Organizing framework for diagnostic in Phase 1
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Interviews also conducted with several researchers and
national experts

1. In-depth interviews conducted




States and districts are trying new approaches
but nothing is yet proven (l)

Value chain
element

Key innovations or leading practices

Theory of action

Identify and prioritize

Assess

Develop a well-defined 'theory
of action'...

+ eg, Various states moving
towards a theory of action
focused on building capacity
at the district level

Develop a single, aligned
balanced criteria with tiers of
support that is applied
to all schools

+ eg, Ohio's Tri-Tier Model

Source: Literature review; Interview with officials at state and local education authorities

Consolidate federal, state, and
district needs assessment
processes
+ eg, Massachusetts'
Performance
Improvement Planning

Employ a rigorous, data-driven
'decision-tree’ style approach
to diagnose root causes
+ eg, Ohio's data analysis
tools such as Interactive
Local Report Card (iLRC)

Focus assessment on
identifying needs for
capacity building

+ eg, UK's Ofsted

States and districts are trying new approaches
but nothing is yet proven (ll)

Value chain
element

Key innovations or leading practices

Assist

Monitor and sustain
improvements

Develop an integrated,
comprehensive set of
measures/supports for
schools and districts
+ eg, Miami-Dade's autonomy
zone, New York City's
chancellor's district

Use a highly-structured,
deliberate approach to
building instructional capacity
+ eg, Boston's collaborative
coaching and learning
program

Provide a suite of support
vehicles including in-kind
technical assistance and
improvement grants
+ eg, Kentucky's
Commonwealth School
Improvement Fund (CSIF)

Employ a highly-skilled core of
distinguished educators with
specific turnaround expertise
to assist schools
« eg, Virginia's turnaround
specialists program
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Provide some key services,
especially those where
relationships and local context
are critical — through
regional offices
+ eg, Texas' regional
Education Service
Centers (ESC)

Source: Literature review; interview with officials at state and local education authorities

Establish key evaluation
metrics up front and
rigorously monitor progress
throughout
+ eg, Chicago's performance
dashboard
« California's readiness-to-exit
flow chart

Provide support over an
extended period of time,
ramping support levels down
as performance improves




Consulted stakeholders from across the state
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[0 7 Site visits and interviews with  [7] 36 Internal stakeholders, [7] 231 Survey responses
schools and districts 32 External stakeholders
«+ 8 superintendents
20 district administrators
+ 24 principals
24 teachers

Stakeholders cited a number of common root causes

Many are addressable within the public education system; others more structural in nature

P ially addre ble el 1ts for state Likely structural elements beyond the
Root causes assistance efforts scope of state assistance

Lack of talent in highest + Allocation of existing teachers/principals Desirability of working/living in high poverty

d school * Retention districts
O IR « Training « Statewide supply of teachers, especially in key
—————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— -content areas - - - - —————— - - m e
« Consistent alignment and adherence to curriculum * Limited resources

Instructional and

5 - Strategies/means to meet special needs
assessment issues

« Time on task
+ Level of school resources/focus on parental and + Constraints on parent's ability to engage with
Lack of parental and community engagement schools (time, educational attainment, etc)
community engagement Limited options for business and community
partnerships in rural regions
Culture of low + Setting high expectations for students, staff + Media's tendency to highlight 'failures’
expectations, failure

+ Sub-optimal allocation of resources to districts « Limited level of resources for public education
+ Lack of accountability and enforcement of existing
System-level issues policies and plans
Lack of available information, know-how or
discipline to make data-driven decisions
+ Training of school board members, other key « Fragmented state-level governance
governing bodies + 'Local control'

Governance

needs to make choices around what it considers

‘addressable’




Many school- and district-level staff valued the support
they received from the assistance team

Key assistance team functions Key attributes of team's approach
that were most valued that were most valued
Building teacher capacity Focus on building relationships
« Organizing/delivering professional development + Humility, genuine spirit of cooperation and
and in services openness to learn from one another
« Instructional coaching
+ Raising the morale of teachers and staff Accountability

« Feeling ownership for the results
Serving as a mentor/coach to principals

« Leadership development Relevance
« Handling non-critical tasks « Advice based on direct experiences in similar grade
levels, subject areas and with similar
Assisting with key instructional functions student populations
« Aligning curriculum with state assessments
« Improving school calendar Open communication
« Strategies for specific subgroups (eg, EC) « Frequent and open communication between team,

teachers, principals and districts
Working directly with higher need students
+ One-on-one or small group coaching with students

How the teams went about their work was as important as
what support they were actually providing

Assessment of DPI assistance efforts based on value chain
Key questions to ask at each step in the assistance process

Monitor and
Theory of action Assess Assist sustain

improvements
Is there a clear and Are the right Does istance meet Is istance delivered  Are DPI's efforts
effective theory of schools/districts the unique needs of with right approach rigorously monitored
action for how DPI can identified? schools and districts? and skill set? and evaluated?
best support
improvements in Is support focused on Is assistance provided  Are the right incentives
school and district identifying and at right time and for and consequences in
performance? addressing root the right duration? place to drive

causes? sustained

Is DPI focusing their Is support coordinated  improvements?
efforts on the highest both internally and
possible areas of with external

impact? providers?




Assessment of current assistance efforts offered key
implications and design principles for new model

Output from assessment
What DPI currently does

Implications/guiding principles
DPI should ...

Theory of « Assistance programs largely focus on schools as
action primary lever for change
Screen Assistance based on triggers, not on needs
+ Programs only focus on a subset of what
Assess schools/districts need
+ Teams have limited scope, lack ability to address
primary drivers, and do not stay long enough
« Performance improvements typically not sustained
after teams leave
Assist «  Lack of coordination across internal and external
programs leads to overlap
+ DPIl uses a 'one size fits all' approach to assistance
« School leaders don't know who to call at DPI
+ No clear owner or process in place for monitoring
Monitor and tracking
d i Incentives and consequences do not drive behavior
. and sustain at local level
improvements

Look for ways to intervene at highest potential for
impact (eg, districts)

+ Segment schools/districts based on definition of their

Focus on assessing needs and understanding

Create scalable solutions

Pursue sustainable solutions

Provide seamless and coordinated assistance

+ Customize support offerings that improve instruction
Offer - ice with clear and
proactive communication

Rigorously monitor. evaluate. and measure programs

Create effective incentives and consequences for
districts and schools

Look for ways to build credibility and expand
capabilities over time

Proposed key design principles to create a new

DPI assistance model

What should DPI assistance
efforts focus on

How DPI should go about
providing assistance

o Focus on assessing needs and
understanding primary drivers

e Customize support offerings that improve
instruction

o Provide seamless and coordinated
assistance to schools/districts

° Create effective incentives and
consequences for schools and districts

Create scalable solutions

Intervene at areas/times of highest impact

Pursue sustainable solutions

Rigorously monitor, evaluate, and measure
programs

Offer customer-focused service with clear
and proactive communication

Build credibility and expand capabilities of
DPI over time




