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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program was first established by Congress in 

1998 as a demonstration project for the U.S. Department of Education (USDE), and was 

reauthorized in 2001 through Title I, Part F of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act.  

CSR programs are intended to foster coherent school-wide improvements in high-

poverty, low-achieving schools that cover all aspects of their operations, through 

curriculum changes, sustained professional development, and enhanced involvement of 

parents. To achieve these goals, schools are encouraged to examine and include 

successful, externally-developed models that incorporate well-researched and well-

documented designs for school-wide change and that have been replicated with proven 

results. Models are required to include 11 components related to their design, activities, 

resources, evaluation, and research base in order to be included in the CSR program. 

CSR funds in Texas are distributed through two grant programs. The CSR – Improving 

Teaching and Learning (ITL) grant program was the initial program through which 

federal funds were distributed to Title I eligible campuses at all grade levels.  A total of 

85 schools received funds for Cycle 3 of the CSR – ITL program (ITL Cycle 3), which 

began implementation on August, 1 2004 and will conclude its third and final year of 

funding on July 31, 2007. The current evaluation of the ITL Cycle 3 grant program 

covers the August 1, 2004 to July 31, 2006 period. 

The CSR – Texas High School Initiative (THSI) grants began on January 1, 2005 with 

funding for 84 eligible Title I high schools that were not receiving CSR funds through 

ITL. This grant program will conclude its third and final year on December 31, 2007.  

The current evaluation of THSI activities covers the January 1, 2005 to July 31, 2006 

period. 

Evaluation Results 

This evaluation report examines implementation and student outcome data for THSI and 

ITL Cycle 3 programs. Implementation data included progress reports completed by 

school principals, as well as surveys of teachers, staff, principals, and external technical 
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assistance providers (TAPs). Surveys also included information on participants’ 

perceptions of the impact of CSR programs on professional development, classroom 

practices, student performance, and parent involvement. Student outcome data included 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) performance in reading and 

mathematics from 2004 to 2006. 

Profile of CSR Students 

CSR campuses in both grant programs enrolled an average of 863 students per campus 

(based on 2005-2006 enrollment data, the most recent year of program activities). 

Compared to statewide averages, a higher percentage of CSR students were Hispanic and 

classified as economically disadvantaged.  The high proportion of students in both grant 

programs that were classified as economically disadvantaged is an indication that CSR 

grants are serving the intended student populations, in keeping with the goals of the grant 

program.  

Program Implementation 

According to school principals, CSR reforms in both grant programs have achieved high 

levels of implementation in the majority of the 11 core components of CSR.  The only 

exception was parental/community involvement, which was reported as lagging behind 

by the highest percentage of school principals. 

There was substantial agreement among principals, teachers, and TAPs about the most 

significant barriers to successful program implementation.  A lack of time, poor 

parent/community involvement, insufficient human resources, and lack of teacher buy-in 

or support for the programs were commonly cited as key obstacles. 

Principals and teachers agreed that the most important facilitators of successful program 

implementation were support from school administration, training and professional 

development, support/buy-in from teachers, and adequate financial resources. 

Program Impacts 

A number of positive program impacts were identified by principals, teachers, and TAPs: 
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� Professional development is being implemented at high rates and in various 
formats.  Participants are rating professional development received as adequate 
and valuable; 

� Parental/community involvement continues to be difficult to facilitate, though 
grantee campuses are making efforts; 

� Principals and teachers are perceiving positive changes in classroom behaviors 
among students and on classroom practices.  TAPs are perceiving positive 
changes among teachers. 

� Preliminary, long-term impacts are beginning to be observed among THSI 
campuses. Among those grantee campuses with high concentrations of 
economically disadvantaged students, analyses of student achievement data 
indicated: 

o	 Grantee campuses are outperforming comparison campuses on TAKS 
reading; and 

o	 Grantee campuses are outperforming comparison campuses on TAKS 
mathematics. 

Conclusions 

Both THSI and ITL Cycle 3 schools seem to have successfully implemented nearly all 

components of the CSR program. Participants reported that the program had a number of 

positive effects on their campuses in professional development, classroom practices, and 

student behavior and performance. The primary difference found between performance of 

CSR schools and comparison schools, however, was for high schools with large 

percentages of economically disadvantaged students. The CSR program appears to have 

been particularly effective in improving reading performance among economically 

disadvantaged high school students, in line with grant program goals.  

Future reports on the CSR program can help to shed light on these and other issues by 

examining more closely the effect of program implementation on outcomes, including 

student achievement and changes in school practices. Research on school reform has 

shown that quality of implementation can vary greatly both within and between schools, 

and is associated with student learning outcomes. Thus, it is important to understand how 

quality of implementation is related to student achievement outcomes. Given the 
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complexity of CSR programs, it is also important to evaluate effects not just for programs 

as a whole, but also for specific components to identify particular practices that may be 

useful in improving student outcomes. These issues will be explored further in the next 

statewide evaluation of CSR programs, which will be conducted by TEA in 2007.   

ix 



 

 

 

 
  

  

 

                                                 
    

 
  

 

I. Introduction and Background 


The Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program was first established by Congress in 

1998 as a demonstration project for the U.S. Department of Education (USDE), and was 

reauthorized in 2001 through Title I, Part F of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. 

The CSR program was developed to help high-poverty, low-achieving schools address 

common obstacles to improved student achievement through effective school-wide 

reform. In FY 2004, Congress allocated approximately $308 million for schools pursuing 

comprehensive school reform. A total of $205 million was appropriated for FY 2005. 

Appropriations in FY 2006 were allocated only for the National Comprehensive School 

Reform Clearinghouse1 and totaled $1.45 million. 

Rather than improving only selective programs or adopting a piecemeal, fragmented 

approach to reform, CSR programs are intended to foster coherent school-wide 

improvements that cover all aspects of a school's operations, through curriculum changes, 

sustained professional development, and enhanced involvement of parents. To achieve 

these goals, schools are encouraged to examine and include successful, externally-

developed models that incorporate well-researched and well-documented designs for 

school-wide change and that have been replicated with proven results.  

The USDE, through Public Law 107-100, requires that a CSR program incorporate the 

following 11 components in order to be considered a “comprehensive” reform effort 

utilizing a “scientifically based” approach (USDE, 2005). CSR programs must include: 

•	 Proven research-based methods and strategies for student learning, teaching and 
school management;  

•	 A comprehensive design integrating instruction, assessment, classroom
 
management, professional development, parental involvement and school 

management; 


•	 Professional development that involves high-quality proven, innovative 

strategies and provides continuous training; 


1 This was established through award of a contract in FY2006 by the U.S. Department of Education to 
Learning Point Associates in Naperville, IL, which operates the clearinghouse in partnership with the 
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) in Austin, TX.  For more information, see the 
National Clearinghouse’s website at:  http://www.centerforcsri.org. 

1
 

http:http://www.centerforcsri.org


  

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

•	 Measurable goals and benchmarks for student achievement; 

•	 Support of school staff for reform, including teachers, principals, administrators 
and other school staff; 

•	 Support provided for staff through the creation of shared leadership and broad 
responsibility for reform efforts; 

•	 Parent and community involvement in planning, implementing and evaluating 
reform programs; 

•	 External assistance and support provided to teachers for school-wide reform 
from high-quality external entities; 

•	 Annual evaluation of the implementation of the school reforms and student 
achievement; 

•	 Coordination of resources including federal, state, local and private financial 
and other resources that support and sustain the reform model; and 

•	 Strategies to improve student achievement that meet one of the following 
requirements: the program has to be found, through scientifically-based research, 
to significantly improve the academic achievement of participating students; or 
the program has been found to have strong evidence that it will significantly 
improve the academic achievement of participating students. 

Research on Comprehensive School Reform 

Because of the complexity of many CSR models and their relative “youth,” much of the 

literature has focused on program implementation. It is also notable that, because the 

majority of CSR models are implemented in K-8 sites, little research has been conducted 

in high schools. Evaluations by the RAND Corporation of New American Schools 

Development Corporation (NASDC) programs, most of which are included in the federal 

CSR program, found that levels of implementation varied considerably, with half the 

schools studied implementing the programs below targeted levels (Berends et al., 2005).  

Factors found to be important for high-quality, coherent implementation included high 

expectations and support among teachers, small school size, strong and stable principal 

leadership, clear communication and support from the design teams, and district support. 

Interestingly, the researchers found that variation in both implementation and student 

learning outcomes was most variable within schools rather than between schools. While 

some teachers in these schools were consistently implementing the practices promoted in 

the models, others in the same schools were not. Student performance in the NASDC 
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schools was found to be uneven. About half the schools studied made gains relative to 

average district gains in reading and mathematics. 

Evaluations of various CSR programs have found that their impact on student outcomes 

is often minimal or inconsistent. A meta-analysis of studies of the most widely discussed 

and disseminated CSR models found that the research base for many of the programs 

examined in the literature was weak, inconsistent, or potentially biased (Borman et al., 

2002). Only three models were found to have statistically significant, positive results 

based on a large number of independent studies and observations across the United 

States. 

Although research into the effectiveness of CSR models is limited, four critical 

components that contribute to success of the models have been identified (Borman et al., 

2002). Schools that implement a model with the “greatest fidelity” to the model’s 

prescriptions experience the most positive results. Reforms that are more clearly defined 

and have more prescriptive designs tend to be implemented more successfully than those 

that are less clearly defined. Successful reforms utilize strong professional development 

techniques and have effective follow-up to address teachers’ specific problems. Finally, 

stakeholders, including parents and community members, have significant “buy-in” in 

successful reform models. 

Prior research conducted by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) confirms these findings 

on the importance of high levels of component implementation.  An evaluation of CSR 

programs in Texas conducted in 2006 showed that there was a statistically significant 

correlation between high levels of program implementation and improved student 

performance on statewide academic assessments (TEA, 2006).   

Comprehensive School Reform in Texas 

Funding for CSR implementation is targeted toward schools most in need of reform and 

improvement, such as schools with high percentages of economically disadvantaged 

students and low student achievement. States receive CSR funding based on their Title I 
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formulas. TEA awarded grants of $50,000 to $150,000 per year to schools whose CSR 

programs meet the 11 criteria specified by Public Law 107-100.  

To facilitate the implementation of these components, Texas schools are utilizing a wide 

variety of CSR models. Schools have the option of developing their own reform models 

that include each of the 11 components; however, many schools have turned to external 

sources for the development and implementation of their particular reform models. 

External CSR models are developed by a number of entities, including universities, 

educational service centers, nonprofit corporations, and regional educational laboratories.  

Grants were awarded in Texas through two different programs. The CSR – Improving 

Teaching and Learning (ITL) grant program was the initial program through which 

federal funds were distributed to Title I eligible campuses. Beginning in 2001, CSR funds 

were distributed to 188 schools for Cycle 2 of the CSR – ITL program.2 Another 85 

schools received funds in 2004 for Cycle 3 of the CSR – ITL (ITL Cycle 3) program, 

which began implementation on August 1st of that year.  This grant program will end on 

July 31, 2007. The first statewide evaluation of CSR programs covered all years of Cycle 

2 program implementation and the first year of program implementation for Cycle 3 

(TEA, 2006). The current evaluation for Cycle 3 covers the August 1, 2004 through July 

31, 2006 period, when the latest progress report was submitted by grantees.   

The CSR – Texas High School Initiative (THSI) grant program was first implemented for 

the 2004-2005 school year and distributes funds to 84 eligible Title I Part A schools 

serving high school students.3 THSI grants began implementation on January 1, 2005 and 

will end on December 31, 2007.  The current evaluation for THSI covers the January 1, 

2005 through July 31, 2006 period. 

Congress did not appropriate funds for CSR beyond FY 2006, and year two funds have 

been reallocated by TEA to support the third year of program implementation in Texas. 

2 This  was the first set of  grantees for which program evaluation was required by federal law. ITL Cycle 2 

grantees received four years of funding which ended on June 30, 2005. 

3 Campuses serving  high school students were not eligible for CSR-THSI funding if they were already 

receiving CSR  funds or if they had been awarded a CSR grant prior to the  2004-05 school year. 
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Whereas earlier grant cycles received funding for four years, both of the existing grant 

programs will conclude after their third year of implementation.  

Research Questions 

This evaluation seeks to answer three broad questions:  

1) What is the demographic and socioeconomic makeup of the campuses served by 

THSI and ITL Cycle 3 grant programs? 

2) To what degree have CSR-funded campuses implemented the various components 

of their programs; and 

3) What impact has the CSR program had on changes in campus activities and 

student performance? 

This report is structured around these questions, and follows the outline provided below.   

I. Profile of CSR Students 

a.	 How many students are being served at CSR campuses? 

b.	 What are the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of students 

at CSR campuses? 

II. Program Implementation 

a.	 To what degree have each of the 11 CSR components been implemented 

at grantee campuses? 

b.	 What barriers and facilitators of program implementation have been 

encountered/experienced? 

c.	 How have school districts supported CSR grantees to help implement their  

programs? 

III. Program Impacts 

a.	 What are the perceived effects of CSR programs on: 

� professional development opportunities 

� parental/community involvement 

� classroom practices 
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� student achievement 

b.	 What objective impacts have CSR reforms had on student academic 

achievement? 

Research Methodology and Data Sources 

Quantitative methods were employed to address each of the research questions. Results 

from grantee progress reports and surveys were compiled and analyzed to determine level 

of program implementation and perceived impacts of the program on campus climate and 

student performance outcomes. Statistical analyses were conducted to determine whether 

a relationship exists between CSR program participation and student performance 

outcomes.  

Data for the evaluation were derived from a number of different sources. Program 

implementation ratings were collected through grantee progress reports submitted by 

campus principals. Data on perceptions of program impacts were derived from surveys of 

principals, teachers, staff, and technical assistance providers (TAPs) from CSR grantee 

campuses, and from grantee progress reports. Objective data for statistical analyses of 

student academic performance were obtained from TEA administrative databases (Public 

Education Information System (PEIMS) student-level files, Student Assessment data).  

Surveys were administered between March 1, 2006 and May 15, 2006 to gather 

information on stakeholder perspectives regarding implementation experiences and the 

effectiveness of CSR programs at grantee campuses. Resources for Learning, LLC, was 

contracted by TEA to conduct the online surveys (see Appendix A for complete survey 

instruments) 4 in addition to qualitative research on selected CSR programs.5 The survey 

4 Survey instruments used in this evaluation are proprietary and were adapted by Resources for Learning, 
LLC from instruments developed by The Center for Research in Educational Policy (CREP) at the 
University of Memphis.  See S.M. Ross and M.J. Alberg. Comprehensive School Reform Teacher 
Questionnaire (Memphis, TN: The Center for Research in Educational Policy, The University of Memphis, 
1999), E.D. Butler and M.J. Alberg. School Climate Inventory (Memphis, TN: The Center for Research in 
Educational Policy, The University of Memphis, 1989), and S.M. Ross, L.J. Smith and M.J. Alberg. School 
Observation Measure (Memphis, TN: The Center for Research in Educational Policy, The University of 
Memphis, 1989).
5 Resources for Learning’s evaluation report can be accessed through the following web link:  
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/opge/progeval/CampusWide/CSR_Report_v5Electronic_final.pdf 
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questionnaire was administered to TAPs, principals, and teachers and staff at all of the 

CSR grantee sites. Grant administrators were asked to encourage participation among 

potential respondents. Table 1 presents survey response rates for each CSR grant 

program.  

Table 1 

Survey Response Rates by Grant Program and Respondent Group 


GrantProgram Respondent Group Population Responses Response 
Rate 

THSI 
TAPs 84 62 73.8% 
Principals 84 70 83.3% 
Teachers & Staff 5,692 2,064 36.3% 

ITL Cycle 3 
TAPs 85 55 64.7% 
Principals 85 72 84.7% 
Teachers & Staff 4,870 1,993 40.9% 

Source: TAP, Principal, and Teacher/Staff Surveys, TEA Administrative Data (PEIMS Teacher Data Files), 
Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
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II. Profile of CSR Students 


As previously indicated, TEA implemented two separate CSR grant programs: 1) the 

THSI program, which is intended to serve primarily high school campuses; and 2) the 

ITL program, which is intended to serve all eligible campuses. 

As depicted in Figure 1, the vast majority (80%) of THSI campuses funded through CSR 

were traditional public high schools, with the remaining 20% comprised of all-grade 

campuses (e.g., schools enrolling students in Grades K-12 and open-enrollment charter 

schools enrolling students in Grades 9-12).  

The largest proportion of ITL Cycle 3 grantees were primary/elementary school 

campuses (42%).  Middle schools accounted for just over one-third (35%) of these grants, 

15% of the ITL grantees were high school campuses, and 7% were open-enrollment 

charter schools (Figure 2). It is not surprising that representation of high schools is low 

among ITL grantees since the majority of these campuses are served through the THSI 

program. 

Figure 1 Figure 2 
Distribution of THSI Distribution of ITL Cycle 3 

Campuses Campuses 
 Source: TEA Administrative Data (PEIMS Student-Level Files), Texas Education 
Agency, 2006. 
8
 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

                                                 
  

 

 

Number of Students Served6 

CSR programs in Texas enrolled 147,595 students during the 2005-2006 school year, 

with an average of 863 students per campus.  Average enrollment was 964 students for 

THSI campuses and 762 students for ITL Cycle 3 campuses (Table 2).  

Table 2 

Number of Students Served by CSR Programs 


Program Number of Campuses 
Total Number of  
Students Served 

Average Number of 
Students per CSR Campus 

THSI 84 82,861 964 
ITL Cycle 3 85 64,734 762 
Total 171 147,595 863 
Source: TEA Administrative Data (PEIMS Student-Level Files), Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

Student Demographics 

Approximately 96% of all students attending THSI campuses were enrolled in Grades 9

12, consistent with the purposes of the grant program (Table 3).  

It appears that ITL Cycle 3 grants tended to focus more heavily on the middle school 


grades (grades 6 through 9). Compared to statewide enrollment counts by grade, ITL 


Cycle 3 campuses had a lower percentage of students in Kindergarten through Grade 5 


(47% statewide, compared to 31% of CSR students) and a higher proportion of students 


in Grades 6 through 9 (31% statewide, compared to 48% of CSR students). There was 


little difference in the proportion of CSR students enrolled in Grades 10-12 compared to 


statewide averages.  


6 Descriptive data on student enrollment and student demographics are based on TEA administrative data 
from 2005-2006, the most recent year of program activities. 
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Table 3 

Distribution of Students Enrolled at CSR–Funded Campuses by Grade Level – 


2005-06 School Year 


Grade Level 
THSI ITL Cycle 3 State 

Number of 
Students Percent 

Number of 
Students Percent Percent 

Early Education  23     0.0%  361  0.6% 0.6% 
Pre-Kindergarten  683     0.8%  2,726  4.2% 4.0% 
Kindergarten 314     0.4%  3,001  4.6% 7.7% 
Grade 1 242     0.3%  3,344  5.2% 7.9% 
Grade 2 248     0.3%  3,321  5.1% 7.6% 
Grade 3 191     0.2%  3,085  4.8% 7.5% 
Grade 4 192     0.2%  3,072  4.7% 7.3% 
Grade 5 196     0.2%  3,731  5.8% 7.5% 
Grade 6 183     0.2%  6,398  9.9% 7.2% 
Grade 7 362     0.4%  8,335 12.9% 7.5% 
Grade 8 719     0.9%  7,640 11.8% 7.4% 
Grade 9 25,797   31.1%  8,113 12.5% 8.7% 
Grade 10 21,373   25.8%  4,802  7.4% 7.1% 
Grade 11 16,851   20.3%  3,622  5.6% 6.2% 
Grade 12 15,487   18.7%  3,183  4.9% 5.7% 
Total 82,861   100% 64,734 100% 100% 
Source: TEA Administrative Data (PEIMS Student-Level Files), Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

Compared to statewide averages, a higher percentage of CSR students were Hispanic and 

classified as economically disadvantaged (Table 4). At THSI campuses, 58% of students 

were Hispanic (compared to 45% statewide) and 67% were economically disadvantaged 

(compared to 56% statewide). At ITL Cycle 3 campuses, 66% of students were Hispanic 

and 76% were economically disadvantaged. The high proportion of students in both grant 

programs that were classified as economically disadvantaged is an indication that CSR 

grants are serving the intended student populations, in keeping with the goals of the grant 

program.  
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Table 4 

 Demographic Characteristics of Students Enrolled at CSR-Funded Campuses
 

  THSI ITL Cycle 3  State 

Characteristic Number of Number of 
Students Percent Students Percent   Percent 

Hispanic 48,053  58.0% 42,641  65.9%   45.3% 
White 16,932  20.4% 11,785  18.2%   36.5% 
African-American 16,715   20.2%  9,374  14.5%   14.7% 
Asian 1,016    1.2%  782    1.2%     3.1% 
Native American  145    0.2%  152    0.2%     0.3% 

 
Economically 
Disadvantaged 55,231  66.7% 49,333  76.2%   55.5% 
Limited English 
Proficient (LEP)   9,361  11.3% 13,964  21.6%   15.7% 

 
Total 82,861  100% 64,734   100%    100% 

 Source: TEA Administrative Data (PEIMS Student-Level Files), Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
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III.  CSR Program Implementation 

 
The full benefits of a grant program cannot be realized until implementation reaches a 

high level throughout the campus. For this evaluation, school principals were asked to 

rate their school’s level of implementation for each of the 11 CSR components. Though 

possibly biased in a positive direction, these ratings present a picture of how far along the 

schools were in their implementation of CSR reforms.  

 

Grant implementation is not expected to roll out seamlessly. In fact, a critical and 

required component of CSR reform efforts is to provide grantees with resources and 

support through Technical Assistance Providers (TAPs). TAPs were surveyed as part of 

this evaluation to assess the degree to which grantees utilized TAPs to help them  

implement their programs. Thus, the following section presents information on 

principals’ perspectives on level of implementation achieved, and the reform areas in 

which TAPs provided assistance. These responses are based upon program 

implementation since grant award (i.e., covering the January 1, 2005 to July 31, 2006 

period for THSI and the August 1, 2004 to July 31, 2006 period for ITL Cycle 3). 

 
Implementation of Program Components  
 
Principals ranked each CSR component on a scale of one to five, with one indicating no 

implementation and five indicating full implementation (i.e., the component is evident 

across the campus and fully developed in accordance with the program description in the 

grant application). In the review of findings to follow, it is important to remember that 

ITL Cycle 3 programs were implemented six months earlier than THSI programs, and 

that ITL Cycle 3 campuses were primarily elementary and middle schools, while THSI 

campuses were primarily high schools.  These factors will likely have an impact on the 

program implementation results. 

 
Overall, across both programs, all of the CSR components received high implementation 

ratings, with one exception. At THSI campuses, the largest percentage of principals rated 

support of school staff for reform, coordination of resources, and student achievement as 
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Table 5 

 Percentage of CSR Campuses that Fully Implemented a CSR Component 


Component THSI ITL Cycle 3 
Support of School Staff for Reform  88%  95% 
Coordination of Resources  89%  93% 
Student Achievement  88%  95% 
Professional Development  86%  93% 
Goals and Benchmarks  84%  94% 
Support Provided for Staff  84%  92% 
Annual Evaluation  86%  93% 
External Assistance  88%  93% 
Research-Based Methods  80%  94% 
Comprehensive Design  82%  94% 
Parent and Community Involvement  59%  74% 

 Source:  Grantee Progress/Evaluation Reports, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

   Note: Results are based on progress reports submitted by 53 THSI grantees and 81 ITL Cycle 3 grantees. 


 
 

                                                 

highly implemented (see Table 5).7  At ITL Cycle 3 campuses, the largest percentage of  

principals rated support of school staff for reform and student achievement as highly 

implemented.  Parent and community involvement was rated as highly implemented by 

the smallest percentage of campus principals in both grant programs (59% of THSI 

principals and 73% of ITL Cycle 3 principals).  It is important to note that the higher 

implementation ratings for ITL Cycle 3 campuses may reflect the fact that they have had 

more time to implement their programs than THSI campuses.  

These relatively high reports of component implementation are consistent with the 

perspectives of TAPs, who provide on-site technical assistance to campuses 

implementing CSR programs.  TAPs indicated which CSR components they assisted 

schools with by indicating “yes” or “no” for each survey item. 8 TAPs provided much 

assistance across a wide range of reform areas. As can be seen in Table 6, more than 83% 

of TAPs provided assistance to grantees in 9 of the 11 CSR components across both 

programs. Only the areas of parent and community involvement and coordination of 

resources to sustain school reform reflected somewhat lower levels of TAP assistance. 

 

7 For purposes of this analysis, a rating of  4 or  5 on a five-point scale resulted in a determination that the 
 
program component  was “highly implemented.” 

8 Approximately 86% of TAPs in  both  grant  programs indicated that they  were the “original” TAP for their 

school since grant implementation began.  
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Table 6 

CSR Components for which Grantees Received Technical Assistance - THSI 


ITL Cycle 3
Percent Component THSI 

Percent 
Comprehensive design  83.9%  96.3% 
Continuing professional development  93.5%  92.6% 
Coordination of resources to sustain school reform  74.2%  77.4% 
Evaluation of school reform implementation and results  80.0%  92.6% 

 External support and assistance  91.9%  96.3% 
Generating school faculty, administrators, and staff support  88.7%  85.2% 
Measurable goals and benchmarks  87.1%  92.6% 
Parental and community involvement  75.8%  70.4% 
Research-based methods and strategies  93.5%  96.4% 
Shared leadership and teamwork  87.1%  83.3% 
Strategies to improve student academic achievement  96.7%  96.2% 
Source: TAP Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
 

 

 

 

Barriers and Facilitators to Program Implementation 

Understanding the barriers and facilitators that grantees encountered in their 

implementation of the CSR program is vital to improving future education initiatives, 

developing new grant programs, and identifying needed technical assistance for grantees 

during the course of a grant. Principals, teachers, and staff indicated whether they had 

experienced a number of barriers and facilitators since they received their grant award. 

Supplementing this information, TAPs reported the extent to which they had observed 

barriers being encountered at the campuses they served over the same period. Ratings 

were provided on a one to four point scale, where one represents that the barrier was “not 

at all” observed and four represents that the barrier was observed to “a great extent.” 

Results below present the percentage of TAPs indicating a barrier was experienced from  

a moderate to great extent.  

 

Interestingly, although THSI and ITL Cycle 3 programs served different grade levels, the 

most common barriers and facilitators experienced by teachers and principals in both 

grant programs were the same. Insufficient time to implement the program was reported 

as the most common barrier by far, with approximately 60% of teachers and principals 

reporting this to be a problem. The lack of parental/community involvement was also 

identified as a significant barrier by teachers and principals alike (Table 7). 
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Table 7 

Perceived Barriers to Successful Program Implementation:  

Teacher and Principal Perspectives 




ITL Cycle 3 
Percent Response THSI 

Percent 

 Teacher Principal Teacher Principal 
Lack of assessment/use of data    7.8%    2.9%    6.7%    4.2% 
Lack of curriculum focus  11.1%    8.6%    8.8%    9.7% 
Lack of evaluation of progress  10.7%    8.6%    8.2%    5.6% 
Lack of or insufficient financial resources  30.3%  12.9%  27.2%  19.4% 
Lack of or insufficient human resources  23.1%  24.3%  17.2%  23.6% 
Lack of or insufficient support from district 
administration  12.7%  12.9%  12.0% 11.1%  

Lack of or insufficient support from school 
administration  11.8%    1.4%  10.3%    2.8% 

Lack of or insufficient support from TEA    7.8%    7.1%    8.4%  8.3% 
 Lack of or insufficient support from teachers  17.8%  10.0%  15.4% 13.9%  

Lack of or insufficient technical assistance from 
Educational Service Centers (ESCs)    7.4%  10.0%    9.6%  15.3% 

Lack of or insufficient technical assistance from 
provider    5.6%    5.7%    6.5%  11.1% 

Lack of or insufficient technology  17.3%  12.9%  14.8%  12.5% 
Lack of or insufficient time  60.1%  68.6%  57.1%  63.9% 
Lack of or insufficient training/professional 
development  17.5%  12.9%   15.0%  8.3%  

Lack of or poor parent/community involvement  35.7%  37.1%  32.3%  29.2% 
Lack of reform focus  10.4%  10.0%    8.9%    5.6% 
Lack of whole school focus  20.6%  15.7%  17.4%  13.9% 
Source: Teacher/Staff Surveys, Principal Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
 

These perspectives on critical program implementation barriers were shared by the TAPs. 

Lack of staff time (40% for THSI and 43% for ITL Cycle 3) and lack of 

parental/community involvement (28% for THSI and 29% for ITL Cycle 3) were most 

commonly reported as barriers by TAPs. 

 

Support from school administration, training/professional development, and support /buy

in from teachers were cited as the most important facilitators of program implementation 

among teachers and staff across both grant programs. Support/buy-in from teachers and  

support from school administration were the two most commonly cited facilitators among 

principals. THSI principals indicated adequate financial resources as particularly 

important, while ITL Cycle 3 principals noted training and professional development as 

important to program implementation (see Table 8).  
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Table 8 

Factors Perceived to Facilitate Successful Program Implementation: 

Teacher and Principal Perspectives 




Response THSI 
Percent 

ITL Cycle 3 
Percent 

 Teacher Principal Teacher Principal 
Academic standards  33.0%  58.6%  43.7%  75.0% 
Adequate financial resources  25.3%  81.4%  32.7%  73.6% 
Adequate human resources  22.2%  37.1%  26.8%  44.4% 
Adequate time  20.8%  32.9%  27.4%  26.4% 

 Assessment/use of data  32.8%  52.9%  44.1%  76.4% 
Curriculum focus  38.9%  61.4%  49.7%  76.4% 
Evaluation of progress  28.9%  44.3%  40.3%  73.6% 
Parent/community involvement  17.1%  31.4%  26.2%  52.8% 
Reform focus  25.1%  54.3%  23.6%  66.7% 
Support/buy-in from teachers  53.0%  85.7%  56.8%  87.5% 
Support from district administration  45.7%  78.6%  46.0%  76.4% 
Support from school administration  66.4%  82.9%  69.5%  87.5% 
Support from TEA  14.5%  41.4%  20.4%  44.4% 
Technical assistance from ESCs  13.7%  22.9%  15.1%  20.8% 
Technical assistance from Local Education 
Agency (LEA)-selected provider  9.3%  31.4%  10.2%  37.5% 

Technology  39.7%  65.7%  52.9%  56.9% 
Training/professional development  53.8%  77.1%  61.4%  81.9% 
Whole school focus  34.0%  60.0%  41.5%  66.7% 

 Source: Teacher/Staff Surveys, Principal Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
 

 

 

These data show that CSR-funded campuses had reached high reported levels of 

implementation given the relatively short period of time that had elapsed since the grants 

were awarded (18 months for THSI and 24 months for ITL Cycle 3). Those most 

involved in carrying out the CSR programs experienced common obstacles, but also cited 

important facilitators that are in line with those reported in previous research. These 

findings point to the importance of professional development, staff buy-in, district 

support, and financial resources for achieving program goals. 

 

Stakeholder Buy-In and District Support 

 
As previously noted, stakeholder buy-in and district support were identified by principals 

and teachers as important facilitators for successful implementation. TAPs provided 

information on perceived support for the CSR programs among district and campus staff 

since grant implementation began, and on the types of support that school districts 

provided to help grantees implement their programs. In line with principal and teacher 
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Table 9 

Support for CSR Programs: 


The Technical Assistance Provider Perspective 

ITL Cycle 3

Percent Category THSI 
Percent 

District Administrator support for the CSR Program  77.7%  81.1% 
School Administrator support for the CSR Program  89.9%  87.1% 
School Board support for the CSR Program  70.6%  74.4% 
Staff Support for the CSR Program  83.6%  84.0% 
Teacher Support for the CSR Program  79.6%  90.6% 
Source: TAP Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
 
 

 

Table 10 

 Types of District Assistance Provided to CSR Campuses
 

Category THSI 
Percent 

ITL Cycle
3 

Percent 
 District provided staff to support grant activities  48.4%  43.6% 

District staff attended staff development events associated with the grant  53.2%  54.5% 
District staff helped the school apply for the grant  80.6%  80.0% 
Superintendent invited the principal to present to the board about the grant  24.2%  21.8% 
The district notified all schools about the grant award  46.8%  58.2% 
The district supplemented the grant with additional funds  29.0%  32.7% 
The district updated grant implementation information on its web page   6.5%  18.2% 
Source: TAP Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
 

perceptions, the majority (70%) of TAPs across both grant programs observed a high 

level of support (measured as a scale score of 7 or above on a 10 point scale) among 

teachers, staff, the school board, and school and district administrators for the CSR 

program (Table 9). In some cases, as many as 90% of TAPs observed such support. 

District support came in various forms. As shown in Table 10, the most common type of 

help provided by TAPs was assistance with grant applications (80%). Approximately half 

of the TAPs reported that district staff attended staff development events associated with 

the grant, and notified schools about the grant award. The least common type of district 

support noted among these campuses was updating the district webpage with information 

about grant implementation (7%). 

Approximately 51% of THSI TAPs and 79% of ITL Cycle 3 TAPs indicated observing 

high levels of community support for the CSR program (as measured by a score of 7 or 

greater on a 10 point scale). 
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Table 11 

Professional Development Provided to Teachers, Staff, and Administrators  


Activity THSI 
Percent 

Cycle 3 
Percent 

Coaching/Mentoring 74.
Conferences 77.
Study Groups 38.
Whole school training 82.
Workshops 79.
Source: TAP Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

  
  

  

 
 

IV. CSR Program Impacts 


Some of the desired short-term impacts of the CSR program are to increase opportunities 

for professional development, increase parental/community involvement, and change 

classroom practices. It is expected that changes in these areas will lead to progress toward 

the long-term goal of improving student achievement.  

 
Professional Development 
 
The provision of professional development opportunities is a required component of CSR 

programs. Table 11 shows the percentage of CSR campuses that had provided different 

types of professional development since their grants programs were first implemented. 

The majority of THSI campuses provided professional development through whole 

school training (82%), workshops (79%), conferences (77%), and coaching/mentoring 

(74%). Study groups were the least common type of professional development, provided 

by only 38% of the campuses.  

 
The majority of ITL Cycle 3 campuses provided professional development through 

workshops (89%), whole school training (84%), coaching/mentoring (84%), and 

conferences (69%). Only 44% of the schools used study groups to provide professional 

development. 

  
  

  

More than 63% of responding teachers, staff and principals across both grant programs 

indicated that they agreed or strongly agreed that professional development received was 

adequate and valuable. These findings are encouraging, indicating that professional 
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development is being provided at high rates under the CSR program, and to a degree of 

quality resulting in high levels of satisfaction by participants.  

Parent and Community Involvement 

As mentioned previously, parent and community involvement in campus programs is 

difficult to achieve, but is also known to be critical to the success of school reform. At 

THSI campuses, parent and community involvement activities had not been routinely 

offered at the majority of campuses, with at most between 20% and 40% of campuses 

implementing parental involvement strategies (Table 12).  

A higher percentage of ITL Cycle 3 campuses had offered parent involvement activities, 

with at least 50% offering opportunities for involvement in school improvement 

activities, decision-making, and volunteer programs. This is a promising finding, given 

the fact that these programs have been in effect for two years. It is possible that, as THSI 

programs become more fully implemented, a higher percentage of campuses will offer 

these kinds of activities. However, the difference in campus types served by these grants 

may be a factor.  

Table 12 

Percentage of CSR Campuses Implementing  


Parent and Community Involvement Activities  


Activity THSI 
Percent 

ITL Cycle 3 
Percent 

Home visits 22.6% 14.5% 
Parent education or training 37.1% 49.1% 
Parent involvement in evaluating school improvement activities 25.8% 30.9% 
Parent involvement in implementing school improvement activities 38.7% 58.2% 
Parent/community volunteer programs 32.3% 52.7% 
Parental involvement in decision-making 40.3% 56.4% 
Source: TAP Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

The difficulty of involving parents and the community was evidenced by teacher, staff, 

and principal responses to survey items addressing the impact of such activities on the 

campus. Less than one-third of teachers and staff at THSI grantee campuses agreed or 

strongly agreed that parental and/or community involvement had increased since their 
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grant programs were first implemented (Figure 3). This percentage was somewhat higher 

among ITL Cycle 3 campuses. This result is in line with the previous finding that a 

higher percentage of these campuses were offering parental/community involvement 

activities.  

Principals were more likely than teachers to agree that parents were more involved in the 

school’s education program because of the CSR grant, and that community support for 

their school had increased since CSR had been implemented. This positive perception on 

the part of principals was consistently higher than teachers’ perceptions across both THSI 

and ITL Cycle 3 programs (Figure 4). 

Figure 3 

Effect of the THSI Program on Parent and Community Involvement 
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Source: Teacher/Staff and Principal Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
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Figure 4 

Effect of the ITL Cycle 3 Program on Parent and Community Involvement 


Teacher and Principal Perspectives 


100% 

40.4% 44.1% 

0% 
10% 
20% 
30% 
40% 
50% 
60% 

P
er

ce
nt

 in
 A

gr
e 

65.7% 64.8% 

90% 

Community support for our school 
has increased since CSR has 

been implemented 

70% 

em
 

80% 

en
t 

Teacher 
Principal 

Because of CSR, parents are 
more involved in the educational 

program at this school 

Source: Teacher/Staff and Prin cipal Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

Classroom Practices 

Changing classroom practices is a n essential element of whole school  reform . As with 

parent/community involvement, scho ol principals reported a more positive im pact of the 

reforms on classroom practices tha n did teachers and staff. Approximately 70% or more 

of principals in both grant programs agreed or strongly agreed that the CSR program was 

having a positive impact on classroom practices (Table 13).  

Table 13 

Effect of CSR Programs on Classroom Practices 


Teacher and Principal Perspectives 


Response THSI Percent ITL Cycle 3
Percent 

Teacher Principal Teacher Principal 
Our CSR program has changed classroom 
learning activities a great deal 38.1% 76.80% 57.7% 77.80% 
Students are using technology more effectively 
because of our CSR program 43.5% 69.10% 60.2% 70.00% 
Students in this school are more enthusiastic 
about learning than they were before we became 
a CSR school 32.1% 67.10% 0%53.  74.30% 
Source: Teacher/Staff and Principal Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
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TAPs also provided their perspectives on the perceived impact of CSR  reform s on 

classroom practices (Table 14). Unlike principals and teachers, TAPs were asked about 

perceived impacts on teacher behavior in the classroom. For both grant programs, a high 

percentage of TAPs responded that CSR was having a moderate to significant impa ct on 

teacher behavior in the classroom. The most co mmon areas of perceived impact were 

aligning instructional practices with program goals, teaching to standards, and 

cooperating and team teaching.  

Table 14 

Effect of CSR Programs on Classroom Practices: 


The Technical Assistance Provider Perspective
 

Response THSI 
Percent 

ITL Cycle 3 
Percent 

Increased use and integration of technology in instruction 43.7% 71.7% 
Lessons are more interdisciplinary and project-based 50.0% 75.0% 
Teachers aligned their instructional practices with the program goals 70.9% 81.5% 
Teachers are teaching to standards 69.0% 81.5% 
Teachers cooperate and team teach more often 56.4% 81.1% 
Teachers developed and use authentic assessments 48.2% 64.1% 
Teachers use worksheets and workbooks to a lesser extent 45.4% 71.2% 
Source: TAP Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

Perceived Change in Student Achievement 

It is important to determine if program participation impacted students in measurable 

ways. A key consideration is whether school staff and administrators perceive the 

program to be beneficial. A smaller proportion of teachers than principals reported that 

student achievement was positively impacted by CSR programs. Substantial proportions 

of THSI (48%) and ITL Cycle 3 (65%) teachers ag reed or strongly agreed that student 

achievement was positively impacted by CSR.  Over three-quarters (76%) of THSI 

principals and 83% of ITL Cycle 3 principals reported student achievement 

improvements resulting from the CSR program . 

TAPs provided greater detail about a range of p erceived program impacts on students. As 

Table 15 shows, TAPs were very po sitive in their perceptions of progr am im pacts. 

Across all possible areas of program imp acts about which TAPs were surveyed, large 
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percentages of ITL Cycle3 and THSI TAPs felt that the CSR program was ha ving a large 

impact on student achievement results.  

Table 15
 
Perception that CSR Programs Had a Large Impact on Student Performance: 


The Technical Assistance Provider Perspective 

Response THSI 

Percent 
ITL Cycle 3 

Percent 
Students are more interested in learning 60.0% 82.7% 
Students are more motivated 64.0% 84.9% 
Students attend school more regularly 54.6% 70.8% 
Students' conduct has improved: fewer disciplinary problems 58.3% 76.7% 
Students do their homework more often 39.5% 68.3% 
Students have more respect for their teachers 63.3% 79.5% 
Students perform better academically on school tests 60.5% 83.4% 
Students perform better on standardized tests 57.8% 81.3% 
Students' quality of work had improved 58.3% 86.3% 
Source: TAP Surveys, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

Impact of CSR Programs on TAKS Performance 

Because the ultimate goal of school reform is to improve student achievement, it is 

important to gauge impacts on student outcomes using objective data. Thus, a variety of 

statistical analyses were employed to explore the relationship between CSR program 

participation and student performance on TAKS reading and mathematics assessments. 

All analyses were conducted at the campus level, meaning that student results were 

aggregated to calculate campus averages.  

Whole school reform efforts typically require three to five years of implementation 

before changes in student outcomes are observable. The analyses presented below are 

preliminary, in that only 18 to 24 months of implementation have occurred, depending 

upon the grant program. Significant findings should be interpreted with caution, and lac k 

of significance does not necessarily indicate lack of ultimate success. After more years of 

implementation, future research can determine program impacts more conclusively.  

The THSI grant program and ITL Cycle 3 programs were evaluated separately becau se 

the timing of their program implementation periods and the nature of participating 
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campuses was substantially different between the two programs. For this reason, results 

for the two grant programs should not be compared.  

CSR-THSI Grant Program 

The relationship between the THSI grant program and the campus level rate of passin g 

the 2006 TAKS reading assessment was analyzed. To evaluate the performance of the 

grantee campuses, it is necessary to have a comparison group of campuses similar to the 

campuses funded through the THSI program. Therefore, comparable campuses to t he 

grantee campuses were selected from Texas public schools that had not participa ted in 

the CSR grant program. Comparison campuses were matched to CSR campuses on 

student demographic variables and 2004 TAKS performance assessed before the CSR 

program was implemented (see Appendix B for a description of the matching process).   

Table 16 shows the average TAKS reading and mathematics passing rates for the THSI 

group and the comparison group. On average, 74.4% of students at THSI campuses 

passed the 2004 TAKS reading assessment, compared to an average of 75.5% of students 

at the comparison group campuses. The matching process revealed similar 2004 TAKS 

reading performance before CSR implementation began, allowing for detection of 

possible differences in 2006 TAKS results attributable to CSR implementation. 

There was a small difference in TAKS mathematics performance between grantee and 

comparison campuses before grants were awarded. Both campuses experienced declines 

in campus passing rates from 2004 to 2006.  
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Table 16 

Mean Passing Rate of TAKS Reading and Mathematics at THSI Campuses 


Group Reading Math 
2004 2006 2004 2006 

CSR Program 74.40% 80.37% 54.22% 51.40% 
Comparison Group 75.45% 80.08% 56.40% 53.01% 

Source: Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) data. Texas Education Agency, 2006
 
Note: The number of campuses included in the table and analysis in THSI section is as follows: CSR High
 
School Program (N=78); the comparison group (N=78). 


Though the average campus performance on TAKS reading in 2006 did not appear to 

differ between grantee and comparison campuses, statistical analyses enable evaluators to 

adjust for important demographic differences and then determine whether there is a 

systematic relationship between program participation and student achievement.  

Adjusting for remaining student demographic differences, an Analysis of Covariance 

(ANCOVA) revealed an important difference between grantee and comparison campuses 

with high proportions of economically disadvantaged students. As Figure 5 depicts, CSR 

grantees outperformed comparison group campuses on TAKS reading when the 

percentage of economically disadvantaged students was high (p<.05). This finding did 

not hold for campuses with low percentages of economically disadvantaged students 

(ANCOVA tables are provided in Appendix C).  

These results suggest that THSI program participation may have had a positive impact on 

TAKS reading performance among campuses with the highest concentration of 

economically disadvantaged students. This is particularly noteworthy given the high 

threshold used to identify schools with high percentages of economically disadvantaged 

students (81%). This result aligns with program objectives that focus on improving 

student achievement at economically disadvantaged campuses.  
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Figure 5 

Adjusted Mean Passing Rate of TAKS Reading at THSI Campuses 
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Source: Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) data. Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
Note: Low economically disadvantaged is defined as a campus-level economically disadvantaged rate one 
standard deviation (41%) below the sample mean (61%). Highly economically disadvantaged is defined as 
a campus with one standard deviation above (81%) the sample mean of campus-level economically 
disadvantaged student rate. The adjusted mean takes into account variations in demographics and 
preexisting academic achievement difference in the computation process. The adjusted mean values may be 
different from actual mean values, which do not take into account these variations.  

The same analysis was conducted for TAKS mathematics performance at THSI 

campuses. Similar to the reading results, THSI campus pass rates were higher than 

comparison campuses at schools serving high populations of economically disadvantaged 

students (Figure 6), though this difference did not reach statistical significance (p=.058).9 

Thus, on both reading and math test performance, some of the CSR campuses are indeed 

showing gains, relative to peer campuses not receiving grant funds. 

9 This finding should be interpreted with caution, as the a priori significance rate was set to .05. The 
direction of effects (i.e. the similarity between results for reading and for math for THSI campuses), and the 
relatively small sample size (i.e., low power for detecting effects) suggest that this finding is worth noting, 
despite the .058 level of significance. 

26
 



 

 

 

 

 
   

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6 

Adjusted Mean Passing Rate of TAKS Mathematics at THSI Campuses 
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Source: Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) data. Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
Note: Low economically disadvantaged is defined as a campus-level economically disadvantaged rate one 
standard deviation (41%) below the sample mean (61%). Highly economically disadvantaged is defined as 
a campus with one standard deviation above (81%) the sample mean of campus-level economically 
disadvantaged student rate. The adjusted mean takes into account variations in demogra phics and 
preexisting academic achievement difference in the computation process. The adjusted mean values may be 
different from actual mean values, which do not take into account these variations.  

CSR-ITL Cycle 3 Grant Program 

ANCOVAs were performed separately for ITL Cycle 3 campuses. Because the 

participating campuses consist of a mix of elementary, middle, high and all-grade 

schools, the school type composition must be taken into account in the selection of the 

comparison group. Matching methods were again employed to select an appropriate 

comparison group (see Appendix B for a description of the matching process). Given the 

differing grade levels enrolled between the grant programs, it is important not to compare 

results in this section with those on the THSI program presented above.  

Table 17 shows campus average passing rates for TAKS reading and math ematics . The 

comparison campus matching strategy was successful for TAKS reading results, though 

small differences existed at baseline (200 4) for TAKS mathematics results.  
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Table 17 

Mean Passing Rate of TAKS Reading and Mathematics at ITL Cycle 3 Campuses 


Group Reading Math 
2004 2006 2004 2006 

CSR Program 79.58% 81.35% 68.30% 67.46% 
Comparison Group 80.17% 81.17% 70.11% 68.02% 

Source: Academic Excellence Indicat or System (AEIS) data. Texas Education Agency, 2006 
Note: The number of campuses includ ed in the table and analysis in this section is as follows: ITL Cycle 3 
Program (N=83); the comparison group (N=83). 

After adjusting for demographic variations and prior academic achievement differences, 

these analyses did not detect a statistical difference in 2006 TAKS reading performance 

or TAKS mathematics performance between CSR-ITL campuses and the comparison 

group. The results suggest that that program impacts on student performance are not yet 

observable  at ITL Cycle 3 campuses (ANCOVA tables are available in Appendix C ). 

Summary of Program Impacts 

So far, after two years of grant implementation for ITL C ycle 3 campuses, and close to a 

year and h lf of implementation of THSI campuses, program impacts are promising. T a he 

main findin gs presented herein include: 

� Professional development is  being implemented at high rates and in various 

formats. Participants rated the professional development they received 

favorably, with high ratings of adequacy and value. 

� Parent and community involvement continues to be difficult to increase, 

though grantee campuses are making efforts. 

� Teachers/staff and principals are perceiving positive changes in classroom 

behaviors among students, and TAPs are perceiving positive changes in the 

classroom among teachers. 
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� Preliminary l ong-term impacts are beginning to be obse rved among THSI 

campuses, though only among campuses with higher proportions of 

economically disadvantaged students. Further research will reveal the long-

term impact on student achievement as these results often take years to 

emerge. 
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Concluding Observations
 

Both Texas High School Initiative (THSI) and Improving Teaching and Learning (ITL) 

schools were reasonably successful in implementing all components of the 

Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program. Participants also reported that the 

program had a number of positive effects on their campuses in professional developm ent, 

classroom practices, and student behavior and performance. Teachers and principals 

reported that they received professional development from their technical assistance 

providers (TAPs), and that the training they received was valuable. Teachers in CSR 

schools also reported improvement in aligning instruction to standards; using 

interdisciplinary curriculum, project-based lessons, technology, and authentic 

assessments; and collaboration with colleagues on instruction. Students were reported to 

be more motivated and interested in learning, to have better attendance, and to have 

improved in academic achievement. 

However, teachers and principals reported little improvement in parent involveme nt and 

community support for their reform efforts. At the same time, lack of parent and 

community support was reported to be a barrier to successful implementation of their 

CSR programs. Difficulties experienced by schools in this area may have been due to 

weak or ineffective implementation of parent and community involvement programs, 

particularly in THSI schools. 

Program impacts are beginning to be observed in student TAKS performance, though 

only at THSI campuses, and only for those grantee campuses with higher proportions of 

economically disadvantaged students. This is promising, as the programs have only been 

implemented for a short period of time, and already student gains are beginning to be 

detected. The CSR program appears to have been particularly effective in impro ving 

literacy skills (as identified by passing rates on the 2006 TAKS reading exam) among 

disadvantaged high school students. This finding is particularly noteworthy given the 

high threshold used to identify schools with high percentages of economically 

disadvantaged students (81%). 
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Teachers, principals, and TA Ps reported that insufficient time w as a barrier to successful 

implementation of their CSR programs. Other school improvement initiatives have foun d 

that at least 5 years of implementation are needed to establish new practices and realize 

gains in  student achievement (Be rends et al., 2005, Bryk et al., 1997). It is possible that 

stronger effects on student learning will be seen over a longer period of time. Indeed, 

participants perceived student learning in their schools to be improving and that the 

program was having a positive influence on their instructional programs. 

It is also important to note that insufficient financial and human resources were perceive d 

by man y participants as barriers to successful implementation. The success of whol e-

school reform programs often hinge on the capacity of schools and personnel to 

understand and fully engage in reform efforts (Hatch, 2001). Thus, problems such as 

faculty turnover and lack of support for reform (noted by both principals and technical 

assistance providers) can limit schools’ ability to consistently and appropriately enact 

new practices and programs. Insufficient financial resources can also translate to 

inadequate instructional materials or a lack of staff time available for overseeing 

implementation of reforms (SEDL, 2006).  

Future reports on the CSR program a nd other state-funded campus reform programs (e.g., 

Texas High School Redesign and Restructuring Grant Program) can help to shed light on 

these and other issues by examining more closely the effect of program  implementation 

on outcomes, including student achievement and changes in school practices. Research 

on school reform has shown that quality of implementation can vary greatly both within 

and between schools. Implementation is also associated with student learning outcomes 

(Berends et al., 2005). Thus, it is important to understand how quality of implementation 

is  related to student achievement outcomes.  These issues will be explored further in the 

next statewide evaluation of CSR programs, which will be conducted in 2007. 
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Appendix A 

Survey Instruments 
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COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL REFORM 

PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE
 

This questionnaire is part of an evaluation of the Comprehensive School Reform grants 
the Texas Education Agency awarded to 170 schools, including your school. The 
Comprehensive School Reform grants promote schoo l-wide improvements through 
activities such as curriculum changes, sustained professional development, and increased 
involvement of parents to enable students to meet challenging academic standards. 

1. 	 School Name: _____________________________________________________ 

2. 	 District Name: _ ____________________________________________________ 

3. 	 County-District-Campus Number: _____________________________________ 

V. I. Demographic Information 

1. 	 Is your school: (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

1        Elementary School 5 K-8 

2  Middle School 6 K-12 

3 Junior High School 7 7-12 

4 Senior High School 8 Other 


2. 	 How many years of experience do y ou have as a school principal? (SELEC T ONE 
ONLY) 

1 5 years or less 2 6-10 years 3 11-15 years 
4 16-20 years 5 More than 20 years 

3. 	 How many years o f experience do you have as a principal at this school?
(SELECT  ONE ONLY) 

1 Less than one year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years 
4 11-15 years 5 More than 15 years 

4. 	 What is the highest level  of education you have completed? (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

1 Bachelor’s Degree 
2 Master’s Degree 
3 Law Degree, Doctoral Degree, Other, Please Specify _________________ 

A-2

DO NOT USE 
WITHOUT PERMISSION 



 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
   

 

 

 
  

 
 
 
 
  
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

  
 
 

      

 
  

 

 
  

      

        
 

 

 

 

  

 

      

5. What is your age group? (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

1 29 years or younger 
2 30-39 years 
3 40-49 years 
4 50-59 years 
5 60 years or older 

6. What is your gender? 

1 Male 

2 Female 


VI. II. Comprehensive School Reform 

Using a 5-point scale ranging from 1-strongly agree, 2-agree, 3-neutral, 4-disagree, to 
5-strongly disagree, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each 
of the following items as the y are currently reflected in your school. If you have no basis 
on which to respond, leave the item blank. 

Response categories: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree, don’t 
know/not sure 

trongly 
Agree 

S Agree Neutral isagreeD trongly 
Disagree 
S Don’t 

Know/ 
Not Sure 

1. 
understanding of this school’s 
comprehensive school reform 
(CSR) program. 

I have a thorough 

2. I have received adequate 
initial and ongoing 
professional 
development/training for 
CSR program 
implementation. 

3. Professional development 
provided by external trainers, 
model developers, and/or 
designers has been valuable. 

4. 

ent 
its 

Guidance and support 
provided by our school’s 
external facilitator, support 
team, or other state-identified 
resource personnel have 
helped our school implem 

program.  
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
5. Teachers are given sufficient 

planning time to implement 
our program. 

6. (books and other 

m 

Materials 
resources) needed to 
implement our CSR progra 
are readily available. 

7. fficient 

t this program. 

Our school has su 
faculty and staff to fully 
implemen 

8. Because of our CSR prog 
technological resources have 
become more available. 

ram, 

9. Because of our CSR prog 
teachers use textbooks, 
workbooks, and workshe 
less than they used to for 
basic skills or content area 
instruction. 

ram, 

ets 

10. Our comprehensive school 
reform program has changed 
classroom learning activities 
a great deal. 

11. s 

ct-

Students in most classe 
spend at least two hours per 
school day in 
interdisciplinary or proje 
based work. 

12. 
e 

rative 

Students in most classes 
spend much of their tim 
working in coope 
learning teams.  

13. y 
tively because of 

Students are using technolog 
more effec 
our CSR program. 

14. Student achievement has 
been positively impacted by 
CSR. 

15. Students in this school are 
more enthusiastic about 
learning than they were 
before we became a CSR 
school. 

16. Because of CSR, parents are 
more involved in the 
educational program of this 
school. 

17. Community support for our 
school has increased since 
comprehensive school reform 
has been implemented.  
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

’t Don 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
18. Stud 

standa s for t 
beca  of ou 
prog . 

ents have higher 
rd heir own work 

use r school’s 
ram 

19. Tea s are 
in d ion m 
school than t 
we lemen 
com hensi 
refo 

cher more involved 
ecis aking at this 

hey were before 
imp ted 
pre ve school 
rm.  

20. Our 
add 
stud with

 program adequately 
resses the requirements of 
ents  special needs. 

21. Bec 
prog 
scho end 
wor 
curr 
inst 

ause of our school’s 
ram, teachers in this 
ol sp more time 

king together to develop 
iculum and plan 
ruction. 

22. Tea 
gene  sup 
CSR ram 

chers is school are 
rally portive of our 

in th

 prog . 
23. Bec 

betw 
stud 

ause of CSR, interactions 
een teachers and 

ents are more positive. 
24. The elements of our CSR 

program are effectively 
grated to help us meet 
ol impro 

inte 
scho vement goals.  

25. As a school staff, we 
regularly review 
mp 

prog 

i lementation and outcome 
benchmarks to evaluate our 

ress.  
26. Our 

eval ting all components of 
our preh 
refo ogr

 school has a plan for 
ua 
com ensive school 
rm pr am. 

27. My school re 
assi ce fro 
part  (e.g 
busi ses, a 

ceives effective 
stan m external 
ners ., university, 
nes gencies, etc.). 

28. I am isfied 
Fed 
priv resou 
bein oordi 
our CSR prog

 sat with the 
eral, State, local and 
ate rces that are 

ng c ated to support 
ram.  
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29. 


29a. 

30. 

Think of your experience with your sch ool’s comprehensive reform program;
which of the following helped facilitate  program implementation? (SELECT ALL 
THAT APPLY) 

1 Support from district administration 
2 Support from school administration 
3 Support (buy-in) from teachers 
4 Support from TEA 
5 Adequate human resources 
6 Adequate financial resources 
7 Adequate time resources 
8 Training/professional development 
9 Technical assistance from ESCs 
10 Technical assistance from LEA-selected provider 
11 Technology 
12 Whole school focus 
13 Reform focus 
14 Curriculum focu s 
15 Academic standards 
16 Assessment/u se of data 
17 Evaluation of progress 
18 Parent/community involvement 
19 Other (DESCRIBE): _________________________________________ 

Which three of these do you consi er the main facilitators of your school’s d 
comprehensive reform  program implementation? (RECORD NUMBERS FROM 
Q.29)
 ___ ___ ___ 

Again, think of your experience with your school’s comprehensive reform 
program; what barri ers did you and  other teachers or administrators experience in 
implementing the progr m? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY)a 

1 Lack of or insufficient support from district administration 
2 Lack of or insuf cient sup ort from fi p  school administration 
3 Lack of or insufficient support from teachers 
4 Lack of or insuf icient sup ort from TEA f p 
5 Lack of or insuf icient human resources f 
6 Lack of or insufficient financial resources 
7 Lack of or insufficient time  
8 Lack of or insuf cient training/professional developmentfi 
9 Lack  of or insufficient technical assistance from ESCs 

Lack of or insuf icient tec nical assi tance fros m LEA-selected provider10 f h 
11 Lack of or  insuf cient tec nology fi h 
12 Lack  of whole s hool focusc 
13 Lack of reform focus 
14 Lack of curriculum focus 
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15 Lack of assessment/use of data 
16 Lack of evaluation of progress 
17 Lack of or poor parent/community involvement 
18 Other: (DESCRIBE): _________________________________________ 

30a. Which three of these are the biggest barriers? (RECORD NUMBERS FROM Q.30) 

III.  School Climate 

Using a 5-point scale ranging from 1-strongly agree, 2-agree, 3-neutral, 4-disagree, to 
5-strongly disagree, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each 
of the following items as they are currently reflected in your school. If you have no basis 
on which to respond, leave the item blank. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
isagreeD 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
1. The faculty and staff share a 

sense of commitment to the 
school goals. 

2. Low achieving stude 
given opportunity for succe 
in this school. 

nts are 
ss 

3. School rules and expectations 
are clearly communicated. 

4. Teachers use a variety of 
teaching strategies. 

5. Community businesses are 
active in this school. 

6. Students are encourag 
help others with problem 

ed to 
s. 

7. Faculty and staff feel that 
they make important 
contributions to this school. 

8. 
ates the belief that 

The administration 
communic 
all students can learn. 

9. 
modate 

rning 

Varied learning environments 
are provided to accom 
diverse teaching and lea 
styles. 

10. The school building is neat, 
bright, clean, and 
comfortable. 

11. Parents actively support 
school activities. 

12. 
they call or 

visit the school. 

Parents are treated 
courteously when 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
13. Rules for student behavior are 

consistently enforced. 
14. School employees and 

students show respect for 
each other’s individual 
differences. 

15. at each grade 

 and student needs. 

Teachers 
(course) level design learning 
activities to support both 
curriculum 

16. Teachers are encoura 
communicate concerns, 
questions, and construc 

ged to 

tive 
ideas. 

17. 

tive 

Students share the 
responsibility for keeping the 
school environment attrac 
and clean. 

18. Parents are invited to serve 
on school advisory 
committees. 

19. Parent volunteers are used 
whenever possible. 

20. The administration 
encourages teachers to be 
creative and to try new 
methods. 

21. Students are held responsible 
for their actions. 

22. ol are 
basic 

All students in this scho 
expected to master 
skills at each grade level. 

23. Student discipline is 
administered fairly and 
appropriately. 

24. The administration 
encourages teachers to be 
creative and to try new 
methods. 

25.  this 
ith 

Student misbehavior in 
school does not interfere w 
the teaching process. 

26. Students participate in 
solving school-related 
problems. 

27. Students participate i 
classroom activities 

n 

ilit 

regardless of their sex, 
ethnicity, religion, 
socioeconomic status, or 
academic ab y. 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
28. Faculty and staff cooperate a 

great deal in trying to a 
school goa 

chieve 
ls. 

29. An atmosphere of trust exists 
among the administration, 
faculty, staff, students, and 
parents.  

30. Student tardiness or absence 
from school is not a major 
problem. 

31. 
participants in the decision 
making at this school. 

Teachers are active 

32. In rmation about school 
activities is communicated to 

nts on a consistent bas 

fo 

pare is. 
33. Teachers use curriculum 

guides to ensure that similar 
subject content is covered 
within each grade. 

34. The principal (or 
administration) provides 
useful feedback on staff 
performance. 

35. Teachers use appropriate 
evaluation methods to 
determine s 
achievemen 

tudent 
t. 

36. The administration does a 
good job of protecting 
instructional time. 

37. Parents are often invited to 
visit classrooms. 

38. Teachers are proud of this 
school and its students. 

39. This school is a safe place in 
which to work. 

40. Most problems facing this 
school can be solved by the 
principal and faculty. 

41. Pull-out programs do not 
interfere with basic skills 
instruction. 

42. The principal is an effective 
instructional leader. 

43. Teachers have high 
expectations for all students. 

44. Teachers, administrators, and 
parents assume joint 
responsibility for student 
discipline. 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
45. The goals of this school are 

reviewed and updated 
regularly. 

46. Student behavior is generally 
positive in this school. 

47. The principal is highly visible 
throughout the school. 

48. chers use a wide range of 
hing materials and media. 

Tea 
teac 

49. People in this school really 
care about each other. 

50. Please provide any additional comments you may have pertaining to your 
school’s climate: 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE!
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COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL REFORM 

TEACHER/STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 


This questionnaire is part of an evaluation of the Comprehensive School Reform grants 
the Texas Education Agency awarded to 170 schools, including your school. The 
Comprehensive School Reform grants promote school-wide improvements through 
activities such as curriculum changes, sustained professional development, and incr eased 
involvement of parents to enab le students to meet challenging academic standards. 

1. School Name: _____________________________________________________ 

2. District Name: _____________________________________________________ 

3. County-District-Campus Number: _____________________________________ 

VII. I. Demographic Information 

1. Is your school: (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

  Elementary h 5 K-83 Sc ool 

4 Middle School 6 K-12 

3 Junior High School 7 7-12 

4 Senior High School 8 Other 


2. Indicate your position at your school. (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

1 Teacher 

2 Counselor (SKIP TO Q .5) 

3 Librarian (SKIP TO Q.5) 

4 Other: (DESCRIBE) _________________________________ 


3. What grade level(s) do you teach? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

4. What content areas do you teach: (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

1 Reading/Language Arts 
2 Mathematics 
3 Science 
4 Social Studies 
5 Other: (DESCRIBE) _________________________________ 
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5. 	 How many years of experience do you have as a school em ployee (teacher or 
staff)? (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

1 5 years or less 2 6-10 years 3 11-15 years 
4 16-20 years 5 More than 20 years 

6. 	 How many years of experience do y ou have as an employee at this school? 
(SELECT ONE ONLY) 

1 Less than one year 2 1-5 years 3 6-10 years 
4 11-15 years 5 More than 15 years 

7. 	 What is the highest level of education you have completed? (SELECT ONE  ONLY) 

4 Bachelor’s Degree 

5 Master’s Degree 

6 Law Degree, Doctoral Degree, Other, Please Specify  


8. 	 What is your age group? (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

6 29 years or younger 

7 30-39 years 

8 40-49 years 

9 50-59 years 

10 60 years or older 


9. 	 What is your gender? 

3 Male 

4 Female
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II. Comprehensive School Reform 

Using a 5-point scale ranging from 1-strongly agree, 2-agree, 3-neutral, 4-disagree, to 
5-strongly disagree, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each 
of the following items as they are currently reflected in your school. If you have no basis 

leave the item b ank. on which to respond, l 

Response categories: strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree, don’t 
know/not sure 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t  
Know/ 

Not Sure 
1. I have a thorough 

understanding of this 
school’s 
comprehensive school 
reform (CSR) 
program. 

2. I have received 
adequate initial and 
ongoing professional 
development/training 
for CSR program 
implementation. 

3. 
development provided 
by external trainers, 
model developers, 
and/or designers has 
been val 

Professional 

uable. 
4. Guidance and suppo 

provided by our 
school’s external 
facilitator, support 

rt 

team, or other state-
identified resource 
personnel have helped 
our school implement 
its program. 

5. 

program. 

Teachers are given 
sufficient planning 
time to implement our 

6. Materials (books and 

 are 

other resources) 
needed to implement 
our CSR program 
readily available. 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t  
Know/ 

Not Sure 
7. Our school has 

sufficient faculty an 
staff to fully 
implement this 
program. 

d 

8. CSR 
l 

Because of our 
program, technologica 
resources have become 
more available. 

9. 

, 

rea 

Because of our CSR 
program, I use 
textbooks, workbooks 
and worksheets less 
than I used to for basic 
skills or content a 
instruction. 

10. rehensive 
program 

Our comp 
school reform 
has changed classroom 
learning activities a 
great deal. 

11. s in my class 
o 

y 

k. 

Student 
spend at least tw 
hours per school da 
in interdisciplinary or 
project-based wor 

12. Students in my class 
spend much of their 
time working in 
cooperative learning 
teams.  

13.
 more 

e of 

Students are using 
technology 
effectively becaus 
our CSR program. 

14. Student achievement 
has been positively 
impacted by CSR. 

15. Students in this school 
are more enthusiastic 
about learning than 
they were before we 
became a CSR school. 

16. , 
 more 

involved in the 
educational program 
of this school. 

Because of CSR 
parents are 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t  
Know/ 

Not Sure 
17. Community support 

for our school has 
increased since 
comprehensive school 
reform has been 
implemented.  

18. 

ur 

Students have higher 
standards for their own 
work because of o 
school’s program. 

19. ers are more 

d 

Teach 
involved in decision 
making at this school 
than they were before 
we implemente 
comprehensive school 
reform.  

20. Our program 
adequately addresses 
he r 
ud 

need 

t equirements of 
st ents with special 

s. 
21. Bec 

school’s program, 
teachers in th 
spen ore t 
wor  toge 
dev  curri 
and n inst 

ause of our 

is school 
d m ime 

king ther to 
elop culum
 pla ruction. 

22. Tea s in t 
are generally 
supp e of 
prog 

cher his school 

ortiv our CSR 
ram. 

23. Bec 
interactions b 
teachers and 
are 

ause of CSR, 
etween 
students 

more positive. 
24. The elements 

CSR 
effe 
to h 
imp

 of our 
 program are 

ctively integrated 
elp us meet school 
rovement goals.  

25. As a 
regu  rev 
imp 
outc 
to e 

school staff, we 
larly iew 
lementation and 
ome benchmarks 
valuate our 

progress.  
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t  
now/K 

Not Sure 
26. Our 

for e 
com onents of our 
com hensi 
refo ogr

 school has a plan 
valuating all 
p 
pre ve school 
rm pr am. 

27. My school re 
effective assi 
from 
(e.g ivers 
busi ses, a 
etc. 

ceives 
stance 

 external partners 
., un ity, 
nes gencies, 
). 

28. I am tisfied 
Fed 
and private re 
that eing 
coo ted t 
our og

 sa with the 
eral, State, local 

sources 
 are b 
rdina o support 
CSR pr ram.  

29. 	 Think of your experience with your sch ool’s comprehensive reform program;
which of the following helped facilitate  program implementation? (SELECT ALL 
THAT APPLY) 

1 Support from district administration 
2 Support from school administration 
3 Support (buy-in) from teachers 
4 Support from TEA 
5 Adequate human resources 
6 Adequate financial resources 
7 Adequate time  
8 Training/professional development 
9 Technical assistance from ESCs 
10 Technical assistance from LEA-selected provider 
11 Technology 
12 Whole school focus 
13 Reform focus 
14 Curriculum focus 
15 Academic standards 
16 Assessment/use of data 
17 Evaluation of progress 
18 Parent/community involvement 
19 Other (DESCRIBE): ________________________________________ 

29a. 	 Which three of these do you consider the main facilitators of your school’s 
comprehensive reform program implementation? (RECORD NUMBERS FROM 
Q.29)
 ___ ___ ___ 
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30. Again, think of your experience with your school’s comprehensive reform 
program; what barriers did you and other teachers or administrators experience in 
implementing the program? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

5 Lack of or insufficient support from district administration 
6 Lack of or insufficient support from school administration 
7 Lack of or insufficient support from teac hers 
8 Lack of or insufficient support from TEA 
5 Lack of or in ufficient h man resources s u
 
6 Lack of or in ufficient fi ancial reso rces u
s n 
7 Lack of or insufficient time  
8 Lack of or insufficient training/professional development 

Lack of or in ufficient te hnical ass c istance from ESCs9 s 
10 Lack  of or insufficient technical assistance from LEA-selected provider 
11 Lack of or insufficient technology 
12 Lack of whole school focus 
13 Lack of reform focus 
14 Lack of curriculum focus 
15 Lack of assessment/use of data 
16 L ck of evalu tion of pr ogressa a 
17 Lack of or poor parent/community involvement 
18 Other: (DESCRIBE): ________________________________________ 

30a. Which three of these are the biggest barriers? (RECORD NUMBERS FROM Q.30) 

A-17
 
DO NOT USE 
WITHOUT PERMISSION 



 

 
 

 
 

   

 

 

       

 
 

      

 

 

       

       
 

 
 

      

       
 

 

 
 

      

 
 

       

 

 

      

 
 

      

       

III. School Climate 

Using a 5-point scale rangin  from 1-strongly agree,  2-agree, 3 neutral, 4 -dg - isagree, to 
5-strongly disagree, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each 
of the following items  as they are currently reflected in your school. If you have no basis 
on which to respond, leave the item blank. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
50. The faculty and staf 

share a sense of 
commitment to the 
school goals. 

f 

51. g 
students are given 
opportunity for 
success in this 
school. 

Low achievin 

52. School rules and 
expectations are 
clearly 
communicated. 

53. Teachers use a 
variety of teaching 
strategies. 

54. unity 
businesses are activ 
in this school. 

Comm 
e 

55. Students are 
encouraged to help 
others with 
problems. 

56. 
make 

Faculty and staff 
feel that they 
important 
contributions to this 
school. 

57. istration 
communicates the 
belief that all 
students can learn. 

The admin 

58. 
environments are 
provided to 
accommodate 

Varied learning 

diverse teaching and 
learning styles. 

59. The school building 
is neat, bright, clean, 
and comfortable. 

60. 

activities. 

Parents actively 
support school 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
61. Parents are treate 

courteou 
they call or visit th 
school. 

d 
sly when 

e 

62. Rules for student 
behavior are 
consistently 
enforced. 

63. School employees 
and students show 
respect for each 
other’s individual 
differences. 

64. ch 

and 

Teachers at ea 
grade (course) level 
design learning 
activities to support 
both curriculum 
student needs. 

65. s are 

ns, 

Teacher 
encouraged to 
communicate 
concerns, questio 
and constructive 
ideas. 

66. Students share the 
responsibility for 
keeping the school 
environment 
attractive and clean. 

67. Parents are invited 
to serve on school 
advisory 
committees. 

68. Parent volunteers are 
used whenever 
possible.  

69. 
eachers 

The administration 
encourages t 
to be creative and to 
try new methods. 

70. 
r their 

Students are held 
responsible fo 
actions. 

71. All students in 
school are expected 
to master basic skill 
at each grade level 

this 

s 
. 

72. 
tered fairly 

and a 

Student discipline is 
adminis 

ppropriately. 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
73. Teachers often 

provide 
opportunities for 
students to develop 
higher-order skills. 

74. Student misbe 
in this schoo 
not interfere with the 
teaching process. 

havior 
l does 

75. Students participate 
in solving school-
related problems. 

76. rticipate 

ss 

gion, 

Students pa 
in classroom 
activities regardle 
of their sex, 
ethnicity, reli 
socioeconomic 
status, or academic 
ability. 

77. Faculty and staff 
cooperate a great 
deal in trying to 
achieve school 
goals. 

78. 
ong 

nistration, 

An atmosphere of 
trust exists am 
the admi 
faculty, staff, 
students, and 
parents.  

79. ness or 
l 

ajor 

Student tardi 
absence from schoo 
is not a m 
problem. 

80. Teachers are active 
participants in the 
decision making at 
this school. 

81. Information about 
school activities is 
communicated to 
parents on a 
consistent basis. 

82. 
ides to

 similar 

Teachers use 
curriculum gu 
ensure that 
subject content is 
covered within each 
grade. 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
83. The principal (or 

administration) 
provides useful 
feedback on staff 
performance. 

84. 

nt 
. 

Teachers use 
appropriate 
evaluation methods 
to determine stude 
achievement 

85. The administration 
does a good job of 

ot 
str 

pr ecting 
in uctional time. 

86. Pare 
invited to visit 

nts are often 

classrooms. 
87. Teachers are proud 

of this school and its 
students. 

88. This school is a safe 
place in which to 
work. 

89. Most problems 
facing this school 
can be solve 
principal an 
faculty. 

d by the 
d 

90. Pull-out programs 
do not interfere with 
basic skills 
instruction. 

91. The principal is an 
effective 
instructional leader. 

92. Teachers have high 
expectations for all 
students. 

93. Teachers, 
administrators, and 
parents assume joint 
responsibility for 
student discipline. 

94. The goals of this 
school are reviewed 
and updated 
regularly. 

95. Student behavior is 
generally positive in 
this school. 
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Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/ 

Not Sure 
96. The prin 

high 
thro 
scho 

cipal is 
ly visible 
ughout the 
ol. 

97. Teachers use a wide 
range of teaching 
materials and media. 

98. People in this school 
really care a 
each other. 

bout 

50. Please provide any additional comments you may have pertaining to your  
school’s climate: 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE!
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COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL REFORM 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANC E PROVIDER QUESTIONNAIRE 


1. 	 Please record the name of the school and district to which you have  been 
providing technical assistance for the comprehensive school reform (CSR) grant 
program:  
Cam pus Name: ________________ 
District Name: ________________ 

Note: IF YO U ARE PROVIDING TECHNI CAL ASSISTANCE TO MORE THAN ONE 
SCHOOL, PLEASE COMPLETE A SEPARATE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR EACH 
SCHOOL 

PLEASE COMPLETE THE QUEST IONNAIRE BY APRIL 28, 2006! 

2. 	 When did you begin providing CSR-related technical assistance to the school 
(Month/Year)? ________ 

2a. 	 Were you the original technical assistance pr ovider on the CSR grant for this 
school or did you take the position over from another provider? 

1	 Origina c ce ider l techni al assistan  prov
 
2 Took over from another provider 


3. 	 Approximately how many hours of technical assistance have you provided per 
year to the school since you started working with this school on implementing the 
CSR grant?  (INDICATE NUMBER OF HOURS PER YEAR FOR THE SPECIFIC 
GRANT TYPE) 

CSR-High School Grant: 
Year 1 (1/1/05-12/31/05: _________ 

Year 2 (1/1/06-12/31/06): _________ 


CSR-Improving Teaching and Learning Grant: 
Year 1: (7/1/04-6/30/05: _________ 

Year 2 (7/1/05-7/31/06): _________ 


4. 	 What is the primary Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) model or progra m 
this school is implementing? (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

1 Accelerated Schools 

2 America’s Choice 

3 ATLAS Communities 

4 Coalition of Essential Schools 

5 Community for Learning 

6 Co-nect 
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______________________________________ 

 

 

 
 

7 Core Knowledge 

8 Different Ways of Knowing 

9 Direct Instruction Model 

10 Expeditionary Learning O utward Bound 

11 First Things First 

12 High Schools That Work 

13 High/Scope Primary Grades Approach to Education 

14 Literacy Collaborative 

15 Middle Start 

16 Modern Red SchoolHouse 

17 More Effective Schools 

18 Onward to Excellence 

19 Quantum Learning 

20 QuESt 

21 School Development Program
 
22 School Renaissance 

23 Success For All/Roots & Wings 

24 Talent Development High School with Career Academies 

25 Talent Development Middle School 

26 Turning Points 

27 Urban Learning Center 

28 Combination of different models 

29 Other (PLEASE DESCRIBE): 


5. 	 Comprehensive School Reform has 11 components, li sted b low. A t what stage ofe 
implementation is this school? Please rate each compo nent on a 0 to 4 point s cale, 
where “0 – not implementing,” “1 – Planning,” 2 – Piloting,” “3 – 
Implementing,” and “4 – Fulfilling.” 

0—Not Implementing. No evidence of the strategy. 

1—Planning. The school is planning to or preparing to implement. 

2—Piloting. The strategy is being partially implemented with only a small group of 

teachers or students involved. 

3—Impleme nting. The majority of teachers are imple menting the strategy, and the 

strategy is more fully developed in accordance with descriptions by the team. 

4—Fulfilling. The strategy is evident across the school and is fully developed in 

accordance with the design teams’ descrip tions. Signs of “institutionalization” are 

evident. 


1 	 The program uses effective, research-based methods and strategies 
2 	 The program uses comprehensive design for effective school functioning 

that aligns the school’s curriculum, technology, and professional 
development into a school-wide reform plan 

3 The program provides continuing professional development to teachers 
and staff 
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4 The program has measurable goals and benchmarks 
5 The program has the support of school faculty, administrators, and staff 
6 The program provides support for teachers and staff through shared 

leadership and teamwork 

7 
 The program provides for parental and community involvement in 

planning and impleme ting sc ool im rovem n h p ent activities 
8 The school utilizes hig  quali ty exter al sup port and assistanceh n
 
9 The program includes a plan to  evalu te implementation of the school 
a 

reforms and the results 
10 The program identifies how federal, state, and local resources will be used 

to coordinate services to support and sustain school reform 
11 The program includes strategies to improve student academic achievement 

6. 	 Please check whether or not you have assisted the school with each of the 
following CSR components. (INDICATE YES OR NO FOR EACH COMPONENT) 

Yes No 
Research-based methods and strategies 1 2 
Comprehensive design 1 2 
Continuing professional development 1 2 
Measurable goals and benchmarks  1 2 
Generating school faculty, administrators, and staff support 1 2 
Shared leadership and teamwork 1 2 
Parental and community involvement 1 2 
External support and assistance 1 2 
Evaluation of school reform implementation and results 1 2 
Coordination of resources to sustain school reform 1 2 
Strategies to improve student academic achievement 1 2 

7. 	 How did you gather information from the school and the district o n their 
implem entation of the CSR grant? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

1 School visits 
2 Classroom observation s 
3 Interviews with district administrators 
4 Interviews with school administrators 
5 Interviews with teachers and staff 
6 Interviews with students 
7 Teacher and staff surveys 
8 Student surveys 
9 Compilation and review of assessment data 
10 Other: (PLEASE DESC RIBE): __________________________________ 
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8. 	 How would you rate board, district administration, school administrator, teacher, 
and staff support for the CSR program? Use the following scale where “1” refers 
to “Not at all supportive,” “10” refers “Very supportive,” and “0” refers to 
“Unsure/Don’t Know (DK).” (SELECT ONE NUMBER FOR EACH) 

Not At All Very 
Unsure/ Supportive 
Supportive 

chool Board S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

District 
Administration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

choolS 
Admin istrator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9. 	 Which of the following describe the types of support the district provided to the 
school in implementing the CSR program? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

1	 h school appDistrict staff helped t e ly for the grant 
2	 District staff attended staff development associated with the grant 
3	 The district notified all schools about the grant award 
4	 The district web page has updates about grant impleme ntation 
5	 The district supplemented the grant with additional funds 
6	 The superintendent invited the principal to give a presentation to the 

Board about the grant 
7	 District provided staff to support grant activities 
8	 Don’t know/Not sure 
9	 Other (PLEASE DESCRI BE): __________________________ 

10. 	 Based on your experience with the CSR program at this school, are each of the 
following resources allocated b y the school sufficient for the effective 
implementation of the g rant? (SELECT ONE NUMBER FOR EA CH. IF NO 
RESOURCES WERE ALLOCATED, SELECT “0”) 

Yes No 	 Unsure/ Did Not 
Don’t Allocate 
Know Resource 

Appropriate materials 1 2 3 0 
Staffing 1 2 3 0 
Planning time 1 2 3 0 
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Fiscal resources 1 2 3 0 

11. 	 Has the school made any changes at t he classroom level as a result of the CSR 
program? 

1 Yes 

2 No (SKIP TO Q.14) 


12. 	 To what extent has the school implemented changes at the classroom level? 
(SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

No Minor Moderate Significant 
      Change Change Change Change 

Teachers are teaching to  
standards 1 2 3 4 

Teachers aligned their 
instructional practices with  
the program goals 	 1 2 3 4 

Increased use and integration 
of technology in instruction 1 2 3 4 

Teachers use worksheets and  
workbooks to a lesser extent 1 2 3 4 

Lessons are more 
interdisciplinary and project-
based 	 1 2 3 4 

Teachers cooperate and team
teach more often 1 2 3 4 

Teachers developed and use  
authentic assessments 1 2 3 4 

Other (PLEASE DESCRIBE): _____ 1 2 3 4 
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13. Have these changes been made by all teachers, at all grade levels, and across all 

All Teachers 
content areas? 

All Grade 
vel  Le  s  

All Content 
Areas

es 
rds  1 

Y
Teachers are teaching to standa

oN
 2

es 
1 

Y oN 
2

Yes 
1 2 

No 

Teachers aligned their instructional  
practices with the program goals 1 2 1 2 1 2 

Increased use and integration of 
technology in instruction 1 2 1 2 1 2 

workbo 
Teachers use worksheets and  

oks to a lesser extent 1 2 1 2 1 2 

Lesson 
interdisciplinary and project-

s are more 

based 1 2 1 2 1 2 

Teachers cooperate and team teach 
more often 1 2 1 2 1 2 

se 
s 

Teachers developed and u 
authentic assessment 1 2 1 2 1 2 

Other 1 2 1 2 1 2 

13a. 	 If not all teachers, about what percent of teachers have made these changes? ____ 

13b. 	 If not all grade levels, at what grade level(s) have these changes been mad : e
(SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

K 1 	 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

13c. 	 If not all content areas: in which content area( s) were changes made? (SELECT 
ALL THAT APPLY) 

1 Reading/ English Language Arts 
2 Mathematics 
3 Social Studies 
4 Science 
5 Other (PLEASE DESCRIBE): 
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14. In your judgment, to what extent has the CSR program affected students in each 
of the following areas? If you don’t know, please leave the item blank. (SELECT 

15. 

16. 

)ONE NUMBER FOR EACH 
Not At A Moderate Great 

       All  Little  Extent  Extent  
rested in learning Students are more inte 1 2 3 4 

tudents are more motivated S 1 2 3 4 
Students do their homework more often 1 2 3 4 

udents’ quality of work has improved St 1 2 3 4 
Students attend school more regularly 1 2 3 4 
Students’ conduct has improved: fewer  

sdisciplinary problem 1 2 3 4 
 better academically on  Students perform 

stsschool te 1 2 3 4 
standardizedStudents perform better on 

tests 1 2 3 4 
Students have more respect for their  

teachers 1 2 3 4 

In your judgment, to what extent has the CSR program had an impact on students 
overall? (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

1 Not at all 
2 A little 
3 To a moderate extent 
4 To a great extent 

In your judgment, to what extent has the CSR program affected teachers in each 
of the following areas? If you don’t know, please leave the item blank. (SELECT 
ONE NUMBER FOR EACH) 

Not At A Moderate Great 
       All  Little  Extent  Extent  

Teachers have become more motivated 1 2 3 4 
Teachers show greater enthusiasm in class 1 2 3 4 
Teachers work more often in teams 1 2 3 4 
Teachers spend more time planning projects  

with other teachers 1 2 3 4 
Teachers feel a great sense of responsibility  

for implementing the reform program  
successfully 1 2 3 4 

Teachers are very supportive of the school 
reform effort 1 2 3 4 

Other (PLEASE DESCRIBE): __________ 

To what extent has the CSR program had an impact on teachers overall (SELECT17. 
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ONE ONLY) 

1 Not at all 

2 A little 

3 To a mo derate extent 

4 To a great extent 


18. 	 What types of professional development did the school provide to teachers , staff, 
and 

administrators in connection with the CSR grant? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

1 Whole school training 
2 Conferences 
3 Workshops 
4 Coaching/Mentoring 
5 Study groups 
6 Other (PLEASE DESCRIBE): ______________________________________ 

19. 	 Overall, please assess how helpful this professional development has b een to the 
implementation of the CSR program. Use a 10-point scale ranging from “1 – not 
at all helpful” to “10 – very helpful.” (SELECT ONE ONLY FOR EACH) 

Not At All Very 
Helpful Helpful 

Teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Admin atorsistr 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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20. Has the school provided staff development related to the implementation of the 
CSR program to new teachers? 

1 Yes 

2 No 

3 Unsure 


21. 	 How has h rmed the community about the CSR progra m it is  the sc ool in fo

implementing? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 


1	 The principal gave a presentation about the program during Parent Night 
or at PTO meetings 

2	 The school paper features information and updates about the program and 
how it will benefit students 

3	 The principal a d teac ers ca ll on pa nts and community mn h re embers to 
help with program im plementation 

4 The school organized an open house dedicated to the program and inv ited 
all parents and community members 

5 Other (PLEASE DESCRIBE): __________________________ 

22. 	 Which of the following describe the type of parental and community involvement 
activities offered through the CSR program? (SELECT ALL THAT APPLY) 

1 Home visits 
2 Parental involvement in decision-making 
3 Parent education or training 
4 Parent/community volunteer programs 
5 Parent involvement in implementing school improvement activities 
6 Parent involvement in evaluating school improvement activities 
7 Other (DESCRIBE): __________________________ 

23(1). 	Please indicate how supportive the community has been of the CSR program this 
school is implementing? Use a 10-point scale ranging from “1 – not at all 
supportive” to “10 – very supportive.” (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

Not  At  All  Very  
Supportive Supportive 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

23(2). Please indicate how supportive the school has been of you as the technical 
assistance provider? Use a 10-p oint s cale ran ging from “1 – not at a ll supportive” 
to “10 – very supportive.” (SELECT ONE ONLY ) 

Not  At  All  Very  
Supportive Supportive 
1 	2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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24 (1). To what extent has school management changed to align the school’s curriculum , 
technology, and professional development beca use o f the CSR program? Use a 
10-point scale ranging from “1 – not at all” to “10 – to a great extent.” (SELECT 
ONE ONLY) 

ot At  

1 2 

N 
All 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

To A Great  
Extent 
10 

24(2). To what extent has leadership been shared with teachers and  staff because of the 
CSR program? Use a 10-point scale ranging from “1 – not at all” to “10 – to a 
great extent.” (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

Not At  To A Great  
All Extent 
1 	2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

24(3). To what extent has the school integrated the CSR program  with other programs or 
efforts? Use a 10-point scale ranging from “1 – not at all” to “10 – to a great 
extent.” (SELECT ONE ONLY) 

Not At  To A Great  
All Extent 
1 	2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

24(4). To what extent has the school implemented the CSR program as designed? Use a 
10-point scale ranging from “1 – not at all” to “10 – to a great extent.” (SELECT 
ONE ONLY) 
Not At  To A Great  
All Extent 
1 	2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

25. 	 To what extent has this school experienced the following difficulties or barriers in 
implementing the CSR program? (SELECT ONE NUMBER FOR EACH) 

Not At A Moderate Great 
       All  Little  Extent  Extent  

Lack of teacher buy-in or support of the 
program 1 2 3 4 

Insufficient staff development 1 2 3 4 
Lack of district support 1 2 3 4 
Lack of parent and community support 1 2 3 4 
Inadequate financial resources 1 2 3 4 
Lack of staff time 1 2 3 4 
Lack of administrative support 1 2 3 4 

A-
DO 
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Lack of coordination with other programs 1 2 3 4 

Teacher, staff, and administrator turnover 1 2 3 4 

Other (PLEASE DES CRIB E): ____________ 1 2 3 4 


30. 

DO 
WITHOUT P 

Any other comments you wish to make about the CSR program in this school? 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE! 
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COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL REFORM 
IMPLEMENATION REPORT 

SAS-E208-06 
INSTRUCTIONS: 

This form is to be completed by each CSR Improving Teaching and Learning grantee campus for activities implemented during the period from 
February 1, 2006, through July 31, 2006.  The report is due Tuesday, August 15, 2006 via postal mail or fax. 

•	 Part 1: Signed by the Superinte ndent and Campus Principal 
•	 Part 2: Rating by Campus Principal 
•	 Part 3: Signed and Rating by the External Technical Assistance Provider(s). If the campus has more than o ne provider, 

copy the number of Part 3’s as needed, and have each provider complete and sign.  

KEY Ratings (rubric) PART 2 and PA ample below) RT 3 (See ex 
1= No 
implementation 
2= Planning 
3= Piloting 
4= Implementing 

5= Fulfilling 

No evidence of the component. 

The school was planning or preparing to implement. 

The component was being partially implemented with only a small group of teachers or students involved. 

 more fully developed in accordance 

ation for funds. 

The majority of teachers were implementing the component, and the component was 

with the program description in the applic 

cross the school and was fully developed in accordance with the program description in the 

e evident 

The component was evident a 

application for funds. Signs of institutionalization wer 

EXAMPLE 
County District # & Campus # 123-456-789 

Rating (Check only 1 box)

1. Research 
Methods 

-based 
    1= No 
implementation 

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 
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EXAMPLE 
County District # & Campus # 123-456-789 

Explanation o 
Barriers: New tea 
Facilitator 

f Ratings 
chers h 

s: Staff was op 

: Administration is implementing new teaching strategies. 
ave not had the opportunity for training. 

en to incorporating new teaching strategies. 

CSR Component & Indicators 


Use this section as a resource for completing the eleven component ratings found in Parts 2 and 3. 


Component Indicators 
1. 
Research-b 
Methods 

ased 
oper’s specifications  � Reform approach is fully implemented according to devel 

Fidelity to reform approach is measured and monitored �

2. 
Comprehensive 
Design hers 

Reform approach is connected to state standards and ensures that all children meet the standard 

� School plan integrates curriculum, instruction, assessment, governance and technology 

Reform approach involves whole school—across grade levels, subjects, students and teac 

3. 
Professional 
Development � Professional development linked to school goals 

opment activities 

s for staff to participate 

� Quality of staff training in the reform approach 

� Number of staff receiving training 

� Staff implementation of instructional strategies is measured 

� Frequency, duration, continuity of professional devel 

� Availability of time and resource 

4. 
Goals and 
Benchmarks 

comes are specified and data collection and analysis plan exists 

� Goals are linked to state and district standards 

� Staff, parents, and community have input into developing goals and benchmarks 

� Measurable goals and benchmarks for student out 
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Component Indicators 
5. � Level of staff involvement (in developing school plans, participating in professional development, implementing reform approach) is measured 
Support of d to the reform approach � Staff members have clearly defined roles & responsibilities relate 

ff for School Sta 
Reform e staff support and to train new staff � Procedures are in place to encourag 

6. 
Support Provided 
for Staff � es necessary for staff to implement reform approach (materials, training, time) 

� ng, implementing reforms, and addressing issues/concerns 

� Quality of staff morale, school climate 

Availability of resourc 

Level of staff collaboration in planni 

7. 
Parent and 
Community 
Involvement 

� nvolvement 

� unity participation in developing school plan, implementing reform approach 

� t/community activities and organizations 

� School strategies address diversity in languages and cultures 

� Quality of school’s communication with parents/community about goals, programs, and outcomes 

Strategies developed for parent/community i 

Level of parent/comm 

Quality of paren 

8. 
Annual Evaluation 

� Comprehensive plan exists to monitor program implementation and student outcomes 

� Quality of data available to measure implementation and outcomes 

� School has mechanisms in place to review evaluation results and make changes 

� Evaluation results are available to school staff, parents, and community 

9. 
External 
Assistance 

� Quality of external assistance and type of providers 

� Amount of assistance provided 

� Level of assistance provided by model developer 
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Component Indicators 

10. 
Resources 

�Coordination of resources from federal, state and local sources 

�Level and quality of district support 

11. 
Student 
Achievement 

gregated by approp

  student subgroups 

� Other student outcomes: 

� TAKS results disag riate 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 

State-Developed Alternative Assessment 

Completion Rate 

Dropout Rate 

Gold Performance Acknowledgments 
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COMPREHENSIVIE SCHOOL REFORM—IMPLEMENATION REPORT 


PART 1: Campus and District Information (enter the following information): 

1. COUNTY DISTRICT NUMBER: 6. ENTER THE NAME(S) OF THE Reform Model(s):  
(Examples: Accelerated Schools, Plato etc.. List the models proposed in the RFA.) 

2. DISTRICT NAME:    m Model 1: Refor 

EXTERNAL TECHINCAL ASSISTANCE 
PROVIDER(S) NAME (Company Name and/or

nted naIndividual(s) pri me): 

3. DISTRICT PHONE NUMBER: Reform Model 2: EXTERNAL TECHNICAL ASSITANCE PROVIDER 
PHONE NUMBER: 

4. CAMPUS  NAME:  Reform Model 3:  EXTERNAL TECHNICAL ASSITANCE PROVIDER 
PHONE NUMBER: 

5. PHONE NUM CAMPUS BER: 

7. CAMPUS PRINCIPAL NAME: 8. SUPERINTENDENT NAME: 

CSR IMPLEMENATION REPORT—(PAGES 4-13) 

15, 2006 

MENT VIA POSTAL MAIL TO: 

 TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY 
 OF NCLB PROGRAM CORDINATION 
  CSR Program Specialist 

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701 94 

    DUE:  AUGUST 

RETURN DOCU

 DIVISION
 Attention;
 1701 NORTH CONGRESS AVE. 

-14 

9. CAMPUS PRINICPAL EMAIL: 10. SUPERINTENDENT EMAIL:  

11. CAMPUS PRINICPAL SIGNATURE  12. SUPERINTENDENT SIGNATURE: 
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OR VIA FAX: 512-305-9447 

County District # & Campus # 
PART 2: RATING BY CAMPUS PRINCIPAL 

Rating (Check only 1 box) 

1= No 
implementation 

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 
1. Research-based 

Methods 

Explanation of Ratings:      

F 
Barriers: 

acilitators: 

Rating (Check only 1 box.)

    1= No 
 implementation  

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 
2. Comprehensive 

Design 

Explanation of Ratings: 
rriers:a 

: 
B 
Facilitators 

Rating (Check only 1 box.) 3. Professional 
Development 

1= No 
2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 
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 implementation      

Explanation of Ratings:      
arriers: 
acilitators: 

B 
F 

C nou ty District # & C sampu # 
PART 2: RATING BY CAMPUS PRINCIPAL 

Rating (Check only 1 box)

    1= No 
 implementation 

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling
4. Goals and 

Benchmarks 

Explanation of Ratings: 
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

Rating (Check only 1 box.) 

    1= N  so upport        n ledge of  

implementation 

in mal support ost support ull taff support & 

involvement 

2 = K ow 3 = M i 4 = M 5= F s 
5. Support of School 

Staff for Reform 

A-40
 



 

 
 

      
      

 
 

   

  
                                        

 

 
                                                           

 

 

     
      

 
 

 
 

           
 
 

                 
    

            

 

 
                                                           

      

 

      

 

 
  

Explanation of Ratings:   
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

6. Support Provided for 
Staff 

Rating (Check only 1 box.)
    1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

County District # & Campus # 
PART 2: RATING BY CAMPUS PRINCIPAL 

7. Parent and 
Community 
Involvement  

Rating (Check only 1 box)
    1= No support 2 = Knowledge of  

implementation 

3 = Minimal 
   involvement 

4 = Mostly involved rent & 

involvement 

5= Full pa
  community 

Explanation of Ratings:      

cilitators: 
Barriers: 
Fa 

8. Annual Evaluation Rating (Check only 1 box.) 
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1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings:      
arriers: 

Facilitators: 
B 

9. External Assistance  

Rating (Check only 1 box.)
    1= Not applicable s not happened 2 = Ha st getting started 3 = Ju sionally 4 = Occa g & regular 5= Ongoin 

Explanation of Ratings:      
arriers: 

Facilitators: 
B 

County District # & Campus # 
PART 2: RATING BY CAMPUS PRINCIPAL 

10.  Resources 

Rating (Check only 1 box)

    1= No 
impl ementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 
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Explanation of Rati 
Barriers: 
Facilitato 

ngs:      

rs: 

11.   Student 
Achievement  

Rating (Check only 1 box.)

    1= No analysis 2 = Planning analysis 3 = Analysis of s
  disaggrega 

ome 
te groups 

4 = Analysis of most 
  disaggregate groups 

5= Data used towards
 programming  
 decisions 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

PART 3: RATING BY EXTERNAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDER 
LEA Name:        Campus Name: 

A-43
 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

   

     

 
 
 

 

      

 

      

 
      

      

 

 

           

 
 

1. SEC. 1606. LOCAL USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) USES OF FUNDS- A local educational agency or consortium that receives a subgrant under this part shall provide the subgrant funds to schools that 

are eligible for as sistance un der part A and se rved by the age ncy, to enable the schools to implement a comprehensive scho ol re form program that — 

(8) uses high quality exte rnal tec hn cal support and as sistance  from an entity that has experience and expertise in schoolwide reform and improvement, whii ch 

may include an institution of higher education; (http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pg13.html) 

Part 3 is to be completed and signed by the External Technical Assistance Provider(s). If the campus has more than one 
provider photocopy additional sections of Part 3’s as needed, and have each provider complete and sign. 

1. External Technical As e vider(s) Name idu l person and/or co es):sistanc  Pro (indiv a mpany nam 

2. Date: 3. External Technical Assistance Provider email address: 

4. External Technical Assistance Provider area code + phone number(s):  

 5. External Technical Assistance Provider Signature(s): 

County District # & Campus # 

A-44
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PART 3: RATING BY EXTERNAL TECHNICAL ASSITANCE PROVIDER 

1. Research-based 
Methods 

Rating (Check only 1 box)

    1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

2. Comprehensive 
Design 

Rating (Check only 1 box.) 

1= No 
 implementation    

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

3. Professional 
Development 

Rating (Check only 1 box.) 

1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 
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Explanation of Ratings:   
rriers: 

Facilitators: 
Ba 

County District # & Campus # 
PART 3: RATING BY EXTERNAL TECHNICAL ASSITANCE PROVIDER 

4. Goals and 
Benchmarks 

Rating (Check only 1 box)

    1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 

Explanation of 
Barriers: 

cilitators: 

Ratings:      

Fa 

5. Support of School 
Staff for Reform 

Rating (Check only 1 box.)

    1= No support        2 = Knowledge of  

implementation 

3 = Minimal support 4 = Most support 5= Full staff support & 

involvement 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

6. Support Provided for 
Staff 

Rating (Check only 1 box.) 
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1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

County District # & Campus # 
PART 3: RATING BY EXTERNAL TECHNICAL ASSITANCE PROVIDER 

7. Parent and 
Community 
Involvement  

Rating (Check only 1 box) 

    1= No support 2 = Knowledge of  

implementation 

3 = Minimal 
   involvement 

4 = Mostly involved 5= Full parent & 
  community
 involvement 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

8. Annual Evaluation 

Rating (Check only 1 box.) 

1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 
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on of Ratings:      

Facilitators: 

9. External Assistance  

Rating (Check only 1 box.) 

1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

County District # & Campus # 
PART 3: RATING BY EXTERNAL TECHNICAL ASSITANCE PROVIDER 

10.  Resources 

Rating (Check only 1 box)

    1= No 
 implementation      

2 = Planning 3 = Piloting 4 = Implementing 5= Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 

Explanati
 
Barriers:
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Rating (C  onheck ly 1 box.)

    1= Not applicable 2 = Has no ust gettin n ngoing & regular t happened 3 = J g started 4 = Occasio ally 5= O
11.   Student 

Achievement  

Explanation of Ratings:      
Barriers: 
Facilitators: 
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B. Comprehensive School Reform - Texas High School Initiative  

C. 3rd Progress Report 

Please note: This report should be completed by EACH campus participating in the 
Compreh ensive School Reform  - High School program. The fiscal agent is responsible 
for ensuring that each campus participating in the program submits an individual campus 
progress report. Please submit only report per campus. The data collecte d in this repo rt 
should include activities from January 1, 2006 through July 31, 2006. 

Unfortunately, because of the program used to collect data, you cannot fill out part of the 
report and save it to come back later and make modifications before submitting. 
Therefore, it is recommended that you print ou t a hard copy of the report, complete it in 
paper form, and then sit down a t the computer to enter the i nformation and submit it. 

This report is due to the Texas Education Agency (TEA) no later than 5:00PM on August 
30, 2007. 

Section 1: Organizational and Contact Information 
District name: 

Campus name: 
County-District-Campus 
number: 
NOGA ID number: 

Contact Information for Person Completing Report 
First name: 

Last name: 

Title: 

Telephone: 

Email: 
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Contact Information for Authorized Official 
First name: 

Last name: 

Title: 

Telephone: 

Email: 

Date submitted: 

Section 2: Model Used 

Please select the primary CSR model that your school is implementing. If it is not 
listed, select "other" and specify the model name. 

If other please specify and explain: 

If applicable, please select the secondary CSR model that your school is 
implementing. If it is not listed, select "other" and specify the model name. 

If other please specify and explain: 

If applicable, please select the tertiary CSR model that your school is implementing. 
If it is not listed, select "other" and specify the model name. 

If other please specify and explain: 
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Section 3: Overall CSR Grant Progress 
KEY for Ratings 

1 = No 
implementation 
2 = Planning 

3 =  Piloting 

4 = Implementing 

5 =  Fulfilling

No evidence of the component. 

The school was planning or preparing to implement. 

The component was being partially implemented with only a small group 

of teachers or students involved. 

nt was more fully developed in accordance with the program 

The majority of teachers were implementing the component, and the 

compone 

description in the application for funds. 

 developed in 

accordance with the program description in the application for funds. 

The component was evident across the school and was fully 

Signs of institutionalization were evident 

Component Indicators 
1. Research-based 
Methods 

� Reform approach is fully implemented acco ng to developer’s specifications 

ed 

rdi 

� Fidelity to reform approach is measured and monitor 

2. Comprehensive 
Design 

School plan integrates curriculum, instruction, assessment, governance and technology 

rade levels, subjects, students and 

teachers 

� l children meet the 

standar 

�

� Reform approach involves whole school—across g 

Reform approach is connected to state stand 

d 

ards and ensures that al 

3. Professional 
Development 

aining 

� S trategies is measured 

� Professional development linked to school goals 

� Frequency, duration, continuity of professional development activities 

� A  resources for staff to participate 

� Quality of staff training in the reform approach 

� Number of staff receiving tr 

taff implementation of instructional s 

vailability of time and 

4. Goals and 
Benchmarks 

� M  and benchmarks for student outcomes are specified and data collection 

a 

� Goals are linked to state and district standards 

� Staff, parents, and community have input into developing goals and benchmarks 

easurable goals 

nd analysis plan exists 

5. Supp t of School 
Staff for Reform 

or 
� Level of staff involvement (in developing school plans, participating in professional 

development, implementing reform approach) is measured 

� Staff members have clearly defined roles & responsibilities related to the reform approach 

� Procedures are in place to encourage staff support and to train new staff 
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Component Indicators 

6. Support Pro 
Staff 

vided for 

� Quality of sta 

of resources necessary for staff to implement reform approach (materials, 

� Level of staff collaboration in planning, implementing reforms, and addressing 
issues/concerns 

ff morale, school climate 

� Availability 
training, time) 

7. Parent and 
Community 
Involvement 

trategies developed for parent/community involvement 

Level of parent/community participation in developing school plan, implementing reform 
approach 

� Quality of parent/community activities and organizations 

strategies address diversity in languages and cultures 

� Quality of school’s communication with parents/community about goals, programs, and 
outcomes 

� S 

�

� School 

8. Annual Evaluation 

� Comprehensive plan exists to monitor program implementation and student outcomes 

� Quality of data available to measure implementation and outcomes 

� School has mechanisms in place to review evaluation results and make changes 

� Evaluation results are available to school staff, parents, and community 

9. Exte l Assistance rna 

� Quality of external assistance and type of providers 

� Amount of assistance provided 

� Level of assistance provided by model developer 

10. Resources 
�Coordination of resources from federal, state and local sources 

� Level and quality of district support 

11. Student 
Achievem ent 

� TAKS results disaggregated by appropriate student subgroups 

� Other student

 Yearly Progress (AYP) 

veloped Alternative Assessment 

Completion Rate 

Dropout Rate 

Gold Performance Acknowledgments

 outcomes: 

Adequate 

State-De 
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Please rate your school's implementation of each CSR component in terms of: a) 
progress made on implementation and b) meeting your project timelines from 
August 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006. 

Research-based Methods 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning 

3 = Piloting 

4 = Implementing 

5 = Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Comprehensive Design 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning
 

3 = Piloting
 

4 = Implementing
 

5 = Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Professional Development 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning 

3 = Piloting
 

4 = Implementing
 

5 = Fulfilling
 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Goals and Benchmarks 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning 

3 = Piloting 

4 = Implementing 

5 = Fulfilling 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Support of School Staff for Reform 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning 

3 = Piloting
 

4 = Implementing
 

5 = Fulfilling
 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Support Provided for Staff 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning 

3 = Piloting
 

4 = Implementing
 

5 = Fulfilling
 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Parent and Community Involvement 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning 

3 = Piloting
 

4 = Implementing
 

5 = Fulfilling
 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Annual Evaluation 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning 

3 = Piloting
 

4 = Implementing
 

5 = Fulfilling
 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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External Assistance 

1 = No implementation   

2 = Planning   

3 = Piloting  
 

4 = Implementing  
 

5 = Fulfilling  
 

 

 

   

 

   

 

 

 

 

 
 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Resources 

1 = No implementation   

2 = Planning   

3 = Piloting  
 

4 = Implementing  
 

5 = Fulfilling  
 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Student Achievement 

1 = No implementation 

2 = Planning 

3 = Piloting
 

4 = Implementing
 

5 = Fulfilling
 

Explanation of Ratings: 

Barriers: 

Facilitators: 
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Other #1 (please specify)  

Other #2 (please specify)  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Other #1 (please specify)  

Other #2 (please specify)  

  

Section 4: Curriculum and Instruction 

Please indicate the type of curriculum and instruction activities offered from August 
1, 2006 to December 31, 2006. 

Creation of CSR Grant Leadership Team (campus and/or district) 

Campus Self-Assessment (to determine areas for improvement) 

Individual Student Assessments (to reveal curriculum areas that need intervention) 

Upgrading C&I: Teacher curriculum review and improvement projects 

Upgrading C&I: Changes in methods of instruction 

TEKS alignment 

Other #3 (please specify) 

Section 5: Non-Academic Support Services 
Please indicate the type of support services activities offered from August 1, 2006 to 
December 31, 2006. 

After-school programs 

Mentoring 

Tutoring 

Counseling 

Transportation 

Other #3 (please specify) 
Section 6: Professional and Staff Development 

A-65
 



 

 

  
  

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

   

 
  

 
 

Please indicate the type of professional and staff development activities offered from 
August 1, 2006 to December 31, 2006, the frequency with which they were offered, 
and the number of teachers, administrators and staff who have participated in each. 

PD Activity Frequency of Activity 
# Teachers 

who 
Participated 

# 
Administrators 

who 
Participated 

# Other 
Staff who 

Participated 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

I  please specify andf other 
explain: 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

If other please specify and 
explain: 

I r please specify and If other please specify and 
explain: 

f othe 
explain: 
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Section 7: Parental and Community Involvement 
Please indicate the type of parent and community involvement activities offered 
from August 1, 2006 to December 31, 2006, the frequency with which they were 
offered, and the number of parents who participated in each. 

Parent/Community Involvement Activity # Parents who Participated 

If other please specify and explain: 

If other please specify and explain: 

If other please specify and explain: 

If other please specify and explain: 

If other please specify and explain: 

If other please specify and explain: 
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Section 8: External Technical Assistance and Support 

Please specify the entity providing technical assistance for the implementation of 
your CSR model. 

How frequently does your school receive technical assistance? 

If other please specify and explain: 

In what areas of reform has the technical assistance provider offered the most 
guidance? (Check all that apply.) 

Curriculum 

Instruction 

Technology 

Professional development
 

Classroom management
 

School management
 

Support services 

Parental involvement 

Student assessment 

Other (please specify) 
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Has there been an instance where you felt that your technical assistance provider 
failed to provide adequate assistance? 

Yes 

No 

If yes, please describe the situation or program implementation area in which the 
technical assistance provider failed to provide adequate assistance. 

Please describe, if applicable, how the situation described above is currently being 
addressed or was ultimately resolved. 

Section 9: Current Evaluation Procedures 

Is your campus conducting ongoing project evaluation/progress monitoring to assess 
the implementation of the Comprehensive School Reform model at your school? 

Yes 

No 
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Other 1 (please specify)  

  ) 

 

 
 

If yes, based on the information provided in your ongoing project 
evaluations/progress monitoring, what conclusions can you make about the progress 
of implementation of the Comprehensive School Reform Initiative on your campus? 

Section 10: Staff Support 

Does your school have an active leadership team for the implementation of the CSR 
model? 

Yes 

No 

If your school has a leadership team, please indicate the participating members. 
(Check all that apply.) 

Principal 

Vice-Principal(s) 

Curriculum Specialist(s) 

Community Member(s)
 

Department Chair(s)
 

Teacher(s)
 

Other 2 (please specify
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Section 11: Use of Other Resources 

Please check any other sources of funding your sc hool has used to fund its CSR 
program from August 1, 2006 to December 31,  2006. (Check all that apply.) 

Funding source 

Federal   

State  
 

Local
   

Private
   

None   

Other (please specif

If your school is actively seeking other resources to support its CSR plans, please 
identify the type of funding it is seeking. (Check all that apply.) 

Funding source 

Federal   

State   

Local   

Private   

Not actively seeking funding  

Other (please specify
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Does your regional education service center (ESC) provide technical assistance 
and/or other support for CSR-related activities? 

Yes
   


 No

If yes, please describe the type of support provided. 

Click Here to Send Information 

Return to the Home Page, without sending answers. 

Survey Said by Marketing Masters © 1991-2002 All Rights Reserved 
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Appendix B 

Comparison Campus Selection 


To evaluate CSR program effects on campus-level academic performance, it is crucial to 

have a reference group similar to the CSR program participants.  Because CSR 

participants were selected with certai n criteria and do not represent the T exas school 

population, random sampling from the population would not result in an ideal reference 

group selection. To correct the selection bias, the c omparison group was selected by the 

sample matching method.   

The comparison campuses were selected based on simila rities in demographics and 

academic perform ance observed before the CSR program implementation (at baseline).  

The similarity was measured by Mahal anobis distanc e, which takes into account 

correlation among nine variables used for matching.  The variab les utilized to compute 

Mahalanobis distance are listed in Table B.1.  In the ma tching process, six THSI 

campuses and three CSR ITL Cycle 3 campuses were excluded due to missing data, 

resulting in 78 ma tched pairs for the THSI sample and 83 matched pairs for the ITL 

Cycle 3 sample for the statis tical analyses.   

After the comparison campus selection, the compat ibility of the comp arison group was 

assessed. Mean differences between the CSR program c ampus and the comparison 

campus were compared for the matching variables by using the paired t-tests.  The results 

showed that there were still significant mean differences in 2004 TAKS mathematics 

passing rate, percent of economically disadvantaged students, and percent of white 
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students for the THSI sample (Table B.1).  To control these observed differences, these 

three variables were included in the analysis model as covariates.  The results of the 

paired t-tests indicated that the comparison campus for the ITL  Cycle 3 program was 

comparable in all variables used for matching (Table B.2).    

Table B.1 

THSI Program Mean Comparison 


Between CSR Campus and the Comparison Campus 


Group M n after Matched 
mpling 

ea 
Sa 

Variable Program 
CSR THSI 

Group 
Comparison 

D 
Mean 

ifference t Value DF p 

2004 TAKS Reading Passing 
Rate 74.40 75.45 -1.05 -1.46 77 0.1490 

2004 TAKS Mathematics Passing 
Rate 54.22 56.40 -2.18 -2.92 77 0.0046* 

Mobility Rate 28.34 26.52 1.81 2.44 77 0.0168 

Percent of LEP Students 
Percent of Economically 

aged Students 
an-American 

Disadvant 
Percent of Afric 
Students 17.06 

9.90 

63.37 60.3 

15.70 

9.90 

0 .06 

1.37 

0.00 

3 

0.00 

3.28 

.212 

77 

77 

77 

0.9972 

0.0015* 

0.0301 

Percent of Hispanic Students 54.96 53.29 1.67 .521 77 0.1331 

Percent of White Students 26.91 30.06 -3.15 .34-3 77 0.0013* 

Total Number of Students 1006.86 1005.10 1.76 50.0 77 0.9582 
Source: Academ ic Excellence Indicator Syst em , Texas Education  Agency, 20 06. 

Note: A α value was a djusted by using Bonf err oni correction for the multiple  compari son tes ts. 

* p<.006 
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Table B.2 

ITL Cycle 3 Program Mean Comparison 


Between CSR Campus and the Comparison Campus 


Group Mean after Matched 

Sampling 


Variable 
ITL Cycle
3 Program 

Comparison 
Group 

Mean 
Difference t Value DF p 

2004 TAKS Reading Passing 
Rate 79.58 80.17 -0.59 -1.49 82 0.1389 
2004 TAKS Mathematics Passing 
Rate 68.30 70.11 -1.81 -2.55 82 0.0125 
Mobility Rate 24.61 23.43 1.18 2.67 82 0.0091 
Percent of LEP Students 21.85 21.62 0.22 0.48 82 0.6356 
Percent of Economically 
Disadvantaged Students 74.79 72.83 1.97 2.15 82 0.0343 
Percent of African-American 
Students 16.81 16.73 0.07 0.09 82 0.9311 
Percent of Hispanic Students 60.10 58.03 2.07 2.17 82 0.0326 
Percent of White Students 21.79 24.00 -2.21 -2.28 82 0.0254 
Total Number of Students 736.04 729.42 6.61 0.39 82 0.7011 

 Source: Academic Excellence Indicator System, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

Note: A α value was adjusted to .006 by using Bonferroni correction for the multiple comparison tests. 
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Appendix C 

Statistical Analysis Methods and Results 


The relationship between CSR program participation and the campus-level passing rate 

of 2006 TAKS was investigated by employing the mixed-model. The mixed-model was 

fit to the matched-pair samples because the matched pairs were not independent and the 

analysis model needs to take into account this dependence.  In the mixed-model for this 

analysis, campuses were nested within matched pairs and the residual observations within 

matched pairs were correlated through the compound symmetry variance-covariance 

structure. 

The outcomes of analyses were passing rates of 2006 TAKS reading and mathematics at 

the campus.  Grantee indicator variable and campus rate of economically disadvantaged 

students were included as explanatory variables.  In addition, the interaction effect 

between CSR program effect and economically disadvantaged rate was examined.  The 

campus average passing rate of 2004 TAKS was included as a covariate to control for the 

academic achievement difference existed before CSR program was implemented.  In 

addition, dichotomized campus grade type (elementary or secondary), and campus 

instruction type (regular instructional unit or other type) were also included as covariates.  

Because the percent of white students was significantly different between CSR high 

school campus and its comparison campus, it was included as a covariate for CSR high 

school analysis model.  The results of the mixed-model analyses are presented in the 

tables below. 
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THSI Grant Program Results 

Table C.1 

Results from the Mixed-Model 

2006 TAKS Reading (THSI) 


DF 

Variable DF Numerator Denominator F Value p 


CSR Program 1 71 2.234 0.139 
CSR Program X Economically 
Disadvantaged Rate 1 71 4.053 0.048* 

Economically Disadvantaged Rate 1 71 4.970 0.029* 
2004 TAKS Reading 1 71 26.982 <.001** 
Campus Instruction Type 1 71 0.537 0.466 
Campus Grade Type 1 71 16.500 <.001** 
Percent of White Students 1 71 0.769 0.384 

Source: Academic Excellence Indicator System, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
Note: A p-value of less than .05 establishes statistical significance. 
* p<.05 
** p<.001 

Table C.2 

Results from the Mixed-Model 


2006 TAKS Mathematics (THSI) 


DF 

Variable DF Numerator Denominator F Value p 


CSR Program 1 71 3.119 0.082 
CSR Program X Economically 
Disadvantaged Rate 1 71 3.709 0.058 

Economically Disadvantaged Rate 1 71 1.703 0.196 
2004 TAKS Mathematics 1 71 91.142 <.001* 
Campus Instruction Type 1 71 29.180 <.001* 
Campus Grade Type 1 71 12.848 <.001* 
Percent of White Students 1 71 3.726 0.058 

Source: Academic Excellence Indicator System, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 

Note: A p-value of less than .05 establishes statistical significance. 

** p<.001 
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 ITL Cycle 3 Grant Program 

Table C.3 

Results from the Mixed-Model
 

2006 TAKS Reading (ITL Cycle 3) 


DF 
Variable DF Numerator Denominator F Value p 
CSR Program 1 78 3.080 0.083 
CSR Program X Economically 
Disadvantaged Rate 1 78 2.482 0.119 

Economically Disadvantaged Rate 1 78 8.026 0.006* 
2004 TAKS Reading 1 78 53.932 <.001** 
Campus Type 1 78 0.481 0.490 
Campus Grade Type 1 81 17.582 <.001** 

Source: Academic Excellence Indicator System, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
Note: A p-value of less than .05 establishes statistical significance. 
* p<.01 
** p<.001 

Table C.4 

Results from the Mixed-Model 


2006 TAKS Mathematics (ITL Cycle 3) 


DF 

Variable DF Numerator Denominator F Value p 


CSR Program 1 78 0.978 0.326 
CSR Program X Economically 
Disadvantaged Rate 1 78 0.604 0.439 

Economically Disadvantaged Rate 1 78 0.852 0.359 
2004 TAKS Mathematics 1 78 115.648 <.001** 
Campus Type 1 78 7.930 0.006* 
Campus Grade Type 1 81 3.872 0.053 

Source: Academic Excellence Indicator System, Texas Education Agency, 2006. 
Note: A p-value of less than .05 establishes statistical significance. 
* p<.01 
*p<.001 
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