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Twin paths to better schools





A Solution-Finding Report

Title: Recruitment for SES and Effectiveness of School Support Teams
Date: July 11, 2007
Prepared for: Texas Comprehensive Center
This document responds to a request from Haidee Williams, program associate of the Texas Comprehensive Center. The request specifies, first and most pressing, the need for “information on effective practices on the recruiting of secondary (high school in particular) students to participate in SES (be it tutoring, etc.) and also research on effective practices that retain and sustain their attendance/-participation in those supplemental services.” Secondarily, the request asks for “research on the effectiveness of school support teams.”
This Solution-finding Report is intended to provide a quick response to the request for information; it is not intended to be definitive literature survey or synthesis of the topics.
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I. Recruitment and Retention of Students for Supplemental Educational Services

Introduction

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 provides two alternative courses of remediation for parents with children in Title I schools that fail to meet annual yearly progress goals, as determined by each state, for two or more years. The first option permits parents to transfer the child from the school “in need of improvement” to another school, including charter schools, within the district that has not been so designated. The second option is enrollment in free supplemental educational services at times other than normal schools hours; these services must be of high quality and research based. Services, primarily tutoring in mathematics and reading/literacy, are provided by state-approved entities, including school personnel and for-profit companies.

A recent study by the RAND Corp. (Zimmer, Gill, et al.), referenced below, of nine school districts indicates that students who participate in SES improved their academic performance. However, participation of eligible students in SES is only about 20% nationwide, and the greatest rate of participation is among elementary school students. According to the RAND report, only 5% of eligible high school students participate. The national dropout rate averages about 5%, with certain populations having higher rates. According to the 2001 National Center for Education Statistics report, Dropout Rates in the United States 2000, young African Americans dropped out at a rate of 6.1%, Hispanics at 7.6% in that year. The report suggests the impact of this premature school leaving, “The cumulative effect of hundreds of thousands of youths leaving school each year short of finishing a high school program translates into several million young people who are out of school, yet lack a high school credential” (http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/droppub_2001/). Consequently, as pointed out in the request for this Solution-finding Report, “high school dropout and graduation rates are critical issues.” With poor academic performance being the strongest indicator of the risk of dropping out, recruiting and retaining high-risk students to SES offers to ameliorate, at least in part, this critical problem.

In spite of its critical nature, the program seems too new to have generated much research on effective recruitment strategies for high school students; most recent analyses have concern program and provider effectiveness. Allison Potter, a technical advisor for the Center on Innovation & Improvement, acknowledges, “It is tough to recruit older students once they become involved in after-school activities. Some schools are trying to coordinate their programs so that competing activities are not offered on the same day SES tutoring is offered.” Encouraging older students to transfer to another school and thereby cutting established social ties is regarded as a still greater problem.
Resources
Barley, Z., & Wegner, S. K. (2007). Access to supplemental educational services in the Central Region states (Issues & Answers Report, REL 2007–No. 007). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory Central. 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs

This study is based on analyses of databases and interviews. Large rural areas in the Central Region states results in difficulty in contracting providers to provide services leading to depressed rates of participation among eligible students. Furthermore, “the low rates of participation in [SES] reported in the central region may not improve until participants are convinced that the services will boost student learning.” The study reports that state-level personnel cite rural parents’ doubts about an “outside agency” enhancing their children’s education, contributing to a suppressed participation rate in areas that have secured providers.
Harvard Family Research Project. (2007, April). Findings From HFRP's Study of Predictors of Participation in Out-of-School Time Activities: Fact Sheet. Cambridge, MA: Author.

http://www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/ost_findings.html

“Harvard Family Research Project (HFRP) received a 2-year grant, beginning in November 2004, from the William T. Grant Foundation to support a quantitative study of the individual and contextual predictors of participation in out-of-school time (OST) activities. This Fact Sheet summarizes findings and implications from HFRP's recently completed Study of Predictors of Participation in OST Activities. With funding from the W.T. Grant Foundation, we examined the child, family, school, and neighborhood predictors of children's participation in OST activities, paying special attention to disadvantaged youth. The Fact Sheet highlights key findings for OST practitioners and policymakers as they work to address issues of access and equity, document service gaps, and target resources accordingly.”
Saifer, S., & Speth, T. (2007). Supplemental educational services and implementation challenges in the Northwest Region states (Issues & Answers Report, REL 2007–No. 006). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory Northwest. 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/northwest/pdf/REL_2007006.pdf
This study is based on collected regional data and documents, interviews with state SES coordinators, and on discussions at a topical forum on the subject of SES. Its purpose is to determine the usage rates of SES in the Northwest and “identify some of the challenges for state education agencies in providing supplemental educational services with respect to participation,” among other concerns. The study finds each state confronts its own set of challenges, depending on state requirements and resources, extent of rural and remote areas and accompanying transportation and/or internet connectivity problems, and availability and quality of providers. State-level administrators often have “difficulty getting accurate numbers” of schools and students enrolled in and in need of SES. Concerning recruitment, the study acknowledges low participation rates among high school students. Although not primarily concerned with older students, the study suggests, either explicitly or implicitly, a number of strategies that might improve participation for all students. For example, the study observes that “the school principal may be critical for improving usage rates”; better communication among all parties involved—states, districts, schools, principals, teachers, providers could lead to improved rates. In particular, better communication between teachers and providers, and districts and parents are cited as important to improved participation.

U. S. Department of Education. (2005). Supplemental Educational Services: Non-Regulatory Guidance. Washington, DC: Author.
http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/suppsvcsguid.doc
Section III, I-1 and I-2 of this document briefly list strategies to use in making parents aware of SES availability and eligibility. Strategies listed include attention to appropriate language and style of notification, enlisting schools to help in recruitment efforts, parent outreach centers, and, failing to attract sufficient numbers of parents, reexamining the six goals for implementing an effective outreach strategy.
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Innovation and Improvement. (2004, May). Creating Strong Supplemental Educational Programs. Washington, DC: Author.
http://www.ed.gov/admins/comm/suppsvcs/sesprograms/report.pdf
Pages 23–30 constitute a chapter entitled “Reach Out to Inform Parents.” Acknowledging that “merely notifying parents by letter, as called for in NCLB guidelines, is insufficient,” the document provides SES outreach examples, sample documents, and strategies from San Diego Los Angeles, Rochester, and Toledo. It notes a problem in having correct contact information for parents is a barrier to recruitment. In sum, it advocates communicating clearly, enlisting schools to engage parents, expanding communication channels, and increasing community involvement in dissemination of SES information.
Zimmer, R., Gill, B., Razquin, P., Booker, K., Lockwood, J. R., et al. (2007, June). State and Local Implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act. Volume I, Title I School Choice, Supplemental Educational Services, and Student Achievement. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Planning, Evaluation and Development, Policy and Program Studies Service.
http://www.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/choice/implementation/achievementanalysis.pdf
or
http://www.rand.org/pubs/reprints/2007/RAND_RP1265.pdf

This study, produced by RAND for the U.S. Department of Education, “used data from nine large, urban school districts to examine the characteristics of students participating in the two options and the resulting impact on student achievement.” Although the study does not address the strategies for recruitment to SES, it does report on disaggregated rates of participation in SES: participation was highest in elementary grades; African-American students had the highest participation rates of all racial and ethnic groups; participating students had lower achievement levels than eligible but nonparticipating students in the year prior to participation; students who transferred tended to transfer to higher-achieving, racially balanced schools; and there was no statistically significant (positive or negative) effect on achievement among students participating in the two options.

“Key findings from [the] analyses of the relationship between participation in supplemental educational services and student achievement include the following:

· As measured by changes in annual achievement gains, participation in supplemental educational services had a positive and significant average effect on participating students in both math and reading in five of seven districts.

· In districts in which positive average effects on student achievement were observed, benefits accrued for particular subgroups (African-American, Hispanic, and students with disabilities) as well.

· A multidistrict meta-analysis indicated statistically significant average effects in both reading and math for participants in supplemental services, with evidence that students participating for multiple years saw accumulating benefits in both subjects.”
II. Effectiveness of School Support Teams

Introduction


The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 called for the establishment of state-authorized school support teams to assist in schoolwide restructuring programs in high-poverty areas or to help low-performing schools effectively change their methods of operation. The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 renewed the use of this system of support. In spite of over 10 years of operations, “research [on the effectiveness of school support teams is pretty thin. . . .There are lots of reports documenting who is doing what [but] far less work on the substance or outcomes of the support,” according to Lauren Morando Rhim, Center on Innovation & Improvement technical consultant.
Resources

Billig, S. H., Perry, S., & Pokorny, N. (1999). School support teams: Building state capacity for improving schools. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 4(3), 231–240.

“This study asked state education agency staff to describe models, strengths, challenges, and lessons learned as they implemented the school support team provisions” of the 1994 act. The report is based on interviews with SEA staff from 43 states and documentation they supplied, as well as profiles compiled by CCSSO. School support teams were viewed positively when peer-to-peer consultation, rather than supervision, took place, when “school support team members were knowledgeable in multiple areas.” It reports also that “schools that received assistance from the school support team system were more likely to implement consolidated programs and to have an integrated approach to funding and service delivery” and that they “benefited from the individualized assistance they received. . . .The relationships that were established exposed educators to multiple ideas that could be customized to local needs, and problems could be addressed as they occurred.” Problems included system management, funding, and frequency of visits, and apparent lack of qualifications or experience of team members.
Johnson, J. F. (1996, November). Building capacity through school support teams. Educational Leadership, pp. 80–82.
This brief article describes strategies for developing effective relationships between Texas school support teams and school personnel and how teams can effectively contribute to improving schools. It advises building trust, focusing on developing school strengths, providing credible examples that schools can be improved, offering new organizational or instruction strategies, enhancing commitment to the school’s endeavors. 
Laguarda, K G. (2003, April). State-sponsored technical assistance to low-performing schools: Strategies from nine states. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Education Research Association, Chicago, IL.

The paper, not focused on state improvement teams in particular, but on more general systems of support, identifies, briefly, North Carolina as having “developed the most intensive version of the assistance team model, assigning assistance teams to work full time in residence for one year at each school targeted for mandatory assistance.” The report does not consider the effect of teams’ activities in North Carolina schools, whether the teams brought about the changes necessary to improve academic performance.[image: image2][image: image3][image: image4]
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