percent of respondents did not know how to rate these two survey items. 
The activities and discussions were rated excellent by 75 percent of respondents for helping them gain practical knowledge and useful contacts. The remaining 25 percent of respondents indicated that the activities and discussions were good in this area. Similarly, 74 percent of respondents considered the materials to be excellent for helping them gain practical knowledge and useful contacts. Another 22 percent of respondents indicated that the materials were good in this area, with the remaining 4 percent rating the materials as fair. 
Table 4. Utility of Services and Materials
	
	N
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor
	Don’t Know

	Overall, how would you rate the utility of the services you have received from the national content and regional comprehensive assistance centers so far?
	21
	16
(76%)
	3
(14%)
	1
(5%)
	0
(0%)
	1
(5%)

	For this event, rate the extent to which:

	The activities and discussions helped you move your work forward in concrete ways.
	24
	17
(71%)
	4
(17%)
	1
(4%)
	0
(0%)
	2
(8%)

	The materials provided helped you move your work forward in concrete ways.
	24
	17
(71%)
	4
(17%)
	1
(4%)
	0
(0%)
	2
(8%)

	The activities and discussions helped you gain practical knowledge and useful contacts.
	24
	18
(75%)
	6
(25%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)

	The materials provided helped you gain practical knowledge and useful contacts.
	23
	17
(74%)
	5
(22%)
	1
(4%)
	0
(0%)
	0
(0%)


Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not equal 100. 
What Respondents Liked Most and What They Would Change
For the final survey questions, respondents were asked what they liked most and what they would change about the event. The open-ended responses have been included in an appendix of this report. Respondents were highly complimentary in their open-ended feedback about the SES Institute. Respondents most appreciated the opportunity to network and discuss SES issues with people from other states. In addition, participants indicated that the small group of participants allowed for a more interactive meeting. One respondent wrote, “The opportunity to network 
with state staff and assistance staff who are working on similar issues was very beneficial. The progression of topics and interactive participation was a great structure.” While participants liked having time set aside for state discussion groups, some participants suggested having more time to discuss SES issues with their state-level colleagues. Finally, several participants indicated that the topical groups were very helpful, with many considering the legal SES issues as the most informative group session. Attendees liked the opportunity to collaborate with others and develop action plans that they could use going forward. 
There were a few aspects of the meeting that respondents wanted to change. In terms of meeting structure, a few respondents would have preferred a mix of lecture and small-group work with more breakout sessions. Three respondents said that a break was needed during the afternoon session on the first day of the institute. One respondent said, “Legal presentation was extremely helpful but would have been helpful to break in half.” Two respondents wanted the meeting to cover more varied topics on SES. In addition, respondents wanted the meeting and hotel accommodations in the same location. “[It] would have been nice to have this event in the 
same location as [the] hotel,” said one respondent.
Summary
The results of the survey indicate that the SES Institute was well received by those who attended. The attending national content and regional comprehensive assistance centers were given high ratings of quality, particularly, for providing facilitators that were attentive to the audience and well informed on the topic of evaluating SES providers. The work of the centers was rated highly for its relevance and usefulness to the attendees. In open-ended comments, the SES Institute received many positive remarks from its participants. It was considered by the SEA personnel 
as informative and beneficial. The legal information was considered to be the most informative session. The SES Institute provided its attendees with many opportunities to network with individuals from other states and share their challenges and triumphs regarding their state’s evaluation process of SES providers. 
Appendix 
Open-Ended Feedback Responses
SES Institute

February 22–23, 2007
18. Describe what you liked most about this event.

The opportunity to network with state staff and assistance staff who are working on similar issues was very beneficial. The progression of topics and interactive participation was a great structure.

Legal information

Contacts and learning about other states’ struggles and triumphs. 

The group was small enough to be interactive where ideas could be shared, explored, and many resolved. Good amount of time for sessions.

I would like to thank those who funded our participation in this event and included district-level participation.

Varity, networking; Time and work on Minnesota plan.

Networking—legal session and topic lead discussions.

Legal information provided was excellent.
It was very beneficial to discuss issues with others experiencing the same problems and successes.

It was interesting and informative to hear what other states were doing in the area of SES. The roundtable was great as was the topical groups. This also enabled me to have input into state requirements for SES.

The legal perspective was helpful in determining the direction our state should move with regard to compliance and monitoring issues.

Hear what others are doing

Time with state team

The sharing and collaboration with other SES programs.

The time to collaborate and work with team; time to talk to comp. center consultants

Smaller group of participants at this conference allowed for more participant discussion and input. Allowing for state discussions and small-group work and discussion was helpful. This conference allowed for collaboration and discussion. This was a real positive aspect of the conference.

State conversations and state roundtable after the presenters (really the whole process); best we are going back with an action plan and to do best.

The ability to network with each other and other states.

Opportunity to learn from other states and ability to talk within-state on formulator “next steps” and actual plan.

Tremendous conference! Well organized and directly related to the topic of SES.

States sharing

19. Describe what you would change about this event.

Thank you for a very well-organized and helpful meeting.

It was informative and accommodations.

Longer—more roundtables on varied topics; more Q and A on specific topics

Great!

I thought the meeting facility was excellent and very interesting to tour, but it would be easier logistically to stay and meet in the same facility. Wireless connectivity and networking session one evening.

Have the conference at the same place as the hotel; more “study groups” around various topics.

Hotel—would have been nice to have this event in the same location as hotel.

Possible opportunities for more breakout sessions. I thought the session on rural areas was an outstanding networking opportunity!
Great event.

One session was long.

Legal presentation was extremely helpful but would have been helpful to break in half.

Warmer location

Development of an evaluation template for producing reports that can be shared within the state and between states.

Work with other states (close proximity) with same issues—rural Native American.

Nothing. Thank you for having this conference.

Maybe mix up the lecture and small-group work—have a little of each on both days. Overall, very useful!
A bit more time for state-specific discussion and a break in afternoon of Day 1. Minor changes—excellent session! Plan for another one next year!

I would have broken up the 2½-hour Illinois afternoon session.

More varied topics—capacity funding federal laws, etc.
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