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Executive Summary

Thisfinal report presents findings from a multi-year evaluation of the Comprehensive
Technical Assistance Centers, afederally funded program that provides technical assistance to
states in connection with the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as reauthorized by the
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. The law authorizing the Centers, the Educational
Technical Assistance Act of 2002, mandated that a national evaluation of the program be
conducted by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES). The legislation indicated that the
evaluation should “include an analysis of the services provided...[and] the extent to which each
of the comprehensive centers meets the objectives of its respective plan, and whether such
services meet the educational needs of State educational agencies, local educational agencies,
and schoolsin theregion.” The program evaluation was conducted by Branch Associates, Inc.,
Decision Information Resources, Inc., and Policy Studies Associates, Inc.

With the redesign of the Center program, the primary focus of technical assistance was
directed to states. In order to build states' capacity for carrying out NCLB responsibilities, which
include assistance to struggling school districts and schools as well as other areas of NCLB
program administration, the Center program was designed to supply ongoing technical assistance
in using research knowledge and promising practices. There are two types of Centers:

] Sixteen Regional Comprehensive Centers (RCCs) are responsible for providing
ongoing technical assistance to states assigned to their region, working with a
range of one to eight states per Center

] Five Content Centers (CCs) are expected to supply knowledge to RCCs and work
with RCCsto assist statesin the CC’ s specialty area: Assessment and
Accountability, Instruction, Teacher Quality, Innovation and Improvement, or
High Schools

Given this program design, the evaluation provides a description of Center operations. It aso
reports on assistance delivery and contributions to state capacity as judged by managersin state
education agencies (SEAS), on quality as judged by panels of subject-matter experts, and on
relevance and usefulness as judged by practitioners who participated in Center activities or
received Center products. The evaluation data, collected annually, pertain to the Center program
years 2006-07, 2007-08, and 2008-09, covering three of the five program years starting with the
second year of program funding.

] The operations of the RCCs and CCs were consistent with the Center program
design. RCCs and CCs assessed client needs annually to determine their technical
assistance plans, with informa communications as the mode most commonly
reported for 2008-09. The most common activity found in sampled RCC projects’

! Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal Year 2005. Federal Register. (2005, June 3). 70(106),
32583-94. The awards were subsequently extended.

2 For the purposes of this evaluation, the team identified “projects’ as acommon level of aggregation of Center
activities that would constitute units large enough for review and rating, but focused enough for coherence. A
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was “ongoing consultation and follow up” (82, 93, and 91 percent of the sampled
RCC projectsin years 2006-07, 2007-08, and 2008-09, respectively), consistent
with the charge to provide frontline assistance on an ongoing basis to states. In
CC projects the most common activity was “research collections and synthesis’
(more than 70 percent of sampled projectsin each year), consistent with the CCs
prescribed focus on synthesizing, translating, and delivering knowledge to RCCs
and states. Across the three years studied, both RCCs and CCs were more
involved in each other’s projects. Among sampled RCC projects, the percentage
that included direct assistance from CC staff was 18 percent in 2006-07, 22
percent in 2007-08 and 30 percent in 2008-09. The percentage of CC projects that
included RCC direct assistance was 11 percent in 2006-07, 12 percent in 2007-08,
and 38 percent in 2008-09. In addition, by 2008-09 all 16 RCCs reported
receiving knowledge resources from CCs and all 5 CCs reported providing
knowledge resources to RCCs.

] Centers addressed the most frequently cited state priority of “ statewide systems
of support,” and an increasing number of state managers reported each year
that Center assistance served their purposes. “ Systems of support” consists of an
infrastructure for the delivery of onsite assistance, and strategies and materials
designed to help struggling schools and districts improve student performance.
The most widespread NCL B-related priority for state managers was “ statewide
systems of support or school support teams,” which was identified as amajor or
moderate priority for technical assistance by more than 90 percent of managers,
weighted, in each year. Of this group of state managers, more than 90 percent
reported each year that the Centers delivered assistance related to this
responsibility. “ Systems of support” was not only the most widely reported state
priority but also the topic addressed in more Center projects in each year than any
other topic, according to the inventories compiled by the Centers (19 percent of
all projectsin 2006-07, 25 percent in 2007-08, and 21 percent in 2008-09,
compared with 10 percent or fewer projects addressing any other topic). With
each state weighted equally in the analysis, the proportion of state agency
managers reporting that assistance from the Centers had “ served the state’s
purposes completely” rose from about one-third (36 percent) in 2006-07 to more
than half (56 percent) in 2008-09.

] Center assistance was reported by state managers as having expanded state
capacity in “ statewide systems of support,” which has been a predominant focus
of Center assistance. Among state managers who reported statewide systems of
support or school support teams as a state priority for technical assistancein
2008-09, 82 percent credited Center assistance with a“great” or “moderate”
expansion of state capacity in this area. In other areas of state responsibility
identified by state managers to be a priority for technical assistance, the
percentage reporting a great or moderate expansion of state capacity in 2008-09
ranged from 77 percent (for research-based curriculum, instruction, or

“project” was defined as a group of closely related activities and/or deliverables designed to achieve a specific
outcome for a specific audience.
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professional development in academic subjects) to 39 percent (for NCLB’s
provisions on supplemental educational services and choice).

m On average across each of the three years, expert panels rated sampled project
materials between “moderate” and “high” for quality, and project participants
rated the sampled projects “ high” for relevance and usefulness. Program-wide
average ratings, on a 5-point scale with 5 at the high end, were 3.34 in 2006-07,
3.51in 2007-08, and 3.57 in 2008-09 for technical quality; 3.94, 4.08, and 4.15,
respectively, for relevance; and 3.69, 3.95, 3.96, respectively, for usefulness. In
addition, the average quality rating was consistently higher among CC projects
than RCC projects by more than one-half of a standard deviation while RCC
ratings went up each year.* The average ratings of relevance were higher for RCC
than CC projectsin 2006-07 and 2007-08 athough CC ratings went up each year;
there were no consistent differences in the useful ness ratings between RCCs and
CCs.

The Comprehensive Centers Program

In its authorization under the Educational Technical Assistance Act of 2002, the Center
program was given an overall charge of supporting state and local NCLB implementation. The
U.S. Department of Education (ED), using discretion provided in the legidlation, established two
major program features that differed from the design of Comprehensive Center programs under
prior legislation:”

] First, the primary focus would be on assisting states to carry out NCLB
responsibilities and helping build state capacity to deliver assistance to schools
and districts; ED specified that Centers could only work directly with districts or
schools under special circumstances.

n Second, awards would be made to 21 Centers to establish two-tiers of technical
assistance with 16 RCCs and 5 CCs. They were instructed to work as follows:

. Each RCC was charged with providing ongoing assistance directly to
statesin its region (“frontline assistance”), serving the needs of either one

% This averaging procedure across Centers and across projects was designed so that each Center contributed equally
to the overall mean for the program (or for its type of Center, where RCC means were compared with CC means),
and each project sampled from a Center contributed equally to the Center mean.

* All project-level differences described in this report (e.g., more, higher) reflect a difference of one-half of one
pooled standard deviation between groups of projects. Using a metric derived from Cohen (1988), the evaluation
team estimated Cohen’ s d (an estimate of the effect size defined as the difference in means divided by the pooled
standard deviation) and adopted the logic of Cohen for what would be considered a moderate difference. For this
study, inferential tests of statistical significance were not conducted to examine project-level differencesin these
non-probability samples. All participant-level differences described in this report reflect statistical test of
significance with a criterion value of p<.05.

® Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal Y ear 2005. Federal Register. (2005, June 3). 70(106),
32583-94.
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large state or a group of two to eight states and other jurisdictions.’ The
RCCs were also expected to deliver technical assistance to their assigned
states, addressing the needs and building capacity of the states to assist
their districts and schools.

. Meanwhile, each CC would work on a nationwide basis to provide in-
depth knowledge of the content and research within a particular
substantive area: Assessment and Accountability, Instruction, Teacher
Quality, Innovation and Improvement, or High Schools. CCswould
facilitate access to, and use of, existing research and practices.

. The absolute priorities for the two types of Centers indicated that they
should work together: Regional Centers should draw information and
resources from Content Centers as well as other sources; and Content
Centers should both supply knowledge to Regional Centers and “work
closely with Regional Centersto provide technical assistance to States.”

Research Questions and Methods

The research priorities for the evaluation were primarily driven by the statute and focused
on the following key research questions:

1. How did the Regional Comprehensive Centers and Content Centers operate as part of the
Comprehensive Technical Assistance Center program?

] How did Centers develop, refine, and carry out their plans for technical
assistance? How did they define their clients’ educational needs and priorities?

[ What were the objectives of the technical assistance the Centers offered? What
kinds of products and services were provided by the Centers?

u How did the Regional Comprehensive Centers and Content Centers coordinate
their work?

2. What was the performance of the Comprehensive Centersin addressing state needs and
priorities? How did their performance change over the period of time studied?

] How did the Centers' state clients define their needs and priorities?

] To what extent, as reported by states, did Center assistance expand state capacity
to address underlying needs and priorities and meet the goals of NCLB?

® The nonstate jurisdictions that the Centers were to serve were the following: the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana | slands, Federated States of
Micronesia (Chuuk, Kosrae, Pohnpei, and Y ap), Guam, Republic of the Marshall Islands, and Republic of Palau.
Throughout this report, the term “ state” will be defined to include the 50 states as well as these other jurisdictions.
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] To what extent did states rely on other sources of technical assistance besides the
Centers? What were other sources of technical assistance that states used? How
did the usefulness of Center assistance compare with the usefulness of assistance
from other sources?

3. Towhat extent was the assistance provided by the Centers of high quality, high relevance,
and high usefulness?

[ Did the quality, relevance, or usefulness of Center assistance change over the
period of time studied?

m What was the variation in the quality, relevance, and usefulness of Center
assistance across types of projects and participants?

The evaluation gathered information annually on the Center program for the years 2006-
07, 2007-08, and 2008-09 from six data sources in order to address the research questions above.
Data sources included:

[ Management plans. The evaluation reviewed these plans as a data source for
each Center’ sintended focus at the beginning of the year, drawing from the plans
alist of topicsasfoci of Center objectives.

[ Project inventory formsand cover sheets. Each Center completed an inventory
of itswork that grouped related activities and deliverables into “ projects,” with
the project defined as a group of closely related activities and/or deliverables
designed to achieve a specific outcome for a specific audience. Projects werein
turn classified by the Centers into major, moderate, and minor projects on the
basis of the relative level of effort they reflected. The Centers also classified the
projects, according to the topics addressed, into 22 topical categories.” At each
stage, the evaluation team provided written guidance and training for inventory
development, reviewed the Centers' drafts, and clarified definitions as needed.
For projects sampled for the evaluation, the Centers prepared “cover sheets’
providing brief descriptions and contexts for the activities and resources included
in the project. The evaluation team used the cover sheets as a data source for
coding project activities and resources.

" The 22 topics were: components of effective systems of support for states, districts, and schools; data use or data-
driven decision making; formative assessment; reading; adolescent literacy; mathematics; dropout prevention; high
school redesign or reform; transition to high school; special education curriculum, instruction and professional
development; special education assessment; English language learners;” highly qualified teacher” provisions of
NCLB; teacher preparation and induction; teacher professional development; supplemental educational services,
Response to | ntervention; migrant education; Indian or Native American education; data management and
compliance; assessment design; and parent involvement. In addition, projects that addressed none of these 22 topics
were categorized as “other.”
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] Center staff interviews. Using structured response categories, Center staff were
asked about how they planned their programs of work; how their plans evolved
during the program year; and what they offered to clients with respect to the
topics addressed, the delivery modes used, and their sources for content expertise.

[ Survey of senior state managers. SEA managers were surveyed about their
state’ s technical -assi stance needs and what was provided by the Centers
(including their RCC and any CCs with whom their state had worked).

[ Expert pand review. The same sample of major and moderate projects was
reviewed for quality by a panel of experts. Content experts were recruited and
trained to use standard criteria to rate the technical quality of the sampled Center
projects on the basis of areview of all project materials.

] Survey of project participants. A representative sample of clients who had
participated directly in the evaluation’s purposive sample of major and moderate
Center projects furnished descriptive information, through surveys, on the
activities and resources that the project had delivered to them. These clients
included individuals working at the state level who had participated in RCC or
CC projects, and RCC employees who were among the clients of CC projects.
They rated the relevance and usefulness of the sampled projects.

Center Operations

In designing the Center program, ED established structures and expectations for the
functioning of the Centers. Key features of the design, emphasized in ED’ s Notice Inviting
Applications, were a requirement for needs assessment in consultation with clients, afocus on
technical assistance with state responsibilities in school and district improvement, and the
specialized roles of RCCsand CCs. The Centers' work from 2006-07 to 2008-09 conformed to
the program’ s requirements in each of these respects. The barriersto technical assistance that
Centers most often reported were staff turnover in state agencies and limitations on the CCs
scope of work.

A key expectation of the Centers was to organize their plans around the priorities and
needs of client organizations. At the start of each program year, the Centers were required to
deliver amanagement plan to ED outlining the program of technical assistance they planned to
provide. Across years, Centers used arange of methods to assess needs and plan technical
assistance with their clients. Among RCCs, there was a shift away from conducting surveys for
needs assessment while maintaining frequent interaction with states as a means of learning about
needs: all 16 RCCs reported assessing needs for 2008-09 through ongoing communication with
state staff (an increase from 15 RCCsin 2006-07); 15 had a designated liaison to the SEA on
staff in 2008-09 (up from 13 in 2006-07); 8 of the 16 conducted surveys (down from 11). Across
years, al 5 of the CCs reported forming their work plans with RCC input acquired through
ongoing communication; in 2008-09 all 5 CCs reported surveying RCCs (up from 4 of the5in
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2006-07). In addition, all 5 CCsreported learning about state needs for 2008-09 through ongoing
interaction with states as well as through communication with RCCs.

Centers were expected to show responsiveness to needs and requests for technical
assistance but might not be in a position to respond to every client request. In each year, more
than half of the Centers reported that they had turned down a client request for assistance, a
situation that was handled differently by RCCs and by CCs. The number of Centers that reported
having turned down one or more requests was 12 of the 21 in 2006-07, 13 of 21 in 2007-08, and
14 of 21 in 2008-09. Among Centers that declined any client request for assistance in 2008-09,
RCCs most often reported substituting a different type of assistance (7 of the 10 RCCs that
turned down work used this strategy), but none of the CCs reported doing so. The reason most
commonly reported by RCCs was that a request fell outside their legitimate scope of work (5
RCCsvs. 1 CC). CCsreported more concerns with the requests fitting the Center’ s priorities (2
of the 4 CCs that turned down work vs. 2 of the 10 RCCs) or the Center’s capacity (2 of the 4
CCsthat turned down work vs. 2 of the 10 RCCs).

The Centers placed a priority on assistance with the state role in supporting improvement
in struggling schools and districts. In every year of the evaluation, on the inventories completed
by Centers that grouped their technical assistance activities into projects and categorized projects
into 23 topics, the most common topic for all Center projects was “ components of effective
systems of support—state, district, school,” atopic that included but was not limited to statewide
systems of support and school support teams. Among all projects on the Center’ s inventories, 19
percent in 2006-07, 25 percent in 2007-08, and 21 percent in 2008-09 addressed the topic of
systems of support, which in each year was more than twice as many as any other topic.

Although the two types of Centers each retained afocus on activities distinctly associated
with the original program design, their ways of working became more similar over the years. The
guidance given by ED through the Center grant competition and afterwards laid out a particular
structure for the Centers’ work: RCCs would specialize in interactions with state clients while
CCswould specialize in activities that required a content focus. The most common activity
found in sampled RCC projects was “ongoing consultation and follow up” (82 percent in 2006-
07; 93 percent in 2007-08; 91 percent in 2008-09); in CC projects, it was “research collections
and synthesis’ (74 percent in 2006-07, 85 percent in 2007-08, and 77 percent in 2008-09), while
fewer RCC projectsincluded this activity (53 or 54 percent in each year) (exhibit ES.1). In 2008-
09, in adeparture from past CC practice, amgority of sampled CC projects (62 percent)
included ongoing consultation and follow-up.
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Exhibit ES.1. Sampled RCC and CC projects by types of activities and
resources, by year

Percent of sampled RCC Percent of sampled CC
projects projects

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 | 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Activities and resources (n=96) (n=96) (n=93) (n=27) (n=26) (n=26)
uOpngomg consultation and follow- 829 93% 91% 2204 15% 62%
Research collections and 54 53 53 74 85 77
syntheses
Engagement_of participants in 45 63 59 30 31 27
project planning
Training events 43 55 59 37 50 50
Task force meetings and work 50 58 56 7 8 8
Conferences 27 35 40 63 42 38
Support development of a formal
plan to implement a program or 19 32 31 7 15 23
policy

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, 82 percent of sampled Center projects included ongoing
consultation and follow-up.

SOURCE: Project cover sheets prepared by Centers for the expert review of project materials. In addition to serving
as resource material for the expert reviewers, these cover sheets were coded by the evaluation team.

The delivery of technical assistance depended on the Centers working effectively with
their clients. Both RCCs and CCs described the barriers they perceived as having impeded their
assistance to states. Turnover in staff within state offices or intermediary units was reported by
both types of Centers as a barrier to achieving their objectives in assisting states (10 of 16 RCCs
and 3 of 5 CCs). Turnover at the leadership level was areported barrier for 8 RCCs and 3 CCs.
Three of the 5 CCs reported “a state’ s most important priorities for assistance fell outside the
Center’ s scope of work,” as abarrier; they indicated that some states wanted help with topics that
went beyond their own assigned substantive focus.

Under the two-tiered Center program design, RCCs and CCs were expected to work
together to serve state clients. Among RCC projects, 48 percent had a CC contribution (of
materials, in-person assistance, or advice) in 2006-07, 32 percent in 2007-08, and 47 percent in
2008-09. Among CC projects, the percent incorporating some RCC contribution was 37 percent,
38 percent, and 42 percent across the years. The extent to which RCCs and CCs drew on the
other as substantive partnersin delivering assistance increased in 2008-09: the percent of
sampled RCC projects in which CCs delivered technical assistance went up from 18 percent in
2006-07 to 30 percent in 2008-09, and the percent of sampled CC projects in which the RCCs
delivered technical assistance rose from 11 percent in 2006-07 to 38 percent in 2008-09.
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With 16 RCCs and 5 CCs all charged with working with the other type of Center,
coordination varied across the different pairs of an RCC and a CC. For example, while 15 of the
16 RCCs reported teaming up with at least one CC to provide technical assistance to states, 14 of
them reported teaming up with one of the CCs but 7 of them reported doing so with another of
the CCs. In addition, CCs were expected to provide assistance to RCCs, and the barrier most
often reported by both types of centers to have impeded CCs' achievement of their technical
assistance objectives with RCCs was that “RCCs most important priorities for assistance fell
outside the CC’ s scope of work” (reported as abarrier by 7 of 16 RCCsand 4 of 5 CCs).

Extent to Which Centers Addressed State Priorities

The perceptions of senior managers in state education agencies, who areinvolved in
identifying state needs and priorities for technical assistance, provide arelevant perspective on
the outputs of the program. Because the Centers had a mandated focus on the states, the extent to
which state managers perceived that Center technical assistance served state purposes is one way
of gauging the program’ s attainment of its objectives. Capacity building for statesis aso afocus
of this evaluation, because it was prominent as a goal for the Comprehensive Centers program.
Thefirst priority for all Centers, articulated by ED in the Notice Inviting Applications, included
“helping states build the capacity to help school districts and schools implement NCLB
provisions and programs.”®

An increasing percentage of state managers (weighted) over three years reported that the
Centers' technical assistance “served the state’ s purposes completely” (exhibit ES.2). Thirty-six
percent of the state managers, weighted, chose this response for 2006-07, 47 percent for 2007-08,
and 56 percent for 2008-09.

Among the managers who said their state’'s purposes were not completely served, alarger
proportion in each year reported that they wanted more interaction with the Centers. The percent
of weighted state managers saying, “ Center staff are not able to spend as much time working
with the state as we would like” was 17 percent of those who did not say the state' s purposes
were “completely” served in 2006-07. The corresponding figures for subsequent years were 27
percent in 2007-08 and 43 percent in 2008-09.° (These respondents were 9 percent, 10 percent,
and 16 percent, respectively, of al state managers, weighted.)

8 Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal Y ear 2005. Federal Register. (2005, June 3). 70(106),
32585.

® The percentage of state managers reporting that their state's purposes were not completely served varied by year.
Thus, for the follow-up question (“reasons the technical assistance has been less helpful than it might be”),
comparison of percentages from year to year may include variation in responses over time as well as changesin
respondents addressing the question.
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Exhibit ES.2. Extent to which technical assistance from the Centers served
state purposes, as judged by state managers, by year

It did not serve the state’s
purposes

Percent of state managers (weighted)

100
It was a good start, but some

important priorities were
not addressed

80

It was a good start

60

40

It served the state’s

purposes completely
20

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
(n=56) (n=57) (n=54)

EXHIBIT READS: In 2006-07, 36 percent of state managers, weighted, reported that Center
technical assistance served the state’s purposes completely.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally
represented in instances where more than one manager from a state responded.

State managers in a high proportion of states reported that Centers delivered assistance on
“statewide systems of support or school support teams,” which was the most widespread priority
among areas of technical assistance for state managers. In 2007-08 and 2008-09, more than
90 percent of state managers, weighted, identified this area of state responsibility asamajor or
moderate priority for technical assistance (95 percent in 2007-08, 94 percent in 2008-09). Of this
group of state managers that reported this priority’®, more than 90 percent reported that the
Centers delivered assistance related to this responsibility (94 percent in 2007-08, 91 percent in
2008-09).

Looking at state reported capacity building across areas of major or moderate state
priority for technical assistance, the highest percentage of state managers reported Center
assistance to have expanded their agency’s capacity to a“great” or “moderate” extent in
statewide systems of support or school support teams'™ (72 percent in of those who rated the area

19 The subgroup of state managers who identified a particular area of state responsibility to be amajor or moderate
priority for technical assistance varied by year. Thus, for the follow-up question about the priority areasin which
states received technical assistance from Centers, a comparison of the percentages from year to year may include
variation in responses over time as well as changes in respondents addressing the question.

! percentages are based on the state manager respondents who rated each area as major or moderate technical
assistance priority, which varied by year. Thus, for the question about state capacity building, comparison of
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as astate priority in 2007-08 and 82 percent in 2008-09) (exhibit ES.3). The next-highest in both
2007-08 and 2008-09 was “ development or dissemination of research-based curriculum,
instruction, or professional development programs in academic subject(s)” (64 percent in 2007-
08 and 77 percent in 2008-09). In both years, the lowest was *administration of supplemental
educational services and choice provisions’ (44 percent and 39 percent, respectively, of those
who rated the area as a priority), which was an area rated as a priority by the fewest state
managers (49 percent and 48 percent, respectively).

Exhibit ES.3. Extent to which Center assistance expanded state capacity in
priority areas, as judged by state managers who rated the area as
a major or moderate technical assistance priority, by year

Percent reporting
capacity expanded by a
great or moderate extent

Area of state responsibility under NCLB 2007-08 2008-09
Statewide systems of support or school support teams 7204 82%
(n=56, n=50)

Policies and practices for English language learners 59 73
(n=43, n=40)

State assessment and accountability systems 57 59
(n=42, n=39)

Development or dissemination of research-based

curriculum, instruction, or professional development 64 77
programs in academic subject(s)

(n=41, n=39)

Assistance with educators’ use of assessment data 62 61
(n=37, n=36)

Monitoring compliance with NCLB requirements 57 57
(n=35, n=30)

Administering supplemental educational services (SES) a4 39
and choice provisions (n=25, n=26)

Communication with parents or the public 48 50

(n=25, n=26)

NOTE: Percentages are based on the state manager respondents who rated each area a major or moderate
technical assistance priority, which varied by year. State managers who chose the response, “Does not
apply, or not able to judge,” were included in the denominator of the percent calculation.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2007-08 program year, among the 56 state managers (weighted) who reported
that technical assistance in statewide systems of support or school support teams was a major or moderate
priority for their state, 72 percent reported that technical assistance received from the Centers expanded the
state’s capacity in this area to a great or moderate extent.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally represented in
instances where more than one manager from a state responded.

percentages from year to year may include variation in responses over time as well as changes in respondents
addressing the question.
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State managers reported that the Centers were one of multiple sources that they used for
technical assistance, but over time they turned to the Centers for more purposes. The purposes
for which states used the Centers more than other sources in each of the three study years were
“to plan theinitial stepsin solving aproblem” (reported as a purpose for Center technical
assistance by at least 60 percent of state managersin each year) and “to develop the skills of
SEA or intermediate education agency staff” (at least 55 percent of state managersin each year).
In 2007-08 and 2008-09, Centers were reported by state managers to be the top source for two
additional purposes: to help states complete tasks where they lacked resources (58 percent and 64
percent, respectively) or expertise (49 percent and 53 percent, respectively).

Ratings of Center Assistance

To assess the technical assistance provided by the Center program, quality, relevance,
and usefulness of a sample of Center projects were rated. All sampled projects were identified by
the Centers as “major” or “moderate” in their level of effort, relative to other projects in the same
Center. The projects were rated for technical quality by panels of experts with strong knowledge
of the content or substantive focus of the specific projects they reviewed. Projects’ relevance and
usefulness were rated by a sample of participants—state staff, intermediate agency staff, local
educators working on behalf of the state, and RCC staff—who were the intended beneficiaries of
the project and who had received at least some of the technical assistance the project provided.
Quality was judged on three dimensions; relevance was assessed with eight survey items and
usefulness with 11 survey items (exhibit ES.4). Each overall measure (relevance, usefulness, or
quality) was calculated as the mean of ratings assigned to each item. The item-level ratings
themselves were based on 5-point rating scales.™

Based on the ratings, Center technical assistance was rated higher on each measurein
each successive year, with program-wide average ratings in 2008-09 falling in arange between
“moderate” and “high” for quality, and around “high” for relevance and usefulness (exhibit
ES.4). On ascaleof 1to 5 with a3 representing “moderate” and a 4 representing “high,” the
program-wide average ratings for the sampled projects were 3.34 in 2006-07, 3.51 in 2007-08,
and 3.57 in 2008-09 for technical quality, scored by panels of content experts. Program-wide
average ratings for relevance, scored by participants, were 3.94 in 2006-07, 4.08 in 2007-08, and
4.15 in 2008-09. Average usefulness ratings for the program were 3.69 in 2006-07, 3.95 in 2007-
08, and 3.96 in 2008-09, also scored by participants.™

12 Efforts were made to develop parallel wording and rubrics that would result in similar gradations between rating
levels (e.g., very high vs. high vs. moderate) across the three measures. However, given the different content of each
set of items within the three measures and the different contexts for the ratings (experts who underwent training for
the rating process and reviewed identical packages of materials vs. survey respondents who typically participated in
different subsets of project activities), the ratings across the three measures are not directly comparable.

'3 This averaging procedure across Centers and across projects was designed so that each Center contributed equally
to the overall mean for the program (or for its type of Center, where RCC means were compared with CC means),
and each project sampled from a Center contributed equally to the Center mean.
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Exhibit ES.4.

Quality, relevance, and usefulness items

From expert panel scoring

From project participant surveys

Technical quality

Relevance

Usefulness

Reviewers were directed to
assign a score to each
dimension and to include the
basis for their ratings on the
rating form, including the specific
artifacts on which their score was
based. The three dimensions
are:

a. Demonstrated use of the
appropriate documented
knowledge base — to include
an accurate portrayal of the
current state of information
with prominence to those
with the most
accurate/rigorous evidence

b. Fidelity of application of the
knowledge base to the
products and services
provided — materials are
consistent with the
best/accurate information
available and the
presentation adequately
conveys the confidence of
the information

c. Clear and effective delivery —
information is well organized
and written and accessible to
the intended audience for
easy use

Based on your experience, to
what degree was this set of
activities and resources relevant
to your work, in each of the
following respects?

a. Addressed a need or problem
that my organization faces

b. Addressed an important
priority of my organization

c. Addressed a challenge that
my organization faces related
to the implementation of NCLB

d. Provided information, advice,
and/or resources that could be
directly applied to my
organization’s work

e. Addressed our particular state
context

f. Addressed my organization’s
specific challenges (e.qg.,
policy environment, leadership
capacity, budget pressures,
local politics)

g. Provided information, advice,
and/or resources that could be
used to guide decisions about
policies, programs, or
practices

h. Highlighted the implications of
research findings (or
information about best
practice) for policies,
programs, or practices

Based on your experience, to
what degree was this set of
activities and resources useful to
you, in each of the following
respects?

a. Provided resources that were
easy to understand and easy
to use

b. Employed an appropriate
format (e.g., a work group, a
conference, individual
consultation, written products)

c. Provided adequate opportunity
to learn from colleagues in
other states

d. Included adequate follow-up to
support the use of new
information and resources

e. Were timely

f. Helped my organization solve
a problem

0. Helped my organization
maintain or change a policy or
practice

h. Helped my organization take
the next step in a longer-term
improvement effort

i. Provided my organization with
information or resources that
we will use again

j- Helped my organization
develop a shared expertise or
knowledge-base

k. Helped individuals in my
organization to develop skills
that they will use again
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Exhibit ES.5. Mean ratings of technical quality, relevance, and usefulness,
by center type and by year

Technical quality Relevance Usefulness
2006- 2007- 2008- | 2006- 2007- 2008- | 2006- 2007- 2008-
07 08 09 07 08 09 07 08 09

All Centers (N=21) 3.34 351 3.57 3.94 4.08 4.15 3.69 3.95 3.96

All RCCs (N=16) 3.21 341 3.52 3.99 4.18 4.15 3.71 3.99 3.94

All CCs (N=5) 3.73 3.86 3.72 3.78 3.96 4.17 3.65 3.84 4.01

Difference of RCC

052" -045" -020" | 021" 022" -002 | 006 015" -0.07
and CC means

Pooled standard

L 0.41 0.41 0.37 0.34 0.22 0.24 0.34 0.23 0.27
deviation (all Centers)

Ratio of difference in
means to pooled -1.28 -1.09 -0.55 0.62 1.00 -0.08 0.18 0.64 -0.26
standard deviation

NOTE: All ratings were on a 5-point scale, with 5 as the high value. The “technical quality” rating is the mean of the
ratings for the three quality dimensions. A notation of "indicates that the difference in the mean ratings between the
CCs and RCCs within that year is at least one-half of one pooled standard deviation in the rating.

EXHIBIT READS: In 2006-07 among the 21 Centers, the mean technical quality rating was 3.34.

SOURCE: Expert panel ratings of sampled projects for technical quality and surveys of project participants for
relevance and usefulness. Responses weighted so that each panelist or participant contributed equally to project
ratings; each project contributed equally to Center ratings; and each Center contributed equally to cross-Center
ratings.

Given that the RCC and CC roles and activity emphases differed, the evaluation looked at
variation across Center types. The mean ratings for types of Centers, based on their sampled
projects, showed the CCs with higher mean ratings than RCCs for the quality of their sampled
projectsin al three years although RCCs' average quality ratings were higher in each successive
year (exhibit ES.5). The RCCs had higher mean ratings than CCs for the relevance of their
sampled projects in 2006-07 and 2007-08 although the average ratings of relevance for CCs went
up each year. There were no consistent differencesin mean ratings of usefulness across types of
Centers.

The evaluation also looked at the rel ationships between the three measures: quality,
relevance, and usefulness. It was reasoned that the content experts rating quality and the
participants rating relevance and usefulness might be better able to judge different aspects of a
Center project. On thisrationale, content experts rated the projects for their technical quality, and
participants rated the projects for relevance and usefulness. An examination of the associations
among the three dimensions was conducted by calculating correlation coefficients.™* Such a
statistic indicates the strength and direction of alinear relationship between two factors. A
correlation coefficient can vary from positive 1.00 (indicating a perfect positive relationship),

1 For this analysis, the evaluation team used Spearman’s rank order correlation, as this non-parametric rating is the
appropriate statistical function to describe correlations between two variables where the values of the variables are
not normally distributed and are on a scale (such as ratings).
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through zero (indicating the absence of arelationship), to negative 1.00 (indicating a perfect
negative relationship). If the correlation is statistically significant (p <.05), we can have strong
(95 percent) confidence that what we calculated is not due to chance.

In every year, ratings of quality were unrelated to ratings of relevance and usefulness,
although relevance and useful ness ratings were highly correlated with each other within each of
the three data collection years. The correlation coefficient for relevance and usefulness was
+0.84 for 2006-07, +.79 for 2007-08, and +.83 for 2008-09. This indicates that the extent to
which participants rated the projects as relevant was associated with how they deemed the
project to be useful to their agency. These coefficients were all statistically significant at p<.05.
On the other hand, the results indicated correlations ranging from -0.12 to +0.04 between quality
and relevance, and from -0.09 to +0.07 between quality and usefulness. Because these
coefficients are not statistically significant we cannot be sure that they are different from zero
(no relationship). In other words, the extent to which a project faithfully reflected the knowledge
base on atopic and provided appropriate caveats about the quality of its evidence was unrelated
to the extent to which participants deemed that project relevant or useful to their agency.

Given the variation in ratings across Centers, additional analyses were conducted to
explore whether there were consistent patterns between ratings and the particular features of the
projects. Such information could provide suggestions for possible program improvement if there
were consistent relationships. Quality ratings in 2008-09 were higher for RCC projects that
included CC contributions of materials or in-person help than projects that the RCCs compl eted
without CC contributions (3.72 vs. 3.39), although this was not the case in earlier years. In
addition, quality ratings were higher in 2008-09 for projects that had been reviewed by CCs
(3.83 vs. 3.46) and by outside experts (3.73 vs. 3.42) for quality assurance as opposed to projects
that had not been reviewed in each of these ways (a project-level feature that was studied only in
that year of the evaluation). In other analyses of project-level variation, projects that differed
from each other in the activities they encompassed or the topics they addressed did not show
differencesin ratings of quality, relevance, or usefulness that were consistent across the three
years.

On the other hand, more consistent differences were found in ratings of relevance and
usefulness awarded to projects by different types of participants. Higher ratings were awarded by
those participants who had been involved in determining the project goals or design than by
participants not involved in this way, and by those who had spent more time in project activities
(i.e., 6 or more days) as compared to participants who had spent five days or less (these
differences were statistically significant, with p <.01 for both relevance and usefulness). For
2007-08 and 2008-09, also, each type of Center targeted its assistance more successfully to
participants who worked in one type of agency, compared with participants who worked in other
types of agencies: specifically, RCC projects were rated higher by participants from SEAs than
participants from intermediate or local education agencies or schools; CC projects were rated
higher by RCC staff than by SEA staff (statistically significant differences, with p<.05 for both
relevance and usefulness).
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1. Introduction and Background

The Comprehensive Technical Assistance Centers are authorized under the Educational
Technical Assistance Act of 2002 to provide technical assistance for implementation of the No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act at the state, district, substate region, and school levels for the
purposes of “improving academic achievement, closing achievement gaps, and encouraging and
sustaining school improvement” (Section 203). The law authorized the Secretary of Education to
award “not less than 20 grants to local entities, or consortia of such entities, with demonstrated
expertise in providing technical assistance and professional development in reading,
mathematics, science, and technology” (Section 203). Grants were awarded to 21 Centersto
serve different geographic regions across the United States from FY 2006 through FY 2010.

The same law authorizing these technical assistance centers also mandated that the
Comprehensive Technical Assistance Centers undergo independent evaluation under the
direction of the National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance (NCEE) in
the Institute of Education Sciences of the U.S. Department of Education (ED). The legislation
indicated that the evaluation should “include an analysis of the services provided...[and] the
extent to which each of the comprehensive centers meets the objectives of its respective plan,
and whether such services meet the educational needs of State educational agencies, local
educational agencies, and schoolsin the region.”

Thisisthefina report of a multi-year evaluation conducted for NCEE by Branch
Associates, Inc., Decision Information Resources, Inc., and Policy Studies Associates, Inc. This
final report presents an overall description of how the system of technical assistance centers has
operated from July 2006 to June 2009, covering the period from the second to the fourth program
year (out of the five years), as part of the evaluation to inform the current grants as well asthe
grant recompetition.

This introductory chapter provides background information on ED’ s purposes and design
for the Center system. It also describes key state responsibilitiesincluded in the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act with which the Centers were expected to provide assistance. The chapter
concludes with a description of the mgjor evaluation questions.

The Center Program

The current Center program represented a departure from the previous program with a
new design for targeting services replacing the 15 existing Comprehensive Regional Assistance
Centers established under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1994 (ESEA). The
1994 reauthorization of ESEA had charged the previous set of 15 Centers with delivering
assistance to support standards-based reform as envisioned in other sections of the 1994 law.
They were to provide training and technical assistance to states, local education agencies
(LEAS), schooals, tribes, community-based organizations, and other ESEA grantees related to
several areas of local responsibility. These included: (1) improving the quality of instruction,
curricula, assessments, and other aspects of school reform; (2) implementing effective



schoolwide programs; and (3) meeting the needs of children, especially children in high-poverty
areas, migrant children, immigrant children, limited-English-proficient children (LEP), neglected
or delinquent children, homeless children, Indian children, and children with disabilities [Section
13102 (a)(1)(A-L)]. In short, the previous Centers mandate included a focus on a number of
aspects of local educational practice.

A previous eva uation™ found the majority of the technical assistance was targeted to
school districts and schools. The study, based on surveys of clients conducted in 1999, found that
the majority of direct participantsin major Center training and technical assistance activities
were school staff (either teachers or principals), and that the majority of clients who arranged for
services from the Centers were also based in school districts or schools. At the state level, among
those state education agency (SEA) staff members who had received assistance, 64 percent
reported that the Centers had improved the ability of their SEA to provide assistance to districts
and schools. The report noted that higher ratings for Centers were associated with more intensive
technical assistance, based upon survey findings.

The current design of the Center program reflects changes from the design of the
predecessor program. The Educational Technical Assistance Act of 2002 authorized a new group
of Centersto provide technical assistance for NCLB implementation at the state, district, substate
region, and school levelsfor the purposes of “improving academic achievement, closing
achievement gaps, and encouraging and sustaining school improvement” (Section 203). It also
gave ED discretion to “ establish priorities’ for the Centers (Section 207).

In making its design choices, ED set up an advisory process to identify priorities for the
new Centers: in 2004 the Secretary of Education appointed 10 Regional Advisory Committees
that would conduct needs assessments in their regions and make recommendations regarding
technical assistance. The committees said SEASs needed help making better use of scientifically
based research in decisionmaking, and that strengthening SEAS' capacity to serve local school
districts was critical to the success of NCLB reforms, according to a synthesis of their
recommendations.™®

Following this effort, ED identified states as the Centers' primary client base, although
the program had in the past served local clients, as described above. ED charged the Centersto
work in new ways to expand and strengthen states' capacity to deliver assistance to schools and
districts. The new program would also consolidate and expand responsibilities for Center
assistance in that it would replace the Regiona Technology in Education Consortia, the
Eisenhower National Clearinghouse for Mathematics and Science Education, and the Regional
M athematics and Science Education Consortia.

5 U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Under Secretary, Planning and Evaluation Service, Elementary and
Secondary Education Division. (2000). Comprehensive Regional Assistance Centers Program: Final Report on the
Evaluation(Volume ). Washington, DC: Author.

16 sheekey, A., Cymrot, D.J., and Fauntleroy, C. (2005, March). A Report to the U.S. Department of Education:
Overview and Synthesis of the Regional Advisory Committee Reports on Educational Challenges and Technical
Assistance Needs. Alexandria, VA: The CNA Corporation.
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Structure of the Center Program

To implement the provisions of the Educational Technical Assistance Act of 2002, ED
created a new Center structure with two tiers of technical assistance. The Notice Inviting
Applications detailed the design. Under the new design, the Secretary of Education would award
grantsto 21 Centers, each tasked with “ provid[ing] technical assistance to States as States work
to help districts and schools to close achievement gaps in core content areas and raise student
achievement in schools. To accomplish this goal, ED stipulated that applicants had to “ propose a
plan of technical assistance specifically focused on helping States implement the provisions of
NCLB applicable to States, and helping States build the capacity to help school districts and
schools implement NCLB provisions and programs.”*’

While the overall goal of assisting states with NCLB implementation was common to all
21 Centers, the two-tiered technical assistance designed by ED created distinct roles for the two
types of Centers. These are described next.

Distinct RCC and CC Roles

Within the 21 Centers, ED constituted 16 Regional Comprehensive Centers (RCCs) and
five Content Centers (CCs). By design, RCCs and CCs were given different roles and functions
in a system of technical assistance (exhibit 1.1). RCCs, embedded within distinct geographic
regions across the United States and territories, would deliver technical assistance to the states
and territoriesin their region, addressing their needs and building their capacity to assist their
districts and schools. Meanwhile, each CC would take responsibility for synthesizing knowledge
from the research and promising practices within a particular substantive area. The CCswould
build the capacity of the RCCs by providing research-based information, products, guidance, and
knowledge on key topics. The CCswould aso work with RCCs to provide technical assistance
to states. In turn, each state would help its districts and schools meet NCLB requirements.

¥ Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards for Fiscal Year 2005. Federal Register. (2005, June 3). 70(106),
32585.



Exhibit 1.1.

Center program design

Other sources LEAs and

of technical

assistance schools

Elaborating on the functions of RCCs, ED required them to work directly with statesto
“provide frontline assistance.”*® ED mandated that RCCs provide states with ongoing assistance
and training that would draw from arange of knowledge sources, including but not limited to
CCs, provide CCs with information about promising practices; convene states for collaboration;
and deliver information based on both research and best practice. The specific list of RCC
responsibilities included the following:*

“Working closely with each State in its region on an ongoing basis’

“Linking States with the resources of Content Centers, Department staff, Regional
Educational Laboratories, The What Works Clearinghouse, and other entities’

“ Suggesting sources of appropriate service providers or assistance for State
activities that are not within the core mission of the centers’

“Assisting State efforts to build statewide systems of support for districts and
schoolsin need of improvement”

“Working to identify, broker, leverage, and deliver information, resources and
services from the Content Centers and other sources’

“Convening in partnership with Content Centers and others, as appropriate, States
and districtsto receive training and information on best practices and research-
based improvement strategies’

“Providing guidance and training on implementation of requirements under
NCLB and other related Federal programs”

“Facilitating collaboration at the State level to align Federal, State, and district
school improvement programs’

18 | bid., 32585.
9| bid., 32585-6.



] “Helping Content Centers to identify, document, and disseminate emerging
promising practices’

The Notice Inviting Applications portrayed CCs as a central source of readily accessible
knowledge, resources, and tools. Each CC was designed to consolidate in-depth knowledge in
one of five key content areas. Assessment and Accountability, Instruction, Teacher Quality,
Innovation and Improvement, or High Schools. The types of knowledge specifically mentioned
included research, scientifically valid practices, and promising practices. The degree of emphasis
on research and scientifically valid practice was heightened in this redesign of the Center
program. Thiswas consistent with NCLB, which stated that scientifically based research must
inform local practice.

Within their content areas ED tasked CCs to:*
| “ldentify, organize, select and trandate existing key research knowledge...and

communicate the information in ways that that are highly relevant and highly
useful to State and local level policy makers and practitioners’

[ “Benchmark State and district practices for implementing NCLB provisions and
school improvement interventions...and identify promising approaches that can
be shared with States and districts”

m “Convene States and districts, researchers and other experts to learn from each
other about practical strategies for implementing NCLB provisions and programs’

| “Train Regional Center staff on what is known about scientifically valid practices
and programs’

m “Collaborate with Regional Centers to address specific State requests for
assistance”

] “Communicate to the field... Department guidance related to the center’ s content
focus’

] “Design needs assessment and data analysis tools that States and districts can use

to benchmark their programs and progress’

Awards to Centers

At the conclusion of the competition, new Regional Comprehensive Centers were located
in 16 regions of the United States, covering al U.S. states and territories, and the five new
Content Centers had also entered into cooperative agreements with ED (exhibit 1.2). Of the 16
RCCs, there were four that served only their respective state: New Y ork, Texas, California, and
Alaska. The remaining 12 Centers served from two to seven states and other jurisdictions. The
non-state jurisdictions that the Centers were to serve were the following: the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana I slands, Federated States of Micronesia[Chuuk, Kosrae, Pohnpel, and Y ap], Guam,
Republic of the Marshall Islands, and Republic of Palau. Throughout this report, the term “ state”
will be defined to include the 50 states as well as these other jurisdictions. A full list of the
grantees and subgrantees appears in appendix A of this report.

2 pid., 32586-7.



Center funding for each of the three years that are the subjects of this evaluation totaled
$56.3 million, with variation across Centers (exhibit 1.2). In 2008-09 (FY 2008) individual
Regional Centers' funding ranged from alow of $860,000 in Alaska and Pacific to a high of
$6,039,909 for the California Comprehensive Center. The funding for each RCC was driven by a
formula based on the region’ s total population and its number of poor children ages 5-17.
Average funding across all RCCs was $2,854, 047.

Content Center funding for 2008-09 ranged from $1,518,400 for the A ssessment and
Accountability Center and Center on Innovation and Improvement, to $2,518,400 for the Centers
on Instruction, Teacher Quality, and High Schools. The latter group of Centers was co-funded in
each year with an allocation of $1 million each from the Special Education Technical Assistance
and Dissemination Act, authorized under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. The
average funding across CCs was $2,046,096.

Background on the State Role in NCLB

A basic premise of the Center program as designed by ED was that NCLB assigned many
tasks to states. The background section of the Notice itemized the following NCLB requirements
for states:

...Set standards for student performance, implement statewide testing and accountability
systems to measure school and student performance toward achieving those standards,
adopt research-based instructional and program improvements related to teaching and
learning in the classroom, ensure that all teachersin core subject areas are highly qualified,
and improve or ultimately restructure schools that are consistently low-performing.*

With respect to consistently low-performing schools and also low-performing districts,
NCLB mandated that all states establish and sustain statewide systems of support and
improvement for school districts and schools identified for improvement under NCLB. Districts
and schools identified for improvement must receive assistance from support teams, institutions
of higher education, and regiona service centersin the state. This “ statewide system of support”
(SSOS) must include individual s who were knowledgeabl e about research and practice on
teaching and learning and who could develop and implement comprehensive improvement
strategies. “ State support teams” (SSTs) were required to help schools plan for improvement and
to evaluate the effectiveness of school personnel. The NCLB legislation also provided that these
support teams should receive technical assistance from Comprehensive Centers and others.?

2 1pid., 32584.
% No Child Left Behind, Title |, Part A, § 1117 (a) (1).
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Exhibit 1.2. Center funding, by year

Centers States FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
Total $56,256,713 $56,256,750 $56,256,750
Regional Centers
Alaska Comprehensive AK $850,000 $860,000 $860,000
Center
Appalachia Regional KY, NC, TN, VA, WV 3,829,927 3,912,131 3,912,131
Comprehensive Center
Callifornia Comprehensive CA 5,912,997 6,039,909 6,039,909
Center
Florida and Islands Regional  FL, Puerto Rico, Virgin 3,788,289 3,869,599 3,869,599
Comprehensive Center Islands
Great Lakes East IN, MI, OH 3,992,771 3,669,885 3,669,885
Comprehensive Center
Great Lakes West Region IL, Wi 3,702,196 2,448,739 2,448,739
Comprehensive Center
Mid-Atlantic Comprehensive DE, MD, NJ, PA, DC 3,388,147 3,460,868 3,460,868
Center
Mid-Continent AR, KS, MO, OK 2,111,226 2,156,541 2,156,541
Comprehensive Center
New England Comprehensive  CT, MA, ME, NH, RI, VT 1,644,795 1,680,099 1,680,099
Center
New York Comprehensive NY 2,886,970 2,948,935 2,948,935
Center
North Central Comprehensive  IA, MN, ND, SD, NE 1,286,458 1,314,108 1,314,108
Center
Northwest Regional ID, MT, WY, WA, OR 1,630,818 1,665,821 1,665,821
Comprehensive Center
Pacific Comprehensive HI, American Samoa, 850,000 860,000 860,000
Center Northern Mariana Islands,
Federated States of
Micronesia, Guam,
Marshall Islands, Palau
Southeast Comprehensive AL, GA, SC, LA, MS 4,120,988 4,209,438 4,209,438
Center
Southwest Comprehensive AZ, UT, CO, NV, NM 2,491,327 2,544,800 2,544,800
Center
Texas Comprehensive Center  TX 3,939,324 4,023,877 4,023,877
Content Centers
Assessment and Accountability Comprehensive Center $1,446,096 $1,518,400 $1,518,400
Center on Innovation and Improvement 1,446,096 1,518,400 1,518,400
Center on Instruction 2,446,096 2,518,400 2,518,400
National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality 2,446,096 2,518,400 2,518,400
National High School Center 2,446,096 2,518,400 2,518,400

NOTE: The figure shown in this table for Great Lakes West in FY 2006 is the sum of the six-month "start up" award
($1,243,322) and the FY 2006 award ($2,458,844) as both were awarded in FY 2006.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education



Research Questions Addressed in This Report

The current evaluation takes a global 100k at the Center program as designed by ED,
tracking the ways in which the Centers interacted with clients (both states and other Centers)
over three program years. The first year of data collection was July 2006 through June 2007,the
second year of program funding. The evaluation was designed to complete its data collection in
2008-09, covering three of the five program years.

The priorities for this study focused on the statute' s charge for the evaluation to provide
“an analysis of the services provided...[and] the extent to which each of the comprehensive
centers meets the objectives of its respective plan, and whether such services meet the
educational needs ... in theregion.” Among the following key research questions, the first
focuses on an analysis of services provided and adherence to objectives; the second addresses the
Centers' performance in meeting state needs; and the third calls for more detailed assessment of
the quality, relevance, and usefulness of Center technical assistance:

1. How did the Regional Comprehensive Centers and Content Centers operate as part of the
Comprehensive Technical Assistance Center program?

] How did Centers develop, refine, and carry out their plans for technical
assistance? How did they define their clients’ educational needs and priorities?

[ What were the objectives of the technical assistance the Centers offered? What
kinds of products and services were provided by the Centers?

] How did the Regional Comprehensive Centers and Content Centers coordinate
their work?

2. What was the performance of the Comprehensive Centersin addressing state needs and
priorities? How did their performance change over the period of time studied?

] How did the Centers’ state clients define their needs and priorities?

] To what extent, as reported by states, did Center assistance expand state capacity
to address underlying needs and priorities and meet the goals of NCLB?

] To what extent did states rely on other sources of technical assistance besides the
Centers? What were other sources of technical assistance that states used? How
did the usefulness of Center assistance compare with the usefulness of assistance
from other sources?

3. Towhat extent was the assistance provided by the Centers of high quality, high relevance,
and high usefulness?

[ Did the quality, relevance, or usefulness of Center assistance change over the
period of time studied?



] What was the variation in the quality, relevance, and usefulness of Center
assistance across types of projects and participants?

Findings reported here address the Center program as a whole and also address each tier
of Centers, RCCs and CCs, separately. Data gathered on individual projects were compiled and
aggregated to the program level and by center type. Program-level aggregated findings reflect an
average across al sampled projects, and center-type aggregated findings reflect the average
across al RCC sampled projects or all CC sampled projects. Additional details are provided in
chapter 2.

Organization of This Report

Following thisintroductory chapter, chapter 2 describes the study’ s methods. Chapter 3
addresses the first research question, describing Center technical assistance, procedures for needs
assessment, and the functioning of the two-tiers of technical assistance. Chapter 4 addresses the
second research question, describing the technical assistance priorities reported at the state level
and the ways in which Centers were reported to have addressed these priorities and expanded
state capacity. Chapter 5 addresses the third research question, reporting on the quality,
relevance, and usefulness of selected Center projects as determined through expert review (for
quality) and participant surveys (for relevance and usefulness). The report concludes with several
appendices that provide additional technical notes, the materials used to collect data (surveys,
protocols for Center interviews, and requests for materials from the Centers), and historical
exhibits.






2. Study Design

The evaluation team used six data sources in each of the three rounds of data collection to
address the report’ s research questions: documents produced by the Centers with assistance from
the evaluation team, Center management plans, interviews with Centers, state manager surveys,
expert panel reviews, and participant surveys (exhibit 2.1). Data were collected from all sources
for the 2006-07, 2007-08, and 2008-09 program years to describe changes over timein the
Center operations and assessments of Center’ s technical assistance. This chapter describes those
data sources and analytic procedures used in the analysis.

For the first three questions, which pertained to the operations of the Centers, the data
were drawn from the Centers themselves. The team used Center management plans as adata
source regarding Center objectives. In the summers of 2007 and 2008 as well as spring 2010, the
team conducted interviews with the Centers; closed-ended prompts were used in face-to-face
interviews to gather self-report data systematically on Center objectives, procedures for needs
assessment and planning, and interactions with their clients. The final interviews (2008-09)
included structured questions to gather Center perspectives on changesin technical assistance
work across program years and on quality assurance procedures. Two documentary sources were
used as sources for descriptions of Center technical assistance: the project inventory forms and
project cover sheets completed by the Centers with review and feedback from the evaluation
team. The definition of a project and the procedures for gathering and reviewing these data are
discussed in detail in this chapter.

A survey of state managers was the source for data on the states' technical assistance
needs and priorities, on other sources of technical assistance used, ratings of the overall technical
assistance received, and on perceived capacity change at the state level. The technical quality of
Center technical assistance was assessed by a panel of experts on the topic of each technical
assistance project. Finally, participants answered survey questions pertinent to the relevance and
usefulness of Center technical assistance.

Each of these data sourcesis described in this chapter, and the analytic procedures
specific to each source are discussed. The data collection instruments and further details
regarding data sources and procedures can be found in appendices referenced throughout the
chapter. The chapter concludes with a brief explanation of units of analysis and use of statistical
tests.
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Exhibit 2.1. Data sources for the research questions, 2006-07, 2007-08, and 2008-09

Project
inventory forms Center Inter- State Expert
and project manage- views with manager review Participant
Research question cover sheets ment plans Centers survey panels surveys

How did the Regional Comprehensive Centers and Content Centers operate as part of the Comprehensive Technical Assistance Center program?

How did Centers develop, refine, and carry out their plans for
technical assistance? How did they define their clients’ v v v
educational needs and priorities?

What were the objectives of the technical assistance the
Centers offered? What kinds of products and services were v v
provided by the Centers?

How did the Regional Comprehensive Centers and Content v
Centers coordinate their work?

v

What was the performance of the Comprehensive Centers in addressing state needs and priorities? How did their performance change over the period

of time studied?

How did the Centers’ state clients define their needs and v
priorities?

To what extent, as reported by states, did Center assistance
expand state capacity to address underlying needs and v
priorities and meet the goals of NCLB?

To what extent did states rely on other sources of technical

assistance besides the Centers? What were other sources of

technical assistance that states used? How did the v
usefulness of Center assistance compare with the

usefulness of assistance from other sources?

To what extent was the assistance provided by the Centers of high quality, high relevance, and high usefulness
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v
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Identification of a Sample of Center Work for Expert Review
and Participant Surveys

A critical component of the evaluation was to rate the quality, relevance, and usefulness
of Center products and services. Given available resources, it was not possible for the evaluation
team to submit all of a Center’s products and services to an independent review panel to rate
quality. Nor was it feasible to survey all individuals who used Center products or participated in
Center activities in the designated time period regarding relevance and usefulness. Therefore, the
evaluation team developed and applied a strategy to select a sample of work from each Center
for expert panel review and participant ratings.

The following sections describe: (1) the unit of analysis, (2) the sample frame, (3) the
evaluation sample, and (4) materials obtained from Centers.

The Unit of Analysis: The Project

The evaluation team initially reviewed the Centers’ 2006-07 management plans to
understand the nature of the work the Centers were conducting and determine if the management
plans might serve as an appropriate sampling frame for the evaluation. Based on this effort, the
team determined that the sampling procedures could not be based on the management plans for
two reasons. First, the Centers’ plans and work continued to evolve over time. Consequently, the
plans, which were prepared before the program year, did not comprehensively reflect the work
actually being done by the Centers months later. Second, the Centers used different approaches
to organizing and aggregating their work. For example, some presented their work by state while
others organized it by topic area. For the purposes of this evaluation, the team identified
“projects” as a common level of aggregation that would constitute units large enough for review
and rating, but focused enough for coherence. A *“project” was defined as a group of closely
related activities and/or deliverables designed to achieve a specific outcome for a specific
audience. To ensure that projects would constitute units that were large enough for review and
rating, but focused enough for coherence, the study team provided the following criteria:

] Complete and coherent whole. Because each project should be able to stand on
its own in an expert panel review, it should include all related activities and
products.

] Common intended outcome. Where a cluster of activities and deliverables was

designed by the Center to lead to the same outcome for the same audience, those
activities and deliverables should be grouped as one project.

m Topical focus. With few exceptions, a project addressed just one topic (for
example, effective systems of support, adolescent literacy, assessment of English
language learners) around which there was a body of research or professional
wisdom.
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Since the project was a unit developed for this evaluation and was not necessarily how
Centers divided up their work for programmatic or cost-tracking purposes, the evaluation team
took several stepsto ensure that the project concept was clear and used consistently across
Centers. The evaluation team developed a standard Project Inventory Form (PIF) that Centers
used to create an inventory of their work for each of the program years in this evaluation (see
appendix B for a copy of the PIF) aswell as written guidance in the instructions for completing
the PIF (described in appendix B) and a sample inventory to serve as an example of the kinds of
projects that should be listed by the Centers. The sample inventory included examples of
activities or resources for defining projects at each level of effort—major, moderate, or minor.
Members of the study team also invited Center staff to attend training sessions by conference call
on completing the PIF, including defining projects. When draft inventories were received, the
study team reviewed them to make sure the entries listed met the three criteria used to identify
projects. They also reviewed the Center’ s reporting of the project level of effort for
correspondence with the listed activities and resources, and listing of the projects under each
topic for correspondence with the topic definitions provided in the written guidance. The study
team provided technical assistance to Centers as needed to ensure that all projects conformed to
the standards.

The Sampling Frame

The evaluation was designed to assess the quality, relevance, and usefulness of a sample
of Center work. The PIFs served as the basis for identifying the sampling frame from which the
study team drew the sample of projects that became the subject of expert panel reviews and
participant surveys. For each data collection cycle, the evaluation team asked each Center to use
the PIF to prepare an inventory of all the projects active during the appropriate grant period.?®
Exhibit 2.2 shows the total number of projects on the PIFs by project size for each of the data
collection cycles.** Projects that spanned multiple years were counted each year they appeared
on the PIF; therefore, the total number of distinct projectsis less than the sum total of individual
projects listed in Exhibit 2.2.

% |n the instructions provided to Centers for completing the PIFs, “projects’ excluded the following activities: (1)
training or professional development of Center staff, (2) work on coordinating committees within the
Comprehensive Center network, (3) annual needs assessments or negotiations with states, unrelated to specific
projects, and (4) other internal meetings or documents.

# Centers designated on their PIFs whether each project was “major,” “moderate,” or “minor” in terms of the level
of effort and/or resources the Center devoted to it, relative to other projects in the same Center. Examples of
activities or resources defining each project level of effort were provided in the instructions for the PIFs. After draft
inventories were received, the evaluation team also reviewed the Center’ s reporting of the project level of effort for
correspondence with the listed activities and resources and followed up with the Centers where there were questions.
Although instructions were provided with examples and checks were conducted, these designations were not
standardized across Centers and as a result a project considered major by one center might be viewed as moderate or
minor by another Center.
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Exhibit 2.2. Number of projects on the project inventory forms (PIFs), by
project size and by year

Project size 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Total 364 346 331
Major 110 111 108
Moderate 106 111 110
Minor 148 124 113

EXHIBIT READS: There were 364 projects included on the PIFs for the 2006-07
program year. Of these, 110 were classified as major projects, 106 were
moderate projects and 148 were minor projects.

SOURCE: Project inventory forms.

To be digible for the sampling frame, projects first needed to represent a reasonable
amount of effort (i.e., classified as“maor” or “moderate”’ by the Center) and have a sufficient
amount of material to give reviewers enough information to judge the quality of the work.
Projects included in the sampling frame also needed to have identifiable participants since the
evaluation design called for collecting relevance and useful ness ratings through surveys of
project participants. All minor projects (approximately one-third of the Center projectsin each
year) were excluded from the sampling frame, as few of them had identifiable participants or
sufficient materials for panel review. Thus, the sampling frame represents the portion of each
Center’ swork that they identified as using a major or moderate amount of their efforts or
resources.

The Sample of Projects

To ensure that the final sample of projects reviewed each year reflected arange of each
Center’ swork across topics and states and captured work that represented the largest investment
of resources, the team implemented a sampling strategy that included a combination of Center-
nominated projects and a stratified set of purposively-selected projects. >® The desired sample
size at each Center was afunction of that Center’s budget amount. For each of the three data
collection years, the number of projects sampled for each Center ranged from three to eight
depending on the size of the Center’s annual budget. Centers with smaller budgets (less than
$2 million) were asked to nominate one project for inclusion in the study sample while those
with budgets of $2 million or more were asked to nominate two projects. Exhibit 2.3 shows the
target and actual sample distribution by budget size across study years. In some cases, the
Centers did not have enough eligible projects in the sample frame to meet their desired sample
size so the total number of projects sampled was lower than expected. Although the sample was
not statistically representative in scientific terms, it was designed to include a high percentage of
the major projects of each Center aswell as projects that Centers thought best represented their
work.

% Thefull list of decision rules, applied across all Centers sampling projects within center are provided in appendix
B.
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To increase buy-in from the Centers and to allow them to showcase a project of their
choice, Centers were given an opportunity to nominate the one or two projects they felt best
represented their work.?® These Center-nominated projects were selected first for the sample.
Selection of the remainder of the sample was then completed by the evaluation team using an
iterative sampling process to randomly select projects while controlling for topic and state. Major
projects (across topics and states) were sampled first and then moderate projects (if needed).
When choosing between projects of similar categorical size, the evaluation team selected
projects from different topics before sampling multiple projects within a given topic. When
choosing between projects of similar categorical size and topic, the evaluation team selected
projects from different states before sampling multiple projects within a given state.*’

Using these methods, the evaluation team selected a total sample of 122 projectsin 2006-
07 and 2007-08 and 118 projects in 2008-09. Exhibit 2.4 shows the number of projectsin the
sample by project size and by year. In each of the years, the sample predominantly included the
most major work of the Centers although the sample was not statistically representative in
scientific terms, and covered 33 to 36 percent of all projects reported on the PIFs.

% The number of projects a Center was able to nominate depended on the size of its annual budget, as shown in
exhibit 2.3.

" Overall, the procedures used to select the sample of projects to be included in the study each year were intended to
provide a“fair” representation of Center work. In addition to the bias introduced by Center nominations of projects
they considered to best represent their work, there are two dimensions for which there is the potential for selection
biasin the sample of projects. Projects were selected to ensure inclusion in the study sample of projects covering a
variety of content areas and serving all geographic areas. However, this strategy produced a non-probability sample.
In addition, this strategy ensured that topic areas addressed by the largest number of projects are underrepresented in
each year’s project sample, and topic areas addressed by relatively few projects are overrepresented. It isalso
possible that topic areas addressed by relatively few Centers would be underrepresented in the sample. The other
dimension on which the sampleislikely to be biased is project size. The evaluation team deliberately selected major
projects over moderate projects whenever possible. To the degree that the major projects are unrepresentative of the
Centers' work conducted under moderate or minor projects, then the study sample is biased.
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Exhibit 2.3. Sample size by budget

Number of Number of projects selected
Target projects across Centers in:

number of nominated/
Center funding projects to be Number of
level—annual federal selected for projects selected
contract review, per purposively, per
(number of Centers) Center Center 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Total 122* 122 118
Less than $1 million
(N=2) 4 1/3 7 6 7
$1 to 1.9 million
(N=5) 5 1/4 25 23 25
$2 to 2.9 million -
(N=7) 6 2/4 41 43 40
$3 to 3.9 million
(N=5) 7 2/5 34 34 31
$4 million or more
(N=2) 8 2/6 16 16 16

* This total includes a collaborative project conducted jointly by an RCC and a CC that is accounted for once in the
total sample but included once for each relevant Center in the table rows.

** The total number of projects exceeded the expected target by one due to a program that was misclassified in a
budget category with a larger target sample size.

EXHIBIT READS: There were two Centers whose annual funding level was less than $1 million. Four projects were
selected for review for each of these centers, one of which was nominated by the Center for selection and three of
which were selected for inclusion by the study team.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education.

Exhibit 2.4.

Number of projects in the study sample, by project size and
by year

Project size 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Total 122 122 118
Major 93 88 92
Moderate 29 34 26

EXHIBIT READS: There were 122 projects in the project sample for the 2006-07 program year. Of these, 93
were classified as major projects and 29 were classified as moderate projects.

SOURCE: Project inventory forms (PIFs) submitted by the Centers.

Further detail on the sampled projects by topic in relation to all major and moderate
Center projects for the 2008-09 data collection cycle appearsin exhibit 2.5. Refer to appendix B,
exhibits B.2 and B.3 for similar exhibits showing the sampled projects by topic for 2006-07 and
2007-08. In 2008-09, 50 percent or more of all major or moderate projects were selected for the
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project sample in 16 of the 23? topics. This figure was 17 of 23 for 2006-07 and 15 of 23 for
2007-08.

Exhibit 2.5. Distribution of all major and moderate projects and projects
in the evaluation sample, by topic in 2008-09

Number of Percent of
major and Number of all major and
moderate projects in the moderate
projects on sample projects in
project (all major or evaluation
Project topic inventories moderate) sample
Total 218 118 54%
Supportstate, distict school 54 33 61
Data use/data-driven decisionmaking 6 3 50
Formative assessment 4 2 50
Reading 6 3 50
Adolescent literacy 10 6 60
Mathematics 16 8 50
Dropout prevention 4 2 50
High school redesign/reform 7 4 57
Transition to high school 2 2 100
Special education—curriculum, instruction,
and professional development ! 0 0
Special education—assessment 5 1 20
English language learners 26 12 46
Highly qualified teacher provisions of
Nng | P 11 4 36
Teacher preparation and induction 5 2 40
Teacher professional development 4 4 100
Supplemental educational services (SES) 2 2 100
Response to Intervention (Rtl) 14 9 64
Migrant education 7 3 43
Indian/native American education 1 1 100
Data management compliance 9 5 56
Assessment design 3 2 67
Parent involvement 6 2 33
Other 15 8 53

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, there were 54 major and moderate projects on the project
inventories that focused on components of effective systems of support. Of these, 33 (or 61 percent) were in the
project sample.

SOURCE: Project inventory forms submitted by the Centers.

% n al years, the topic area of “other” isincluded as the 23 topic area, as a small number of the sampled projects
were included in that area. Subsequent discussionsin the report use the 22 specific substantive topic areas.
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Materials from Centers

The evaluation team notified the 21 Center Directors about projects selected for review
and sent a standard Request for Materials for Expert Panel Review (see appendix B for a copy of
the transmittal memo and request form). Centers were asked to assemble and submit a
comprehensive set of pre-existing materials associated with each project (meeting agendas,
briefing books, meeting summaries, training materials, white papers, web resources, etc.) that
would fully describe the project and provide reviewers with a sufficient basis for rating the
technical quality of the work. Centers were also asked to include a participant list and a standard
cover sheet, using aformat developed by the evaluation team, for each project. The participant
lists were used to draw the sample for participant surveys.

When the project materials were received, they were reviewed by evaluation team
members for completeness. If materials were missing or inaccessible (e.g., electronic files didn’t
open) or the cover sheet was incomplete, afollow-up memo was sent to the Center describing
any issues. Evaluation team members then worked with the Center to obtain the missing
information and finalize the review package (see appendix B for a copy of the follow-up memo).

Describing Center Operations

The purpose of collecting data from the Centers was to describe Center operations and to
address research gquestions regarding the objectives of the Centers, the kinds of products and
services provided, how the Centers defined their clients' needs and priorities, and the extent to
which the Centers met the objectives of their own plans. The description of Center operationsin
chapter 3 of thisreport is drawn from three sources of data: interview responses gathered from
the Centers, PIFs, and the cover sheets submitted for the sampled projects. The procedures used
in gathering and analyzing data from these sourcesin all three years are described in the
following pages.

Management Plans

Centers stated their objectives for each year in their annual program management plans.
For example, for the 2006-07 program year, Centers had developed their management plansin
spring 2006, prior to the program year. The evaluation team relied on these management plansto
gather information from statements of the Center’ s intended substantive focus for the year’s
technical assistance. The team coded each Center’ s stated objectivesin their management plan
by subject area, using the same list of 22 topics used to code the PIFs. Appendix C providesa
description of the process used to code the management plans as well as an analysis of the
intercoder reliability.
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Interviews with Centers

The evaluation team visited each of the Centersin person in the summers of 2007 and
2008 and conducted the third interview by phone in spring 2010. The primary purpose of these
interviews was to capture descriptions of Center operations during each of the program years.
Interviews conducted with Center directors and other key |eadership staff posed a combination of
structured open-ended and binary questions regarding the following topics (see appendix C for
the protocols):

[ Center organization (lead organization, subgrantees, ways of dividing
responsibilities among staff)

[ Major areas of focus

[ Communication with client organizations (states in the case of RCCs, or RCCs
and states in the case of CCs) regarding needs and assistance to be provided

] Modes of delivering technical assistance

] Reasons for not carrying out technical assistance requests
] Barriersto delivering technical assistance

] Approaches taken in quality assurance

] Working relationships within the Center network

For the third round of Center interviews, the evaluation team added probes on topics of
emerging policy interest such as the waysin which Centers viewed their work to have evolved
over the years, the Centers' views on barriers to providing technical assistance, and additional
description of the process for quality assurance that Centers established.

Project Inventory Forms (PIFs)

While the main purpose of the PIFs was to build the sample frame (described earlier in
this chapter), the evaluation team also used the PIFs to gain data on the work the Centers
undertook in each of the study years. The projects sampled for quality, relevance, and usefulness
ratings were classified by topic (see appendix B).

Project Cover Sheets
For projectsincluded in the sample each year, the standard cover sheets provided by the

Centers described project activities and cross-Center collaboration in the project. The project
cover sheetswere primarily collected from each Center to help orient expert panelsto the
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purpose and content of the materials to be reviewed (see appendix B for a copy of the Request
for Materials for Expert Panel Review transmittal memo and cover sheet).

The evaluation team used the cover sheets as a data source for an overall description of
activities and collaboration in the sampled projects (reported in chapter 3) and for use in
classifying projects into subgroups for which the ratings of relevance and usefulness could be
anayzed (reported in chapter 5, as described below). The cover sheets provided descriptive
information for each project, including the activities and deliverables associated with the project
and the contributions of other Centers to the project. Categories of Center activities and
resources were drawn from review of the Center management plans and site visit interviews.
These coding categories, thus, permitted a yes/no judgment of whether each project offered each
of the following activities or resources to participants:

[ Ongoing consultation and follow-up

[ Research collections or syntheses

[ Engagement of participants in project planning
[ Training events

[ Task force meetings and work
[ Conferences
[ Support for development of aformal plan to implement a program or policy

The team also coded the type of contribution, if any, of any CC to each RCC project, and
of any RCC to each CC project.

Additionally, for the 2008-09 data collection cycle, the evaluation team used the project
cover sheets to provide additional detail regarding the 33 projects in the study sample included
under the topic of effective systems of support. For these projects, the evaluation team coded
activities and resources at a more fine-grained level.

All these elements of the cover sheets were coded by members of the evaluation team
using procedures described in appendix C; the appendix also provides a detailed description of
all the codes used as well as the results of the analysis of intercoder reliability.

Survey of State Managers

The purposes of the survey of state managers were to obtain information on state
prioritiesin terms of state responsibilities related to the implementation of NCLB, obtain the
state perspective from SEA administrators working with the Centers on the relevance and
usefulness of Center assistance, and obtain a comparative judgment of Center assistance in
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relation to assistance available through other sources such as professional associations. The
survey instrument used for the survey of state managers appears in appendix E of this report.

In order to identify appropriate respondents for the survey of state managers, each year
the evaluation team collected the names of each RCC’s main point(s) of contact in each SEA
from the RCCs. For each of the data collection years, thisresulted in atotal of over 120
respondents across the 62 states included in the study.?

To befully reflective of all SEAsin the analysis of these data, it was critical that the
study team receive completed surveys from state managers in each state. In 2006-07 there was at
least one response from each of the 50 states and 6 of 12 outlying areas, in and 2007-08 there
was at least one response from each of the 50 states and 7 of 12 outlying areas. In 2008-09, the
evaluation team received responses from 48 states and 6 of 12 outlying areas.

In each of the years, there were a number of states for which the evaluation team received
completed responses from more than one state manager. Exhibit 2.6 shows the number of
responses to the state manager survey for each of the years. The state was the primary unit of
analysisin analyzing data from the state manager survey for thisreport. The state managers
responses were weighted to ensure that each state was equally represented in al summary
statistics while taking into account the variation in responses within each state. The weighting
procedure, where each response was weighted by the inverse of the number of managers
responding from that state, ensured that each state was equally represented when the evaluation
team aggregated responses across states to describe the distribution of responses.

Exhibit 2.6. Number of responses to the state manager survey, by year

Number of responses Number of states

from the states 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Total 56 57 54

1 36 30 34

2 15 21 19

3 4 5 1

4 1 1

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, in 36 states the survey of state
managers was completed by a single respondent. There was one state where the state
manager survey was completed by four separate respondents.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was
equally represented in instances where more than one manager from a state responded.

% The Centers were expected to serve 62 jurisdictions including the 50 states and 12 other jurisdictions: the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Commonwealth of Northern Marianas, Federated
States of Micronesia (Chuuk, Kosrae, Pohnpei, and Y ap), Guam, Republic of the Marshall Islands, and Republic of
Palau. For purposes of this report, the term “state” refersto the 50 states and the outlying territories listed here.
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At the conclusion of the state manager survey, respondents were asked to describe the
offices or departments within their state department of education they directed. The responses to
this question show that across the states the offices most often represented by the state managers
were federal programs and school improvement. Exhibit 2.7 shows the distribution of weighted
responses to these questions across the three data collection years.

Exhibit 2.7. Office division or department directed by state manager survey
respondents, by year

Percent of state managers (weighted)

Office/department 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Federal programs 68% 64% 65%
School improvement 64 66 67
Curriculum and

instruction 53 50 45
Assessme'n.t and 40 45 38
accountability

Special education 30 28 24

NOTE: Survey respondents were able to select multiple responses to this question and as
a result, the percentages do not add to 100 percent.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, 68 percent of state managers
(weighted) indicated that they directed the federal programs office in their state. Sixty-four
percent of the state managers (weighted) indicated that they headed the school
improvement office.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was
equally represented in instances where more than one manager from a state responded.

Assessment of Quality by Expert Panels

Given the Centers’ charge to focus on scientifically based research and evidence-based
practices to improve student achievement and close achievement gaps, one goal of the evaluation
isto assess the technical quality of work across the Centers using an independent panel of expert
reviewers. Each sampled project was independently rated by a panel of three experts.*
Reviewers assigned a score to each of three quality dimensions discussed below, using a 5-point
rating scale.

In an effort to maximize interrater reliability, the evaluation team: (1) defined quality and
developed a detailed scoring rubric that could be applied across all Centers and arange of
projects; (2) recruited, trained and assigned highly qualified expert panelists; and
(3) implemented a process for reviewers to discuss their findings with one another when scores
were discrepant for particular projects. The following sections describe each of these steps,
followed by a brief discussion of how the final technical quality ratings were calculated.

% |n each of the years, there were between 2 and 9 projects that were rated by only two panelists.
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Define Technical Quality and Develop Scoring Rubric

Developing the definition of technical quality and the rubric used to measure it
incorporated information from many sources, including federal legislation and ED specifications
on what constituted scientifically based evidence and an example from another federal agency.*
When defining technical quality and devel oping the scoring rubric, the evaluation team sought to
ensure that the definition was relevant to the range of projects Centers would provide—

recognizing that some projects might have a substantial research knowledge base and others
might be guided more by promising practices (those that were supported by evidence but not yet
rigorously studied) or legidlative or regulatory requirements. Also, the definition of quality and
the associated rubric had to be applicable to projects at varying points of development and
implementation, from early-stage needs assessment and design work to fully-devel oped products
and services. The evaluation team developed a quality scoring rubric, included in appendix G, to
assess quality along the following three dimensions:

[ Dimension 1: Demonstrated use of the appropriate documented knowledge base

[ Dimension 2: Fidelity of application of the knowledge base to the products and
services provided

m Dimension 3: Clear and effective delivery

Reviewers assigned a score to each dimension, using a 5-point rating scale (where 1
meant “very low quality” and 5 meant “very high quality”), according to the indicators defined
for each dimension and examples in the scoring booklet.

Recruit, Train, and Assign Expert Panelists

To meet the selection criteriafor this evaluation, expert panelists had to have current,
rigorous work in the particular topic of interest (for example, publicationsin peer-reviewed,
scholarly journals; presentations at relevant professional organization meetings; recent
membership on advisory panels or task forces) and be free of conflicts of interest.* Nominations
for panelists were made by staff in ED’ s Institute of Education Sciences (IES), the Technical
Work Group for this evaluation, members of the evaluation team, and Center staff. Based on the
selection criteria, for the 2006-07 data collection cycle the eval uation team selected atotal of 70
expert panelists, 94 percent with a doctorate degree and two-thirds (67 percent) with university
affiliations, to review the Centers 2006-07 sampled projects.* An additional 14 expert
reviewers were recruited and trained for the second round of reviews to replace four reviewers

3 Review of Instructional Materials for Middle School Science. (1997, February). National Science Foundation,
Retrieved from http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/1997/nsf9754/nsf9754.htm?org=NSF.

2 Current Comprehensive Center staff, aswell as individuals employed by organizations that had an ongoing
financial relationship (for example, a contract or cooperative agreement) with a Comprehensive Center and who
worked on a Center project, were not eligible to serve as reviewers.

# Thefinal expert panels for 2006-07 were made up of 67 expert reviewers. One of theinitial trainees was removed
due to a conflict of interest, and two reviewers were later dropped from the review process when they failed to
complete their reviewsin atimely fashion.

24


http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/1997/nsf9754/nsf9754.htm?org=NSF
http:projects.33
http:interest.32
http:agency.31

who did not return and to add additional depth in certain topical areas, in particular state systems
of support. All but two of the 77 second round reviewers returned for the third and final round of
reviews.

The evaluation team sought to maximize interrater agreement in scoring of quality by
training expert reviewers to systematically use a standard rubric. During the two-day training,
experts worked in small groups to discuss how each of the three quality dimensions, and their
corresponding indicators, applied to sample project descriptions that were provided by the study
team. Reviewers independently scored one of two projects overnight and submitted their
dimension-level scores at the beginning of the second day. Scores were posted and analyzed in
terms of rater agreement at the dimension level. The panelists again worked in small groups to
discuss their scores and identify possible reasons for any discrepanciesin the results. During the
small group discussions, evaluation staff circulated among the groups to assess whether
reviewers had adhered to the standards of evidence discussed on Day 1.3* The same training was
offered to newly recruited reviewers for the second round of reviews, while returning reviewers
completed arefresher training session offered by Webinar. A similar refresher training session
was a'so provided for al returning reviewers in advance of the third and final round of reviews.

During the actual review process, expert reviewers were asked to score four to eight
projectsin their area(s) of expertise, with no more than three projects from any given Center.
Since judgments about the state of the available evidence on a given topic and its applicability to
the project being rated relied heavily upon the knowledge of the expert reviewers, it was
important that reviewers were assigned projects that matched their area(s) of expertise. The
evaluation team was also careful when assigning projects to avoid known conflicts of interest.*
When needed, the evaluation team reassigned projects when reviewers were unable to complete
their reviewsin atimely fashion, identified unforeseen conflicts of interest, or did not feel they
had the requisite expertise to review the assigned projects.

Overall, between 93 and 98 percent of all projects sampled were reviewed by three
panelists. In each year, a small number of projects (9 projects for 2006-07, 2 projects for 2007-
08, and 3 projects for 2008-09) were reviewed by only two panelists because the third assigned
reviewer did not complete the review within a reasonable timeframe.*®

% During training, expert reviewers scored a sample project and discussed their scoresin small groups, paying
particular attention to areas where scores were divergent. This approach allowed the evaluation team to identify
dimensions or indicators within the scoring rubric that seemed to be problematic (resulting in discrepant scores) or
particular reviewers who needed additional training or appeared to be inappropriate to use. The goal was to have
panelists leave the training with a common understanding of how to apply the quality rubric; the evaluation team did
not intend to attempt to establish a specific interrater reliability criterion at training.

% For the purpose of assignments, the term “conflict of interest” meant any financial or other interest that appeared
to conflict with or significantly compromise the service of the individual reviewer because it could significantly
impair the individual’s objectivity.

% |n consultation with | ES, the evaluation team decided to forgo the third review on these particular projects since
there was interrater agreement (i.e., a difference less than 2 points) between the two scores that had been submitted
by the other panelists assigned to these projects.
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Address Interrater Reliability

In addition to the detailed scoring rubric and training provided, a resolution process was
used to help achieve a high degree of interrater reliability in scoring. If the reviewers' project-
level scores (defined as the simple average of their three dimension-level scores) were found to
differ by 2 or more points from each other for any given project, the evaluation team convened
the panel by telephone to discuss the ratings.” The goal of the discrepancy conference calls was
to give panelists an opportunity to understand the rationale behind their colleagues scores and
consider whether, on the basis of that discussion, any scoring revisions were warranted. The
evaluation team emphasized to the reviewers that these discussions were not intended to achieve
consensus among them.

Overall, between 76 and 83 percent of them had no discrepanciesin the original project-
level scores (exhibit 2.8). After a discrepancy conference call, panelists were given the
opportunity to submit a revised scoring form and narrative report of the project’s strengths and
weaknesses. Although panels were not required to reach consensus, discrepancies were resolved
in al but two to four cases, increasing the number of projectsin agreement from 76 percent to 98
percent in 2006-07, and from 83 percent to 97 percent in 2007-08 and 2008-009.

To estimate interrater agreement, we calculated the rwG(J) index.*® Before the
discrepancy calls, the average rwG(J) coefficient ranged from 0.75 to 0.87 across the three years
of review (exhibit 2.9).% After the calls were conducted, the value increased to 0.87 for program
year 2006-07 and 0.88 for 2007-08 and 2008-09.

%" The 2-point difference threshold was selected in an effort to identify projects with widely divergent scores that cut
across qualitative categories (i.e., “low” quality versus“high” quality), while at the same time minimizing burden on
expert panelists.

% James, L.R, Demaree R.G., and Wolf G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater reliability with and without
response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(1), 85-98.

¥ \We estimated interrater agreement using the 'wG(J) index. Treating each dimension as an “item,” we first
calculated the score variance between raters on each dimension and then averaged the three variances. We assumed
the random error variance to be 2.0 for a 5-point scale, as suggested by James et al. (1984). An rWG value between
0.71 and 0.90 is generally considered an indicator of “strong agreement” (LeBreton, J.M., and Senter, J.L. (2008,
October). Answers to 20 questions about interrelated reliability and interrater agreement. Organizational Research
Methods, 11, 815-852. Retrieved from http://orm.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/11/4/815).
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Exhibit 2.8. Distribution of discrepancies and results of the discrepancy
call process, by year

Description 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Tot_al number of projects 122 121 118
reviewed by expert panels
Projects without a project- 93 100 98
level discrepancy (76 percent of 122) (83 percent of 121) (83 percent of 118)
Project-level discrepancies 29 21 20
identified (24 percent of 122) (17 percent of 121) (17 percent of 118)
Project-level discrepancies 27 17 16
reS(J)Ived* by panel (p:alls (93 percent of 29 (81 percent of 21 (80 percent of 20
yp calls conducted) calls conducted) calls conducted)
Project-level discrepancies 2 4 4
remaining after panel calls (7 percent of 29 (19 percent of 21 (20 percent of 20
9 P calls conducted) calls conducted) calls conducted)

* Discrepancies were considered resolved when the project-level scores differed by less than 2 points.

EXHIBIT READS: Of the 122 projects reviewed for the 2006-07 program year, 93 (76 percent) had no discrepancies
in the project level scores.

Exhibit 2.9. Interrater agreement before and after discrepancy calls (original
versus revised scores), as measured by the rwG(J) index, by year

rWG(J) index 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Befo_re discrepancy calls 0.75 0.81 0.87
(original scores)

After discrepancy calls 0.87 0.88 0.88

(revised scores)

EXHIBIT READS: The interrater agreement index for the original scores for 2006-07
project sample was 0.75. This number increased to 0.87 after discrepancy calls were
conducted.

Calculate Aggregate and Dimension-Level Measures of Technical Quality

In order to analyze the technical quality of sampled projects in each year, a series of steps
was taken to combine individual expert ratings into aggregate scores. The first step wasto
combine the individual dimension-level scoresinto a single rating from each panelist. For each
project reviewed, a simple average of the three dimension-level scores was computed to generate
aproject-level score for each reviewer. In the second step, the three reviewers' scores were
averaged to determine the overall quality score for each project. In the third step, the overall
project scores across the set of sample projects were averaged within each Center to calculate a
Center-level quality score.

27



Center-level scores were aggregated to calcul ate the average quality rating across
sampled projects for the Center program as a whole, as well as for two subgroups of interest, the
16 RCCs and the 5 CCs. Each Center was given equal weight in computing the overall program-
wide rating for technical quality, aswell asthe mean ratings for the RCCs and the CCs
respectively, for the sampled projects; within Centers, each project was given equal weight.

Survey of Project Participants

The purpose of the participant survey wasto obtain client views of technical assistance
from the Centers, particularly in the areas of relevance and usefulness. Asthe primary role of the
RCCsisto provide technical assistance to the statesin their regions, the clients for the RCCs
included state-level staff. The clients for the CCsincluded both RCC staff and state-level staff,
corresponding with the role of the CCs to build the capacity of the RCCs as well asto work with
RCCs in providing technical assistance to states.

The evaluation team devel oped two parallel survey formsfor project participants to
administer each year: one for state-level staff who participated in any Center project, and one for
RCC staff who participated in a CC project (located in appendix G of this report).*° In sampling
participants to respond to surveys focused on specific projects, the goal was to identify a sizable
number of participants, drawn from complete lists of all participants, so that their responses
would collectively provide a picture of all participants views regarding the sampled projects.
For each survey administration, the evaluation team drew samples of participants in the projects
that were selected for expert panel review. In thisway, expert panel ratings of quality and
participant ratings of relevance and usefulness were gathered for the same set of projects. A brief
description of the process used to calculate the measure of relevance and usefulnessis provided
at the end of this section.

In each data collection year, Centers were asked to furnish full lists of all participants and
their contact information for each sampled project. These lists made up the sample frame and
included individuals who had participated in projects in numerous ways including: (1) serving on
task forces, school support teams, and work groups associated with the project; (2) attending
conferences, technical assistance retreats, and other meetings held as a part of the project; or (3)
receiving written materials or other disseminated resources. State-level participants included
staff who were employed by SEAs aswell as employees of intermediate agencies, LEAS,
schools, or other agencies who had responsibilities for state-level implementation of NCLB; they
could be participants in both RCC and CC projects. RCC staff, as clients of the CCs, were
participants solely in CC projects.

After identifying the sampling frame, the team implemented a sampling strategy that
combined random sampling from each project and a replacement strategy to minimize

“0 Since the survey asked respondents for their experiences with the Centersin relation to a specific project, the
survey team provided each respondent with alist of the activitiesincluded in that project, based on the content of the
project cover sheets provided by the Centers. For the on-line survey, this information was displayed on the first
screen of the survey. For the paper version of the survey, the project-specific information was printed on yellow
paper and inserted into the front of the booklet.
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respondent burden. A power analysis was not conducted as part of the sampling plan for the
participant survey. A sampling strategy was developed for selecting a sufficient number of
participants to obtain fair representation of client views for each project, and across projects,
while balancing respondent burden and data collection costs. The team drew a simple random
sample of participants within each sampled project using the following sampling rules, based on
the number of participantsin the project:

] All participantsin projects with 12 or fewer participants were sampled.

u A random sample of 12 participants was selected for projects with 13 to 25
participants.

[ A range of 12 to 48 participants were randomly selected to represent 48 percent of
participants for projects with 26 to 100 participants.

] For each project with more than 100 participants, a random sample of 48

participants was sel ected.

Exhibit 2.10 provides an overview of the participant survey sampling and administration.
The exhibit shows the overall process used in each year to select the sample in each of the data
collection years. The number of respondents for each round of data collection was 1,208 project
participants in 2006-07, 1,319 participants in 2007-08, and 1,035 participantsin the final round
in 2008-09. Details on the sampling frame for each administration and the number of participants
at each stage of data collection are included in the appendix (see appendix B, exhibit B.4).

The evaluation team initially administered the participant survey to the sampled
respondents online. Nonrespondents were contacted by phone, sent reminder cards, and sent
paper survey forms, al in an effort to obtain completed responses. Nonrespondents included
participants who did not return a completed survey because they no longer worked for the state
organization or RCC, as well as participants whose contact information was incorrect.

Exhibit 2.10.  Survey of project participants sampling and survey
administration summary

Sample frame— Participants in Participants in CC
RCC projects projects

Study sample — Sampled participants: Sampled participants:
oState-level oState-level
*RCC staff
| |
Survey . Completed surveys
administration Refusals
No response

EXHIBIT READS: The sample frame was made up of participants in RCC projects as well as those
in CC projects. The resulting sample included state-level participants for RCC projects and a
combination of RCC and state-level participants for CC projects.
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Calculate Measures of Relevance and Usefulness

For the relevance and usefulness questions in the participant survey, respondents were
asked to rate each aspect of relevance and usefulness using a 5-point scale ranging from 5 (avery
high degree) to 1 (avery low degree).*

For each of the data collection cycles, the evaluation team analyzed the properties of the
itemsincluded in the survey for constructing indices of relevance and usefulness. Principal
components analysis with no rotation was conducted on each set of items in the relevance and
usefulness scales to determine the underlying dimensions represented by these items. For each
scale, analyses of each year of dataresulted in a one-factor solution comprised of the same items
and with comparable levels of reliability. For the relevance scale, the Cronbach’ s alphawas 0.93
in 2006-07 and 0.94 in 2007-08 and 2008-09; it was 0.95 for the usefulness scalein al three
years. Additional information on the factor loadings and psychometric properties for the three
years of data collection is presented in appendix B (exhibits B.5 and B.6).

In each year, the mean ratings at the respondent level were averaged so that each
respondent for a given project contributed equally to a project-level rating. Thus, the relevance or
usefulness rating at the project level was a mean of the ratings provided by sampled participants
in that project (ranging in number from 1 to 48) who returned surveys.” Next, the rating of each
sampled project contributed equally to the computation of the mean rating across projects for
each Center. Finally, the team calculated an overall mean across the 21 Centers and overall
means for the 16 RCCs and the 5 CCs, respectively, for the relevance and useful ness ratings of
the sampled projects. In calculating these overall means, each Center’ s mean rating was
weighted equally.

Units of Analysis and Use of Statistical Tests in this Report

In analyzing the quality, relevance, and usefulness data for this study for projectsin the
study sample, there were two important features of the data that had to be accommodated. First,
the data were aggregated into several different units of analysisincluding the Center, project, and
participant. Second, the process used to identify projects both for the sample frame and the study
sample had an impact on the use of statistical testsin the resulting analyses. Both of these aspects
of the data analysis are described below.

“! The response category, “Not able to judge,” on the survey instruments indicated those respondents who were not
appropriate for addressing the particular item and were, therefore, not included in analyses. In each of the data
collection years, less than 1 percent of respondents indicated that they were “not able to judge” across either the
eight items of the relevance scale or the 11 items of the usefulness scale.

“2 |n each of the years across the eight items on the relevance scale, the rate of item nonresponse ranged from less
than 1 percent to 2.5 percent. The rate of missing data among the 11 usefulness scale items was dightly higher with
the percent of item-level nonresponse ranging from 0.1 to 2.8 percent. For both relevance and usefulness
calculations, respondents with missing data on more than two of the items were excluded from the calculation,
resulting in asmall number of respondents being excluded from the analysisin each year.
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Units of Analysis for Quality, Relevance, and Usefulness Ratings

The quality, relevance, and usefulness ratings of the sampled projects were used in
analyzing and reporting datafor several different units of analysis: the projects sampled from the
program as awhole (all 21 Centers), the projects sampled for the 16 RCCs and the 5 CCs
respectively, subgroups of the projects, and (for relevance and useful ness) subgroups of the
participants. For a Center’s mean rating on quality, relevance, or usefulness, the team weighted
each sampled project from that Center equally; for a mean across the entire program or a set of
Centers, the team weighted each Center’ s mean equally.

Several analyses were conducted for subgroups of projects across Centers—e.g., those
projects that included a research synthesis among their products, or included training among their
services. Each rater (an expert or survey respondent) had equal weight in the individual project’s
rating, and each project had equal weight in the subgroup mean rating.

Finally, some analyses were conducted for subgroups of participants across projects. For
example, the ratings of relevance provided by participants who spent at |east three daysin a
project activity were compared with the ratings provided by participants who spent lesstime. In
these analyses, the unit was the participant, not the project, and the weighting was designed to
permit generalization to all the participants across all the sampled projects. Thus the weight for
each participant’ s response was the inverse proportion of the number of respondents compared
with the total number of participants in the population for that project.

Number of Projects Varying with the Unit of Analysis. Readers will notice slight
variations in the total number of projects shown in the exhibits and analyses throughout this
report. These figures differ for two reasons.

First, in each of the survey years, there was a small number of projects for which the
evaluation team did not receive any completed surveys (two in 2006-07, four in 2007-08, and six
in 2008-09). This meant that for any analysis incorporating participant data, the maximum
number of projectsin the analysis was reduced. For analyses that did not rely on participant data
(e.0., the quality ratings), the team included all projects.

Second, as described earlier in this chapter, in both 2006-07 and 2008-09 one project
included in the sample was conducted jointly by an RCC and a CC. This“combined project” was
one of the projects counted in analyses specific to RCC projects, and also one of the projects
counted in analyses specific to CC projects. For analyses across all projects or all participants,
however, the joint RCC/CC project or its participants were counted only once in the analysis.

Use of Statistical Tests
In this report, the presentation of results is sometimes framed by statistical tests, but in

other instances those tests are not part of the presentation. The description below provides the
rationale for these differences.
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Analyses of Quality, Relevance, and Usefulness Ratings

The findings presented in the last section of chapter 5 are based on the ratings of Center
projects. For analysis by subgroups of project participants (last section of Chapter 5), inferential
statistics and a level of statistical significance of p<.05 were used to decide which differences
would be noted in the report. The evaluators adopted inferential statistics for analysis of the
differences among project participants’ responses because the participants were selected using a
stratified random sampling process. However, these results should not be generalized beyond the
sample of projects selected for each year of the evaluation.

For the interpretation of the analysis of project-level ratings for this study, the evaluation
team adopted a difference of at least one-half of one standard deviation (calculated as the pooled
standard deviation for all projects) in size as the minimum threshold for highlighting differences.
Using Cohen (1988) as a conceptual framework, the evaluation team estimated Cohen’sd (an
estimate of the effect size defined as the difference in means divided by the pooled standard
deviation) and adopted the logic of Cohen for what would be considered a moderate difference.

Although the report highlights general patternsin ratings from year to year, comparisons
in ratings across year were not conducted. Because each study year’ s sample of projects was
selected through a non-probability procedure, evaluators determined that there was no basis for
determining what portion of any differencesin the distribution of project characteristics or
ratings across years was the result of sampling bias and what portion reflected true changesin the
operation of the projects.

State Managers’ Assessment of Center Technical Assistance

The data source for the state managers assessment of Center technical assistancein
chapter 4 isthe survey of state managers. The responses from this survey comprise a census of
all state departments of education and not a probability sample. Thus, inferential statistics and
assessments of statistical significance are not necessary, and any observed difference in the
distribution of responses to the survey acrosstime is considered areal change. While there may
be measurement error, the estimate of whether any observed differences might be aresult of
chance incurred as part of a sampling processis not applicable.
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3. How the Centers Operated

An important context for assessing performance of the Centersisto understand Centers
operations in each year and the changes in operations that occurred in the third and fourth
program years (2007-08 and 2008-09). As described in chapter 1, ED established structures and
expectations for the functioning of the Centers, including the division of responsibilities between
the two types of Centers, the emphasis on applying scientifically based research and promising
practices to build state capacity to carry out NCLB, and the flow of communication between and
among the Regional Comprehensive Centers (RCCs), the Content Centers (CCs), and state
agencies.

This chapter describes the work of the Centers, addressing the following research
guestions:

] How did the Regional Comprehensive Centers and Content Centers operate as
part of the Comprehensive Technical Assistance Center program?

. How did Centers develop, refine, and carry out their plans for technical
assistance? How did they define their clients’ educational needs and
priorities?

. What were the objectives of the technical assistance the Centers offered?

What kinds of products and services were provided by the Centers?

. How did the Regional Comprehensive Centers and Content Centers
coordinate their work?

For this report a description of the Center operations focuses primarily on the most recent
program year for which data were collected, the 2008-09 program year. To describe how Center
operations have evolved over time, datafrom all three years are presented.”® The chapter begins
with adiscussion of the processes by which Centers negotiated their work, describing waysin
which they reportedly met the requirement to assess their client organizations' needs. It provides
information about the range of technical assistance objectives the Centers addressed and the
products and services they delivered. Because the two types of Centers were expected to
coordinate, it discusses ways in which they reportedly did so. The chapter concludes with a
discussion of procedures for quality assurance that Centers reported. The analysis draws on
information gathered from the Centers’ submitted Project Inventory Forms (PIFs), Centers
annual management plans, cover sheets that Centers prepared for the expert reviews of their

3 |n general, trend datainclude all three years of data collection with the following exceptions: management plans
were reviewed for program years 2006-07 and 2008-09 only; more detailed reviews of the 2008-09 Pl Fs and
accompanying cover sheets were performed to better understand the nature of Center work; questions addressing
Center investments, processes, and working relationships with SEAs and other Centers were added in the last year of
interview data collection and thus are only available in 2008-09.
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sampled projects, and interviews with Center staff conducted by the evaluation team.** It also
draws information about Center technical assistance from the survey of state managers.*

Throughout the chapter, findings are presented separately for RCCs and CCs. As
described in more detail in Chapter 1, RCCs were charged with providing direct assistance to
states on an ongoing basis (“front-line assistance”) while CCs were charged with providing
sound knowledge about their content areas to both states and RCCs. Because the two types of
Centers differed in their charge and in their mix of clients, as explained in Chapter 1, one would
expect differencesin their procedures for planning and needs assessment, their objectives, and
the products and services they delivered.

Developing Plans: Identifying Client Needs and Priorities

Before the start of each program year, the Centers were required to deliver a management
plan to ED outlining the program of technical assistance they planned to provide to clients. A
key expectation of the Centers was that they would organize their plans around the priorities and
needs of client organizations. RCCs, charged with providing “front-line” assistance to a set of
state clients, were expected to communicate with and serve those state agencies directly. The
CCs served both RCCs and states as clients for their technical assistance. Because their technical
assistance for states was to be provided in concert with RCCs, they could depend in part on the
RCCsto dert them to state priorities. In addition to serving the RCCs and states, the CCs also
served the needs of ED, responding to requests in specific content areas to advance federal
priorities. The evaluation team gathered Center reports on how they identified client needs.

According to the Centers, they gathered information to develop and refine their
management plans for each year in avariety of formal and informal ways. A comparison of
needs assessment techniques used for the 2006-07 program year with those used for the 2008-09
program year shows the extent of continuity in these approaches to needs assessment.

[ Centers conducted needs assessments annually with their respective primary
client organizations. In 2008 the two most common modes that RCCs reported
using to assess state needs were informa communications with state staff (all 16
RCCs) and designation of aliaison to the SEA (15 of 16 RCCs) (exhibit 3.1). As
compared with 2006, fewer RCCs reported communicating with chief state school
officersin 2008 (11 in 2008 vs. 14 in 2006). For CCs, procedures used in
assessing RCC needs in both 2006 and 2008 included communications with RCC
staff (5 CCsin 2006 and 2008) and with RCC directors (4 of 5 CCsin 2006 and
2008), and surveys (4 CCsin 2006 and 5 CCsin 2008).

“ See chapter 2 for more information about the data sources and the procedures for gathering, coding, and analyzing
the data reported in this chapter.

> A detailed description of the process used to gather and code the information discussed in this chapter can be
found in appendix C and related supplemental tables are in appendix D.
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Exhibit 3.1. RCC and CC interaction with clients in planning work, by year

Number of Centers reporting this mode of interaction

with clients
RCCs CCs All Centers
(N=16) (N=5) (N=21)
Mode of interaction 2006-07 2008-09 2006-07 2008-09 2006-07 2008-09

Informal needs assessment
through communication with 15 16 5 5 20 21
state staff/ RCC staff

Communication with chief state

school officers/ RCC directors 14 1 4 4 18 15
Surveys 10 8 4 5 14 13
Designated liaison to SEA 13 15 NA NA NA NA
Liaison to SEA with office space 4 3 NA NA NA NA

in SEA building

NOTE: NA=Not Applicable. CCs were not asked about liaisons to SEAs because they worked nationally
and were not expected to provide “front line” assistance.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, 15 RCCs reported that they conducted informal needs
assessment through communication with state staff; 5 CCs reported that they conducted informal needs
assessment through communication with RCC staff.

SOURCE: Center responses to binary interview questions.

] CCs assessed state-level needs both through direct communication with states
and through communication with RCCs. For 2008-09, when an interview
guestion asked about their means of assessing state needs, all 5 of the CCs
reported interacting both with states and with RCCsin order to assess state needs
(exhibit 3.2). Three of them volunteered aresponse that did not appear on the
interview protocol: that they anticipated state-level issues and needs by following
ED requests and national trends.

[ CCs also reported continuing to respond to ED requests. In 2008, 4 of 5 CCs

reported responding to requests made by ED; the same number reported doing so
in 2006.
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Exhibit 3.2. CC assessment of state needs, 2008-09

Number of CCs

Means of assessing state needs (N=5)
Ongoing interaction with states 5
Communication with RCCs about state needs 5
Anticipa_tion of issues by following ED initiatives 3
and national trends

Survey 1

NOTE: The response, “anticipation of issues...” applies to three answers volunteered in response
to a probe for “other” sources of input for planning.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, all 5 CCs reported that they assessed the needs
of the states through ongoing interaction.

SOURCE: Center responses to binary interview questions.

As aprogram providing services to the states, the Center program was expected to show
responsiveness to needs and requests for technical assistance. However, Centers might not bein
aposition to respond to every client request. Whether in negotiating their management plans
with clients or in discussing emerging needs over the course of the program year, Centers did not
always agree to every request. Center staff provided the reasons for which they turned down
client requests.

] In each year, morethan half of the Centersreported that they had turned down
aclient request for assistance. The number of Centers that had turned down one
or more requests increased within a narrow range over the years, from 12 of the
21 in 2006-07 (9 of 16 RCCsand 3 of 5 CCs) to 13 of 21 in 2007-08 (9 of 16
RCCsand 4 of 5 CCs), and 14 of 21 (10 of 16 RCCs and 4 of 5 CCs) in 2008-009.

] Among Centers that declined any client request for assistance in 2008-09, the
substitution of a different type of assistance was reported by more than half of
the RCCs but none of the CCs. Among the 10 RCCs that declined one or more
requests, 7 RCCs worked out a different plan of assistance for the client; none of
the CCsreported working out an aternate plan (exhibit 3.3). Of the 10 RCCs that
had declined client requests, 5 RCCs reported that they could not honor a request
because it fell outside their legitimate scope of work. Among the 4 CCs that
declined requests, 2 CCs turned down requests that did not fit their priorities or
their available staff time.

36



Exhibit 3.3. Reasons reported for declining technical assistance requests,

2008-09
RCCs CCs All
(N=16) (N=5) (N=21)
The Center did not turn down any requests for service 6 1 7
The Center turned down requests for service: 10 4 14
Turned down request but the Center and the client instead 7 0 7
agreed on a plan for related, but different, technical assistance
Reasons for turning down request:
A request fell outside the legitimate scope of work for a 5 1 6
Center
A request was potentially legitimate Center work but did not > > 4
fit this Center’s priorities for work with the state
Staff time and resources were already fully committed to 5 5 4
other work
The Center did not have access to the needed expertise to 0 1 1

carry out the request

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, 6 of 16 RCCs did not turn down any requests for service.
SOURCE: Center responses to standard response categories in interviews.

Adjustments Made in Ongoing Work

The Centers' stated objectives could be found in their written annual management plans,
but the ways in which they refined their plans might result in departures from these objectives.
Annua management plans written in advance might in some ways be an asset to the Centers,
enabling them to mount sustained efforts around their intended programs of work. At the same
time, however, the plans might impose rigidity on Center technical assistance, impeding a
flexible response to changing circumstances. The evaluation addressed this matter by assessing
the extent to which Centers followed or adjusted their initial plans with respect to the topical
coverage of the technical assistance, as stated in the objectives found in each annual management
plan in the second and fourth program years (2006-07 and 2008-09).

[ Across years, Centers continued to address a majority of the topics they had
planned to address in each year, with some flexibility to make adaptations. The
content of the Center management plans was compared with the projects Centers
reported on the project inventory forms (PIFs) that they had conducted. In both 2006-
07 and 2008-09 Centers delivered technical assistance on a particular topic in at least
80 percent of the instances in which they stated that topic as part of their management
plan objectives (80 percent in 2006-07, 84 percent in 2008-09) (exhibit 3.4 and
appendix exhibit D.1). The analysis showed that of 117 topic-related objectivesin the
2008-09 plans, the Centers provided services and products on 98 of them. The fact

37



that some planned cases™ (117-98=19) were not listed on the PIFs indicates that
16 percent of the cases (19 of the planned 117) were not conducted. The
corresponding figure was 20 percent for 2006-07. Looking at the work actually
conducted, in 36 percent of cases ([152-98]/152) the Center provided technical
assistance on atopic not initially cited in its planned objectives in 2008-09. The
corresponding figure was 38 percent for 2006-07.

[ There was continuity across years in the topics most often added to or deleted
from Center agendas during program years, the topics of English language
learners and response to intervention were added in more instances than other
topics, while special education curriculum, instruction, and professional
development was deleted in more instances than other topics . In Exhibit 3.4,
comparing columns 3 and 2 provides an indication of topics not included in a
Center’ s management plan but in which technical assistance was delivered by that
Center (additions). Comparison of columns 1 and 2 indicates topic areas in which
Centers planned but did not deliver a project (deletions). Eight Centers conducted
work in 2008-09 related to English language learners but had not included that
topic among their objectives for the year. The other topics added by the next-
largest number of Centers were response to intervention (7 Centers) and migrant
education (6 Centers). For 2006-07 the additions found in the largest number of
Centers were response to intervention (7 Centers), English language learners
(5 Centers), highly qualified teacher provisions (5 Centers), and supplemental
educational services (5 Centers). There were 12 of the 22 topics on which Centers
initially stated an objective but did not deliver a project in 2008-09, and 10 such
topicsin 2006-07. The topic for which work was deleted by the largest number of
Centersin both years was special education curriculum, instruction, and
professional development (4 Centersin 2008-09, 5 in 2006-07).

n Adaptationsin the topical focus of plans were more common among RCCs than
CCs. For 2008-09, the RCCs added work on 21 of 22 topics while CCs did so on
4 of 22 topics (exhibit 3.5). The same difference was found in 2006-07, when the
figureswere 19 of 22 topicsfor RCCsand 7 of 22 for CCs (appendix exhibit D.2).
Deletions of planned work also spanned more topics among RCCs than CCs
across years, being observed for 12 of 22 topics among RCCs in 2008-09 (11 of
22 in 2006-07) and 3 of 22 topics among CCsin 2008-09 (2 of 22 in 2006-07).

% Us ng each Center’ s management plan, the evaluation team coded for each Center whether it had specifically stated an
intention/objective to address work in each of the 22 topics (i.e., the first column of numbersin exhibit 3.4 indicates the number
of Centersthat stated an objective of conducting any work in each topic, beginning with the topic of state systems of support).
Using the PIFs, the evaluation team coded project topics to determine the number of Centers that actually did work in each topic
(i.e., the last column of numbers, by topic, in exhibit 3.4).
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Exhibit 3.4. Topics on which Centers stated objectives and/or delivered
projects, 2008-09

Number of Centers (N=21)

Objective on Objective on topic stated At least one

topic stated in  in management plan AND project on
management at least one project on topic reported
plan topic reported on PIF on PIF

Topic (1) 2 (3)
e o ot sl o
Components of effective systems of 16 16 17
support--state, district, school

English language learners 9 8 16
Highly qualified teacher provisions of NCLB 7 7 9
Teacher preparation and induction 7 5 7
Teacher professional development 4 4 6
Data use /data-driven decision making 7 5 5
Assessment design 7 5 6
Formative assessment 5 4 5
Special education--curriculum, instruction, 5 1 2
and professional development

Response to Intervention (Rtl) 5 4 11
Special education--assessment 4 4 6
High school redesign/reform 8 7 9
Transition to high school 1 1 3
Dropout prevention 3 3 5
Mathematics 7 7 9
Adolescent literacy 5 5 8
Reading 2 2 3
Supplemental educational services (SES) 4 2 4
Parent involvement 5 4 7
Migrant education 2 1 7
Data management compliance 3 3 5
Indian/Native American education 1 0 2

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, for the topic “Components of effective systems of support—state,
district, school,” 16 Centers had a related objective in their respective annual management plans; of these, all 16
reported projects on the topic in their PIF; and a total of 17 Centers had projects on the topic, whether or not they had
stated an objective related to it in their management plan.

SOURCES: Center management plans for 2008-09 and PIFs prepared by Centers in consultation with evaluation
team.
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Exhibit 3.5. Topics on which RCCs and CCs stated objectives and/or
delivered projects, 2008-09

Number of RCCs (N=16) Number of CCs (N=5)
Objective Objective on Objective Objective on
on topic in topic in plan Project(s) on topicin topic in plan Project(s)
manage- AND project(s) on topic manage- AND project(s) on topic
ment plan  on topic on PIF on PIF ment plan on topic on PIF on PIF
@ &) 3 4 ©) (6)
Total cases 98 82 130 19 16 22
Components of effective
systems of support-state, 15 15 16 1 1 1
district, school
English language
learners 7 6 12 2 2 4
Highly qualified teacher
provisions of NCLB 6 6 8 1 1 1
Teacher professional
development 6 5 7 1 0 0
Teacher preparation and
induction E E 5 1 1 1
Data use / data-driven
decision making 6 4 4 1 1 1
Assessment design 6 5 6 1 0 0
Formative assessment 4 3 4 1 1 1
Special education—
curriculum, instruction
and professional 4 1 2 1 0 0
development
Response to Intervention
(Rtl) 5 4 9 0 0 2
Special education—
assessment 2 2 4 2 2 2
High school
redesign/reform ’ 6 8 1 1 1
Transition to high school 0 0 2 1 1 1
Dropout prevention 2 2 4 1 1 1
Mathematics 6 6 8 1 1 1
Adolescent literacy 4 4 6 1 1 2
Reading 1 1 2 1 1 1
Supplemental
educational services 3 1 3 1 1 1
(SES)
Parent involvement 5 4 6 0 0 1
Migrant education 2 1 7
Data management
compliance 3 3 5
Indian/Native American
education 1 0 2 0 0 0

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, for the topic “Components of Effective Systems of Support—State, District,
School,” 15 RCCs reported a related objective in their management plans; of these, all 15 reported projects on the topic; and
a total of 16 RCCs had projects on the topic, whether or not they had originally stated an objective related to it.

SOURCES: Center management plans for 2008-09 and PIFs prepared by Centers in consultation with evaluation team.
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The Nature of Center Work

Centers carried out a variety of technical assistance activities across and within projects.
Their work reflected change and continuity across years as well as decisions about priorities
negotiated with clients for each year. We discuss here the types of project investments reported
by Centersin 2008-09, the topics addressed across all projectsin al three years, the activities
carried out in sampled projectsin al three years, and the nature of the sampled projects in 2008-
09 on a high-priority topic, that of statewide systems of support.

Throughout this section we refer to seven distinct types of activities®, which the team
identified and defined as follows: (1) ongoing consultation and follow-up through multiple
service contacts over time, either to fulfill repeated requests or to follow up with individuals who
participated in another assistance activity; (2) research collections and syntheses distributed by a
Center, whether developed by that Center or elsewhere; (3) engagement of participantsin project
planning, defined as going beyond needs assessment to include opportunities for at least some
participants to shape the specific assistance; (4) training events, designed to impart skills and
equip participants to carry out a particular program or strategy; (5) task force meetings and work
in which a Center supported a group that was itself constituted as a task force to address a state
purpose; (6) conferences, defined as single events in which multiple speakers or discussants
presented information; and (7) support for development of a formal plan to implement a program
or policy, where the Center supported work by participants in a state.

Center Investments

For the fourth program year, 2008-09, interviewers asked the Centers to identify their
investment priorities with respect to project duration and change, as well as to the types of
technical assistance activities that were priorities for their clients and themselves. Another
perspective on these matters was provided by the state managers who were asked in surveys
about the types of technical assistance that their state received from Centers.

| Center directorsreported their largest investments to be in multi-year projects
following “along term plan.” This response was given by 13 of the 16 RCCs and
4 of the 5 CCs (exhibit 3.6). For three RCCs, the greatest investment was in multi-
year projects that had undergone “ substantial shifts from the originally planned
participants, activities, or purposes.” One CC reported the greatest investment in
projects that were self-contained within 2008-09.

47 At the project level, the cover sheets that Centers submitted along with their materials for expert review provided
data on the types of activities and resources that the project offered to some or al of its participants. See Chapter 2
for additional details.
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Exhibit 3.6. Reported investment of Center resources in long-term vs. short-
term projects, 2008-09

Number of Centers reporting as the
largest investment of resources

for 2008-09
RCCs CCs All

Types of Center projects (N=16) (N=5) (N=21)
Multi-year project(s) that followed a long-term plan

e o 13 4 17
for participants, activities, and purposes
Multi-year project(s) with substantial shifts from the
originally planned participants, activities, or 3 0 3
purposes
Projects that were self-contained within a single 0 1 0

year rather than extending across years

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, 13 RCCs reported that their largest investment of resources
was in multi-year projects that followed a long-term plan for participants, activities, and purposes.

SOURCE: Center responses to standard response categories during interviews.

When asked in interviews about the changes in Center work from 2006 to 2009, Center
directors from 6 RCCs and 3 CCs described Center assistance as becoming more long term and
ongoing, whereas it previously was more likely to focus on delivering discrete activities or
materials. Among the 16 RCCs, 9 reported their work as increasingly focused on systemic and
structural issues at the state level, with more efforts to build sustainable structures and processes.
In addition to a shift in focus, 9 RCCs also described providing more “on-call assistance” to SEA
leaders to think through and help solve pressing problems or plan for improvement. Four of the 5
CC directors reported an increase in direct assistance to state or RCC clients, such as consultative
assistance in applying research.

Centers could address state needs and priorities in awide range of ways, and in making
choices among activities they had to strike balances. In negotiating their management plans and
project activities, they had to recognize clients' demand for particular modes of technical
assistance while using their professional judgment about what would be most productivein
meeting Center objectives.

] Ongoing consultation was the type of project activity cited by the largest
numbers of RCCs and CCs as (1) most requested by clients, (2) the largest
investment, and (3) the most important for achieving Center aimsin 2008-09.
Asked to select from ageneral list of seven types of project activities and
resources, the directors of 5 of the 16 RCCs and 2 of the 5 CCs said they made the
greatest investment of resources in “ongoing consultation” in 2008-09 (exhibit
3.7). Directors also identified this activity as the one most requested by clients (4
of the 16 RCCs and 4 of the 5 CCs), and the one most important for achieving
Center objectives (6 of the 16 RCCs and 3 of the 5 CCs).
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Exhibit 3.7. RCC and CC activities and resources by reported client
demand, investment, and importance to objectives, 2008-09

Most requested by Most important to
clients Largest investment achieve objectives

Activities and All All All
resources RCCs CCs Centers] RCCs CCs Centers] RCCs CCs Centers
Ongoing consultation 4 4 8 5 > 7 6 3 9
and follow-up
Research collections 1 1 5 0 1 1 0 0 0
and syntheses
Engagement of
participants in project 2 0 2 3 0 3 4 0 4
planning
Training events 4 0 4 3 0 3 1 0 1
Task force meetings 3 0 3 3 0 3 3 0 3
and work
Conferences 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1
Support development
_of a formal plan to > 0 > > 1 3 > 1 3
implement a program
or policy

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, four of the 16 RCCs indicated in interviews that ongoing
consultation and follow-up was the service most requested by their clients.

SOURCE: Project cover sheets prepared by Centers for the expert review of project materials and coded by the
evaluation team.

] State managers survey responses across the three years corroborated the
Centers' reports of continuity in the work, and indicated that Centers provided a
combination of hands-on help and delivery of knowledge resources. The largest
number of state managers, weighted,” said in each year that the Centers had
provided “magor” assistance with facilitating work groups, with the percentage
ranging from 43 to 65 percent across years) (exhibit 3.8). The next most often
reported type of assistance was hands-on help with designing, delivering, or
convening professional development for local educators (ranging from 29 to 55
percent), followed by delivery of information about policies and practices in other
states (ranging from 28 to 46 percent) or about research findings (ranging from 25
to 45 percent).

“8 For 20 or more states in each year, the evaluation team received completed responses from more than one state
manager. As the state was the primary unit of analysisin analyzing data from the state manager survey for this
report, the state managers' responses were weighted to ensure that each state was equally represented in all summary
statistics while taking into account the variation in responses within each state. The weighting procedure, where
each response was weighted by the inverse of the number of managers responding from that state, ensured that each
state was equally represented when the team aggregated responses across states to describe the distribution of
responses. See chapter 2 for adetailed description of the sampling and analysis procedures.
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Exhibit 3.8. State managers’ reports of assistance from Centers, by type of
assistance, by year

Percent of state managers
(weighted) reporting “major”
assistance from any Center

Type of assistance 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Facilitating work groups or committees 43% 56% 65%
Designing, delivering, or convening PD and 29 45 55
conferences for local educators
Collecting/disseminating information about

L o 28 33 46
policies and practices in other states
S_yn_thesmng and disseminating research o5 a4 45
findings
Analyzing data or conducting needs 16 35 34
assessments
Developing tools for monitoring programs 15 35 32
Reviewing state plans and policies 21 31 29
Assisting with a response to federal planning

) ; 15 20 21

and reporting requirements
Completing routine tasks more efficiently 13 12 17

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, 43 percent of state managers (weighted) reported that
their state had received “major” assistance from their RCC or any CC that consisted of facilitating work
groups or committees.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally represented in
instances where more than one manager from a state responded.

Topics of Projects

Asdiscussed earlier in this chapter, the Centers classified all of their projects for each
year of the study according to the primary topics addressed, using alist of topics developed for
this evaluation, to complete their annual project inventory forms (PIFs). The number and percent
of all projects addressing each topic gives an indication of the substantive priorities identified by
Centers and their clientsin each year. Across 23 topics (including “ other”), one was the focus for
the largest share of projectsin each year:

[ A prioritized topical focus for Center projectsin each year was assistance with
“systems of support,” addressing support for improvement in struggling schools
and districts. Among all projects, 19 percent addressed this topic in 2006-07,
25 percent in 2007-08, and 21 percent in 2008-09 (exhibit 3.9). After “ systems of
support”, the topic area with the second largest number of projects each year
focused on English language learners (7 percent of all projectsin both 2006-07
and 2007-08, and 10 percent in 2008-09). Center services were otherwise widely
dispersed across topic areas, and no other topic was the focus of as many as 10
percent of projectsin any year.



Exhibit 3.9. Percent of projects on PIFs, by topic and by year

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Total number of projects 365 346 332
Topics Percent of total
Support—state, district, scbool | 1% 2% 2%
English language learners 7 7 10
Highly qualified teacher provisions of 4 6 5
NCLB

Teacher professional development 4 2 2
Teacher preparation and induction 2 2 2
Data use / data-driven decision making 2 1 2
Assessment design 1 2 2
Formative assessment 3 3 2
Special education—curriculum,

instruction and professional 2 2 1
development

Response to Intervention (Rtl) 3 6 6
Special education—assessment 1 1 3
High school redesign/reform 4 3 5
Transition to high school 2 1 1
Dropout prevention 1 1 2
Mathematics 5 6 8
Adolescent literacy 5 5 4
Reading 7 3 2
Supplemental educational services 5 3 >
(SES)

Parent involvement 3 3 3
Migrant education 3 4 3
Data management compliance 4 3 3
Indian/Native American education 1 2 2
Other 13 7 9

EXHIBIT READS: For the topic “Components of effective systems of support—state, district, school,” there
were 71 projects on all PIFs for the 2006-07 program year, which was 19 percent of the total number of
projects for that year.

SOURCE: PIFs prepared by Centers in consultation with evaluation team.
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Types of Activities and Resources

A closer look at the Center projectsin each year’s sample provided further insight into
their scope and the activities they encompassed. For each year, the team’ s analysis of sampled
projects (through procedures described in chapter 2) provides information about the nature of
Center technical assistance activities or resources. Although the sample of projectsis not
statistically representative of the Centers' work, project sample selection for review of each
Center’ swork favored the most dominant projects and included more than half (56 percent) of
the designated major or moderate projects.

Here we focus particularly on comparing activities across RCCs and CCs' sampled
projects across years. We first remind readers that a project is a unit of analysis that may
encompass many different activities:

[ Projects entailed multiple activities, with RCC projects averaging between 3 and
4 activitiesin each year and CC projects averaging between 2 and 3 activities.
The mean number of activities in RCC projects was 3.2 in 2006-07, and 3.9 in
2007-08 and 2008-09. In CC projects, the mean was 2.4 in 2006-07, 2.5. in 2007-
08, and 2.8 in 2008-09.

Exhibit 3.10. Sampled RCC and CC projects by types of activities and
resources, by year

Percent of sampled RCC Percent of sampled CC
projects projects

2006-07  2007-08 2008-09 | 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Activities and resources (n=96) (n=96) (n=93) (n=27) (n=26) (n=26)
uOg\gomg consultation and follow- 829 93% 91% 2204 15% 62%
Research collections and 54 53 53 74 85 77
syntheses
Engagement_of participants in 45 63 59 30 31 27
project planning
Training events 43 55 59 37 50 50
Task force meetings and work 50 58 56 7 8 8
Conferences 27 35 40 63 42 38
Support development of a formal
plan to implement a program or 19 32 31 7 15 23
policy

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07program year, 82 percent of sampled RCC projects included ongoing consultation
and follow-up.

SOURCE: Project cover sheets prepared by Centers for the expert review of project materials. In addition to serving
as resource material for the expert reviewers, these cover sheets were coded by the evaluation team.
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Across years, the kinds of support provided by the RCCs and CCs differed in
ways that were consistent with the model of technical assistance envisioned by
ED. The guidance given by ED through the Center grant competition and
afterwards laid out a particular structure for the Centers' work: RCCs would
specialize in interactions with state clients to provide frontline assistance while
CCswould specialize in activities that required a content focus. In each year, the
most common activity found in sampled RCC projects was “ongoing consultation
and follow-up” (82 percent in 2006-07; 93 percent in 2007-08; and 91 percent in
2008-09) (exhibit 3.10). In CC sampled projects, it was “research collections and
synthesis’ (74 percent in 2006-07, 85 percent in 2007-08, and 77 percent in 2008-
09), an activity that fewer RCC projects included (53 or 54 percent in each year).

While the two types of Centers each retained a focus on activities distinctly
associated with the original program design, their ways of working became more
similar over the years. For example, in a departure from past CC practice, more
than half of the sampled CC projectsin 2008-09 (62 percent) included ongoing
consultation and follow-up, an activity found in the great majority of RCC projects
(at least 82 percent in every year). Conferences, which had been more than twice as
common in the CC project sample as in the RCC project sample in 2006-07

(63 percent of projects vs. 27 percent) were found in 38 percent of the CC projects
and 40 percent of the RCC projectsin 2008-09 (exhibit 3.10).
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Projects on “Effective Systems of Support — State, District, School”

In every year, the topic addressed by the largest number of Center projects was “components of
effective systems of support—state, district, school.” This included technical assistance with the statewide
systems of support (SSOS) that SEAs are required to mobilize to help struggling schools and districts
improve student performance. An SSOS comprises an infrastructure for the delivery of onsite help, and
strategies and materials designed to guide local improvement. For the sampled projects addressing
statewide systems of support in 2008-09, further detail is provided about patterns of activities conducted
and resource materials used. Among the 33 sampled projects on systems of support in 2008-09, Centers
assisted in one or both of two ways:

[ | Working with SEA decision makers in redesigning their state’s SSOS infrastructure,
revising strategies for local improvement, or both (24 projects). SSOS redesign efforts
included reorganization of the SEA and delineation of responsibilities in the SSOS.
Revising strategies centered on the content to be delivered, for example, approaches to
instructional coaching or a framework of indicators to guide school improvement.

[ | Teaching (or helping teach) support providers in carrying out their work in the field (15
projects). The content of project training centered on using the SEA improvement and
planning tools with schools and districts (e.g., planning templates, guides, rubrics, self-
assessments). In 12 of these projects, Centers also assisted in developing the state
materials for use in the field.

Among the materials that RCCs or CCs employed in their work with SEAs or support providers in
these projects, the three used most often were published by the Content Center on Innovation and
Improvement (ClI) in 2007:

[ | “Handbook on Statewide Systems of Support” (9 projects). This 294-page handbook
reviews research related to SSOS and principles for improving schools. It includes
chapters on the state role, a conceptual framework for an effective SSOS, case studies
of RCC support, and tools for assessing SSOS.

[ | “Strengthening the Statewide System of Support: A Manual for the Comprehensive
Center and the State Education Agency” (7 projects). This 99-page manual is designed
to guide an RCC in facilitating SSOS self-assessment with an SEA.

[ | “Handbook on Restructuring and Substantial School Improvement” (6 projects). This 125-
page handbook offers modules with action principles on district frameworks, school board
and central office roles, school change, learning-focused leadership, monitoring and
changing instruction, and systems for improved teaching. It also provides approximately
150 indicators of success in school restructuring. This manual builds on the publication
School Restructuring Under NCLB: What Works When?, produced by Public Impact and
the Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement.

Working Relationships in Technical Assistance Delivery

The delivery of technical assistance could be affected by several types of working
relationships: the coordination of work between RCCs and CCsin the two-tier system; the
Centers' working relationships with their clients; and the engagement of knowledgeable
individuals in quality assurance. Based on the design of the center system, the RCCs and CCs
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were expected to work together to serve state clients, and at the same time CCs were to provide
technical assistance to the RCCs. Impediments could arise in RCC-CC coordination, in the
provision of technical assistance to states, and in CCs' assistance to RCCs. Also, in the process
of preparing technical assistance activities and resources for delivery to clients, Centers drew on
various sources of quality assurance. These various aspects of coordination and service delivery
were examined in the evaluation based on the sampled projects across the three years (2006-07,
2007-08, and 2008-09). Questions addressing Center investments, processes, and working
relationships with SEAs and other Centers were added in the last year of data interview
collection, and thus are only available in 2008-09.

RCC-CC Coordination

Charged with working together to assist the states, RCCs and CCs had to communicate
and coordinate. Cooperation across Centers could be manifested not only in communication
across organizations but also within specific projects: technical assistance projects of each type
of Center could potentially incorporate help from the other type of Center. The evaluation
tracked each of these types of coordination.

For a description of coordination between CCs and RCCs, each CC director was asked
about types of activitiesit had carried out in 2008-09 with at least some of the RCCs.
Corroboration was sought from RCCs, whose directors were asked whether each of the CCs (by
name) had coordinated in these ways with them.

[ All RCCs and CCsreported communicating at least monthly with at least one
Center of the other typein 2008-09, but working relationships varied across the
specific Centers. When asked about their coordination practices, al 16 RCCs
reported receiving knowledge resources from CCs and communicating at |east
monthly with CCs (exhibit 3.11); all 5 of the CCs also reported these coordination
practices. However, there was variation in the number of RCCs reporting that
individual CCs had coordinated with them. For example, 15 RCCs reported
monthly communication with “CC A,” whereas 7 RCCs reported monthly
communication with “CC D.”

] All but one of the RCCs reported teaming up with a CC to provide assistance to
states, but this type of coordinated assistance occurred more often with
particular CCs. When asked about their coordination in providing assistance to
states, 15 RCCs reported teaming up with CCs and all 5 CCs reported teaming up
with RCCs. However, the extent to which this type of coordination occurred
varied by CC. For example, 14 RCCs reported working with 1 CC while 7 RCCs
reported working with another CC.

] Communication about promising practicesin states was the least common type
of coordination. Two of the 5 CCs reported soliciting information about
promising state practices from RCCs. Ten of the 16 RCCs reported offering such
information to CCs (exhibit 3.11), with 2 to 7 RCCs reportedly communicating
with each specific CC about promising state practices.
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Exhibit 3.11. RCC-CC coordination reported by Center directors, 2008-09
Number of Number of RCCs reporting this | Number of
RCCs type of coordination with CCs
reporting this individual CCs reporting
type of (N=16) this type of
coordination coordination
with one or with one or
more CCs cc cc cc cc cc | more RCCs
Type of coordination (N=16) A B C D E (N=5)
RCC received CC knowledge
resources (materials or
experts); CC provided 16 16 15 1315 14 5
knowledge resources
RCC and CC communicated 16 15 14 10 7 11 5
at least monthly
RCC and CC teamed up to
provide technical assistance 15 14 7 8 12 9 5
to states
RCC provided information
about promising state
practices to CC(s); CC
solicited information about 10 ! 6 6 2 6 2
promising state practices
from RCCs

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, all 16 RCCs reported that they received knowledge
resources from one or more of the CCs. Sixteen RCCs also reported this type of coordination with CC “A.”

SOURCE: Center responses to standard response categories during interviews.

For insight into the nature of joint RCC-CC work at the project level, the study team
determined whether each RCC project sampled for the evaluation in each year incorporated
specific types of input from one or more CCs, and vice versa.

] In all three years, more than half of Center projects were completed by a single
type of Center, although the types of roles that Centers played when involved in
each others' projects were consistent with the design of the Center system. The
CCs, which were expected to focus on the research in a content area, provided
substantive materials, assistance, or advice in connection with between 32 percent
and 48 percent of sampled RCC projects across years (exhibit 3.12). The RCCs,
which were expected to maintain contact with the states in their regions, recruited
participants or brokered services for 35 to 38 percent of sampled CC projects
(exhibit 3.13).

] Across years, there were upward trendsin CCsand RCCs providing direct
technical assistance in the other type of Center’s projects. Among sampled RCC
projects, the percentage that included direct assistance from CC staff was
18 percent in 2006-07, 22 percent in 2007-08, and 30 percent in 2008-09 (exhibit
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3.12). The corresponding figures for RCC delivery of technical assistancein
sampled CC projects were 11 percent, 12 percent, and 38 percent (exhibit 3.13).

Exhibit 3.12. Sampled RCC projects by CC contribution, by year

Percent of sampled RCC
projects

2006-07 2007-08  2008-09
(n=96) (n=96) (n=93)

RCC project had no CC contribution 52% 67% 52%

RCC project had a CC contribution 48 32 a7
CC provided materials used in this RCC project 44 28 35
gzits:?g;ﬁ{sed technical assistance to project 18 29 30
CC provided advice to the RCC on this project 17 17 26

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, there was no CC contribution in 52 percent of sampled
RCC projects.

SOURCE: Project cover sheets prepared by Centers for the expert review of project materials and coded
by the evaluation team.

Exhibit 3.13.  Sampled CC projects by RCC contribution, by year

Percent of sampled CC
projects

2006-07 2007-08  2008-09
(n=27) (n=26) (n=26)

CC project had no RCC contribution 63% 62% 58%
CC project had an RCC contribution 37 38 42
RCC recruited participants or brokered service 37 38 35

RCC delivered technical assistance to project

participants 11 12 38

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, there was no CC contribution in 63 percent of sampled
CC projects.

SOURCE: Project cover sheets prepared by Centers for the expert review of project materials and coded
by the evaluation team.
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Center Reports of Barriers to Achieving Technical Assistance Aims

The effective delivery of technical assistance depended on the Centers' working
effectively with their clients. Centers had the opportunity to describe in interviews the
circumstances that might have impeded these working relationships. Both RCCs and CCs
described the barriers that they perceived in achieving their objectives for assisting states. (In
chapter 4, Centers' perceptions are compared with those reported by state managers.) Each type
of Center, from its own perspective, also addressed barriers impeding the delivery of CC
technical assistance to RCCsas clients.

] Turnover in staff within state offices or intermediary units was the barrier most
widely reported by both types of Centers, but reported by RCCs to be the greatest
barrier. Staffing turnover was reported as a barrier by 10 of the 16 RCCs and 3 of
the 5 CCs (exhibit 3.14). Six RCCs (but no CCs) identified it as the greatest
barrier. Turnover at the leadership level was areported barrier for 8 RCCsand 3
CCs, and the greatest barrier for 2 RCCs.

] Thetwo greatest barriers CCs reported were policy shifts at the state level and a
mismatch between state priorities and their own scopes of work. Two of the
5 CCsreported policy or priority shifts as a barrier, and both of them termed this
the greatest barrier to achieving their objectives with states (exhibit 3.14). Three
of the 5 CCsreported that “a state’s most important priorities for assistance fell
outside the Center’ s scope of work,” and 2 of them viewed this astheir greatest
barrier.

[ Four RCCsraised an issue that had not been on the list of responses: cutsin
state staffing and budgets. In response to the prompt, “other,” 4 of the 16 RCCs
brought up the states fiscal difficulties as an impediment to technical assistance,
noting that state layoffs or hiring freezes were challenges for their assistance plans
(exhibit 3.14).%

“9 Since the Centers were not specifically prompted with this response option, we cannot say how many others
would have reported it asabarrier if asked. (An additional 4 RCCsand 1 CC gave arange of different responsesto
the “other” prompt, as shown in the exhibit.)
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Exhibit 3.14.  Centers’ perception of barriers to achieving objectives in
delivering technical assistance to states, 2008-09

Number of Centers reporting:

Barrier Greatest barrier
Barrier to achieving technical assistance RCC CcC RCC CcC
objectives (N=16) (N=5) (N=16) (N=5)
No barriers reported to achieving objectives in 1 1 1 1
serving states
A state office, division, or intermediary unit
. ; ; 10 3 6 0
experienced turnover in staffing
A state experienced turnover in leadership 8 3 2 0
A policy or priority shift at the state level caused the 8 5 1 5
Center’s assistance to be less helpful than it might
There was a lack of coordination or communication
s 5 1 1 0
within a state agency
State staff did not have time to work with the Center 5 0 1 0
Cuts in state staff and budgets* 4 0 1

A state would have preferred to locate and contract
directly with experts or consultants rather than 3 0 1 0
working with the Centers

A state’s most important priorities for assistance fell

outside the Center’s scope of work 2 3 0 2
A state secured most of the technical assistance it
2 1 0 0
needed from other sources
The process of negotiating a work scope and
L X 1 0 0 0
organizing projects took too long
Center staff were not able to spend as much time 1 0 0 0
working with a state as the state would have liked
State clients placed a higher priority on completing
short-term work than on addressing long-term 1 0 0 0
purposes
The Center was unable to develop a productive
) X e 0 1 0 0
working relationship with a state
The Center did not have the expertise a state
0 0 0 0
needed
Other 4 1 2 0

NOTE: *This response was volunteered by multiple respondents in response to the “other” prompt and was
re-coded as a separate response.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, One RCC reported no barriers to achieving objectives in
serving states. Ten RCCs reported that a barrier to achieving its technical assistance objectives was that a
state office, division, or intermediary unit experienced a turnover in staffing.

SOURCE: Center responses to standard response categories during interviews.
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Turning to the technical assistance relationship between the two types of Centers, the
CCsdescribed the barriers that they saw asimpeding their assistance to RCCs, and the RCCs
reported on barriersin this same relationship from their perspective as the client.

The greatest barriersreported in the RCC-CC technical assistance relationship
were limitations of the CC’ s scope of work and staff capacity, and the issue of
shiftsin state policies or priorities. Four of the 5 CCs reported that “RCCs most
important priorities for assistance fell outside the CCs' scope of work,” and 2 of
them called this the greatest barrier (exhibit 3.15). Seven of the 16 RCCs reported
that thiswas a barrier, with 4 calling it the greatest barrier. Five of the 16 RCCs
reported that, “ CC staff were not able to spend as much time working with us as
we would have liked,” and 3 of them named it as the greatest barrier. None of the
CCs reported this as an impediment to achieving its technical assistance
objectives with RCCs. For 2 CCs, shiftsin state policies or priorities were said to
impede not only their technical assistance to states but also their technical
assistance to the RCCs working with states. Both reported this barrier as the
greatest one they encountered in assisting RCCs. One of the 16 RCCs reported
thisas abarrier to receiving assistance from CCs, but not the greatest barrier.

Four RCCs reported no barriersto receiving technical assistance from CCs.
However, all 5 CCsdid identify barriers (exhibit 3.15).



Exhibit 3.15.  Barriers to CCs’ assistance to RCCs, 2008-09, perceived by RCCs
and CCs

Number of Centers reporting

Barrier Greatest barrier
RCC CcC RCC CC
Barrier to delivery/ receipt of technical assistance (N=16) (N=5) (N=16) (N=5)
No barriers reported to receiving assistance 4 0 4 0
RCCs’ most important priorities for assistance fell 7 4 4 5
outside the CCs’ scope of work
CC staff were not able to spend as much time working 5 0 3 0
with RCCs as the RCCs would have liked
The RCC and CC were unable to develop a productive
. ; . 3 0 0 0
working relationship
RCCs secured most of the technical assistance they
2 1 2 0
needed from other sources
CCs did not have the expertise RCCs needed 2 1 0 0
A policy or priority shift at the state caused the CCs’ 1 > 0 2
assistance to RCCs to be less helpful than it might
There was a lack of coordination or communication 1 > 0 0
within an RCC
RCC staff did not have time to work with CCs 1 0 1 0
RCCs experienced turnover in staffing 0 1 0 0
RCCs placed a higher priority on completing short-
. 0 1 0 0
term work than on addressing long-term purposes
The process of negotiating a work scope and 0 0 0 0
organizing projects took too long
RCCs would have preferred to locate and contract
directly with experts or consultants rather than working 0 0 0 0
with the CCs
RCCs experienced turnover in leadership 0 0 0 0

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, four RCCs reported no barriers to achieving receiving
technical assistance from CCs. Seven RCCs reported that a barrier to the receipt of technical assistance
was that the RCCs’ most important priorities for assistance fell outside the CCs’ scope of work.

SOURCE: Center responses to standard response categories during interviews.

Quality Assurance Procedures

Finally, a potentially important aspect of Center operations was the steps taken to ensure
quality in the technical assistance delivered. Depending on what a Center provided to clients,
different approaches to quality assurance might be feasible: in particular, materials would lend
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themselves more readily to formal review before delivery, compared with services. Recognizing
that there were differences in the mix of resources and activities delivered across projects and
across Centers, the team gathered Centers' self-reports on the particular sources of expertise
brought to bear in quality assurance for each project in the 2008-09 sample, selected from alist
of possible sources. In addition, the interviews with Center directors addressed their standard
procedures, if any, for quality assurance.

] While most RCC and CC projects were reviewed in-house, many of the CC
projects also underwent review by external expertsand by ED. Review by
Center staff was reported for more than 90 percent of projects (92 percent of RCC
projects, 96 percent of CC projects) (exhibit 3.16). Just under half of al projects
were reviewed by other staff, not regularly employed by the Center, in the lead
grantee organization (47 percent of RCC projects, 31 percent of CC projects) or in
subgrantee organizations (38 percent of RCC projects, 58 percent of CC projects).
For 85 percent of the sampled CC projects, experts were retained to review
materias; for 81 percent, ED provided areview. The corresponding figures for
RCC projects were lower, at 44 percent and 17 percent respectively.

Exhibit 3.16.  Sources of expertise used in quality assurance, by Center type,

2008-09
Percent of sampled Center projects
RCC CcC All
projects projects projects
Source (n=93) (n=26) (n=119)
Internal Center staff (of lead grantee organization 9206 96% 93%
and/or subgrantees)
Other staff in the lead organization, not formally 47 31 24
employed by the Center
Outside experts retained to review drafts/materials 44 85 53
Content Center(s) 39 15 34
Other staff in subgrantee organization(s) 38 58 42
U.S. Department of Education 17 81 31

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, 92 percent of RCC projects reportedly underwent review by
internal Center staff prior to delivery

SOURCE: Project cover sheets prepared by Centers for the expert review of project materials and coded by the
evaluation team.

When Center directors were asked in interviews whether they had “aformal process’ for
“guality assurance in technical assistance during 2008-09,” all but 1 of the 21 (an RCC director)
said yes. The specific procedures Center directors reported using for quality assurance differed
for products and services. Across the 14 Centers who described their in-house product reviews
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(10 of the 16 RCCs and 4 of the 5 CCs), Centers explained the two types of pre-release reviews
conducted for the products they distributed in print or electronic form. Most often, in-house
reviews targeted formatting and style, such as copy editing (7 RCCs and 3 CCs). Centers aso
reported using one or more of the following sources for conducting substantive internal reviews
(9 RCCs and 3CCs): knowledgeable Center staff members, Center directors personally reviewing
all products, or staff members from the grantee or subgrantee organization who were not on the
Center staff.

For services, adetailed review prior to delivery would not be feasible in the same way
that it would for a product, and Centers instead described cycles of in-house review informed by
evaluative feedback from clients. As a part of these cycles of review, client feedback was
gathered systematically by internal or external evaluators or gathered by the technical assistance
providersin service reviews with clients. A total of 10 Centers (9 RCCsand 1 CC) cited client
feedback (e.g., event evaluations) as a source of input to quality assurance.
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4. State Managers’ Assessment of Center
Technical Assistance

The Centers were expected to provide technical assistance that would build states
capacity to carry out their responsibilities under NCLB, supporting district and school efforts to
close achievement gaps and raise student achievement. Thus, the perceptions of Center
assistance expressed by state agency managers provide a relevant perspective on the outputs of
the overall Center program. These managers were in a position to view the planning, operations,
and state agency perceptions of the technical assistance provided by both the RCCs and the CCs.
This evaluation inquired into the extent to which Center technical assistance served state
purposes and, according to state managers, built state capacity.

This chapter examines how the work of the Centers was regarded by senior managersin
state education agencies, addressing the following research questions:

[ What was the performance of the Comprehensive Centersin addressing state
needs and priorities? How did their performance change over the period of time
studied?

. How did the Centers’ state clients define their needs and priorities?

. To what extent, as reported by states, did Center assistance expand state
capacity to address underlying needs and priorities and meet the goals of
NCLB?

. To what extent did states rely on other sources of technical assistance

besides the Centers? What were other sources of technical assistance that
states used? How did the usefulness of Center assistance compare with the
usefulness of assistance from other sources?

The analysisin this chapter draws on information gathered through the survey of state
managers administered in each of the three data collection year as well as interviews with Center
staff conducted by the evaluation team. *°

Extent to Which Center Assistance Served State Purposes

ED placed a significant emphasis on having the Centers, both RCCs and CCs, deliver
technical assistance that would advance state efforts to implement NCLB. In developing their
work plans and delivering technical assistance, the Centers were expected to target their work on

0 A detailed description of the changes to the state manager survey between the 2006-07 and 2007-08
administration cycles as well as copies of both survey instruments can be found in appendix E. Supplemental tables
related to this chapter are in appendix F.
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state concerns and priorities. States’ views of how well the assistance met their own purposes
provided one perspective on the success of the program.

All state managers responding to the survey indicated the extent to which Center
technical assistance had served their state purposes, in each year of the study. Further elaboration
was provided by those who reported that this assistance had served state purposes less than
completely:

[ More state managersin each year reported that Center technical assistance
addressed their states' purposes. The percentage reporting that Center technical
assistance had “served the state’ s purposes completely” was 36 percent for 2006-
07, 47 percent for 2007-08, and 56 percent for 2008-09 (exhibit 4.1).>*

Exhibit 4.1. Extent to which technical assistance from the Centers served state
purposes, as judged by state managers, by year

It did not serve the state’s

Percent of state managers (weighted)
purposes

100
It was a good start, but some

important priorities were

30 not addressed

It was a good start
60

40

It served the state’s

purposes completely
20

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
(n=56) (n=57) (n=54)

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, 36 percent of state managers, weighted, reported
that Center technical assistance served the state’s purposes completely.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally
represented in instances where more than one manager from a state responded.

! The survey of state managers was administered to managersin acensus of all state departments of education.
Therefore, difference in the distribution of state responses to the survey across time is presented without inferential
statistics or assessments of statistical significance.
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Over the three years, state managers reported greater interest in seeking more
technical assistance from Centers. The survey posed a series of follow-up
guestions asking why, to the respondents who did not report that Center assistance
“served the state’ s purposes completely” (exhibit 4.2).%? These state managers
were asked to check off as many as eight possible reasons that the assistance was
less helpful to their state than it might have been. In 2008-09, the most frequent
response among the subgroup of state managers whose purposes were not
completely served was, “ Center staff are not able to spend as much time working
with the state as we would like.” The frequency of this response increased over
time: it was selected by 17 percent of these respondents in 2006-07, 27 percent in
2007-08, and 43 percent in 2008-09.> (These percentages of the subgroup
represented 9, 10, and 16 percent of all state managers, weighted, respectively.)

State managers' reservations about Center technical assistance were not the
same issues that Center directors saw as barriersto meeting their aims. As
discussed in chapter 3, the Center directors were asked to indicate what had
impeded their assistance to states in 2008-09, choosing from alist that included
all the responses that also appeared on the state manager survey. For the 20 state
managers (weighted) reporting Center assistance had served the state’ s purposes
less than completely, the issue reported by the highest percentage of state
managers (43 percent) was that “ Center staff are not able to spend as much time
working with the state as we would like” while the top issue for Center directors
(48 percent) was that “a policy or priority shift at the state level caused the
Center’ s assistance to be less helpful than it might be” (exhibit 4.2).

%2 |In each reporting year, a small number of state managers who indicated they were not fully satisfied with the
technical assistance they received from the Centers failed to answer the follow-up question asking why they were
less than satisfied. 1n 2006-07, 64 percent of state managers were less than fully satisfied and 53 percent provided
responses to the follow-up question. These percentages were 53 percent and 37 percent for 2007-08 and 44 percent
and 37 percent for 2008-09.

* The percentage of state managers reporting that their state’s purposes were not completely served varied by year.
Thus, for the follow-up question (“reasons the technical assistance has been less helpful than it might be”),
comparison of percentages from year to year may include variation in responses over time as well as changesin
respondents addressing the question.
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Exhibit 4.2. Reasons why Center assistance served some states’ purposes less
than completely, by year, as reported by state managers, and
barriers reported by Center directors to achieving Center aims, 2008-

09

Percent of those state managers
(weighted) who reported Center

Percent of all
Center directors

assistance had not served their reporting
purposes completely barrier
2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2008-09

Reasons/Barriers (Total n=30) (Total n=21) (Total n=20) (N=21)
Centgr staff are not able to spend as much time 17% 279 43% 5%
working with the state as we would like
The_ state secures most of the technical 31 o4 27 14
assistance it needs from other sources
The process of negotiating a work scope and 33 31 o5 5
organizing projects takes too long
The state’s most important priorities for
assistance fall outside the Center’s scope of 33 35 22 24
work
The Center does not have the expertise the state 15 31 18 0
needs
The state has been unable to develop a 3 15 15 5
productive working relationship with the Center
The state would prefer to locate and contract
directly with the experts or consultants from

: ' . 19 36 5 14
whom it needs assistance, rather than working
through the Centers
A policy or priority shift at the state level caused
the Center’s assistance to be less helpful than it 7 13 4 48

might

NOTE: The first three columns display the percentage of state managers (weighted so that each state was equally
represented) reporting reasons the technical assistance has been less helpful to the state than it might have been.
Based on Center director interview responses, the last column on the far right displays the percentage of Center

directors who reported each to be a barrier to the Center achieving its aim.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2006-07 program year, of the 30 state managers, weighted, reporting Center assistance

served their state’s purposes less than completely, 17 percent said a reason was that the Center staff were not able
to spend as much time working with the state as they would like.
SOURCE: Survey of State Managers and Center director responses to standard response categories during a phone
interview. State respondents limited to those who did not answer “It served our purposes completely” to the preceding
guestion. Responses to the state manager survey weighted so that each state was equally represented in instances

where more than one manager from a state responded.

62



Reported Assistance Delivery and Capacity Building for State
NCLB Responsibilities

The primary aim of the Center program was to deliver technical assistance that would
both address state priorities in implementing NCLB and build state capacity for NCLB
implementation. Senior state managers reported their perceptions of the extent to which the
Centers had delivered assistance and built capacity in the areas of NCLB responsibility that were
technical assistance priorities for their state.

[ State managers consistently placed a priority on assistance with statewide
systems of support or school support teams. When asked about state
responsibilities with which they wanted technical assistance from any source (not
just from the Centers), more than 90 percent of managers, weighted, (95 percent
in 2007-08 and 94 percent in 2008-09) reported these functions to be a major or
moderate priority for assistance in 2007-08 and 2008-09 (exhibit 4.3). In 2006-07,
with adifferently worded survey question, the responses were generally
consistent: 98 percent reported that “building or managing a statewide system of
support for districts and schools identified for improvement under NCLB” was a
major or moderate priority for assistance, and 90 percent said the same for
“training or managing school support teams.”

n The other leading areas of priority for technical assistance were policies and
practices for English language learners; state assessment and accountability
systems; and research-based curriculum, instruction, or professional
development in academic subjects. For each area, between 73 and 74 percent of
state managers in 2007-08 and between 75 and 79 percent of state managersin
2008-09 identified these areas of state responsibility as a major or moderate
priority for technical assistance. (exhibit 4.3).

n State managers reported that Centers delivered technical assistancein an area
they had identified to be a major or moderate state priority for technical
assistance. This analysis focused on those managers who reported that their state
prioritized technical assistance with a particular NCLB responsibility. Looking at
the top four priorities for technical assistance reported by state managers, in 2008-
09 at least 66 percent of those managers, weighted, who named a particular
priority also reported that the Centers had delivered assistance with that area (at
least 77 percent in 2007-08; exhibit 4.3).>* For state systems of support and school
support teams, the most widely reported priority across states, the percentage
exceeded 90 percent in each year (94 percent in 2007-08 and 91 percent in 2008-
09). The exceptions to the overall pattern of assistance delivery were found in the
two least widely reported priorities, supplemental service and choice provisions

> The subgroup of state managers who identified a particular area of state responsibility to be amajor or moderate
priority for technical assistance varied by year. Thus, for the follow-up question about the priority areasin which
states received technical assistance from Centers, comparison of the percentages from year to year may include
variation in responses over time as well as changes in respondents addressing the question.
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and communication with parents, where the percentages reporting help from the
Centers were below 55 percent in both 2007-08 and 2008-09 (exhibit 4.3).

] State reporting of Center’ s delivery of technical assistance across state priorities
under NCLB declined from 2007-08 to 2008-09. With just one exception,
communication with parents or the public, the state managers who placed at |east
amoderate priority on a particular area of NCLB state responsibility were less
likely to report Center help with that responsibility in 2008-09 than in the
previous year. The three largest drops from 2007-08 to 2008-09 were in the
reports that Centers had provided assistance with educators use of assessment
data (from 83 percent to 58 percent); research-based curriculum, instruction, or
professional development in academic subjects (from 88 percent to 72 percent);
and monitoring compliance with NCLB requirements (from 80 percent to 64
percent) (exhibit 4.3).>

The drop in NCLB-related technical assistance was not accompanied, however, by an
overall report that the Centers were failing to address state purposes. As discussed above, the
weighted proportion of state managers reporting that Center assistance had served state purposes
“completely” rose from 47 percent to 56 percent over thistime (exhibit 4.1). Aswell, more state
managers reported at least moderate contributions of Center technical assistance to increasing
their state’s capacity in areas identified as state priorities:

] State managers' perceptions of the Centers' contributions to state capacity
increased from 2007-08 to 2008-09 in the four NCLB-related areas of highest
priority. Again, the focus here is on those managers who reported a particular
responsibility as atechnical-assistance priority. When asked to rate the extent to
which Center assistance had expanded the state’' s capacity to carry out state
NCLB responsibilities, a higher percentage of those state managers who had
identified each area of responsibility as a priority credited the Centers with great
or moderate contributions to state capacity in 2008-09 than in 2007-08 in
statewide systems of support (72 percent in 2007-08 and 82 percent in 2008-09),
English language learners (59 and 73 percent), state assessment and
accountability systems (57 and 59 percent), and research-based curriculum,
instruction, and professional development (64 and 77 percent) (exhibit 4.4).%°

% Percentages are based on the state manager respondents who identified a particular area of state responsibility to
be amajor or moderate technical assistance priority, which varied by year. Thus, for the follow-up question about
the priority areas in which states received technical assistance from Centers, comparison of the percentages from
year to year may include variation in responses over time as well as changes in respondents addressing the question.
*® The subgroup of state managers who identified a particular area of state responsibility to be amajor or moderate
priority for technical assistance varied by year. Thus, for the follow-up question about state reported capacity
building, comparison of the percentages from year to year may include variation in responses over time as well as
changes in respondents addressing the question.



Exhibit 4.3. State priorities for technical assistance and assistance received from
Centers, 2007-08 and 2008-09

Percent of state managers (weighted)

2007-08 2008-09
Responsibility Responsibility
is major or is major or

Reporting moderate Reporting moderate
responsi- priority and responsi- priority and
bility asa  Center technical bility asa  Center technical
major or assistance major or assistance

Area of state responsibility moderate received in that moderate received in that

under NCLB priority area priority area

Statewide systems of support

or school support teams 95% 94% 94% 91%

(n=56; n=52)

Policies and practices for

English language learners 74 79 79 76

(n=55; n=51)

State assessment and

accountability systems 74 77 79 66

(n=53; n=50)

Development or dissemination

of research-based curriculum,

instruction, or profe53|or_1al 73 88 75 72

development programs in

academic subject(s)

(n=54; n=51)

Assistance with educators’ use

of assessment data 68 83 69 58

(n=54; n=51)

Monitoring compliance with

NCLB requirements 64 80 59 64

(n=53; n=51)

Administering supplemental

educational services (SES) and

choice provisions 49 52 48 43

(n=54; n=50)

Communication with parents or

the public 47 41 49 54

(n=54; n=50)

NOTE: Percentages are based on the state manager respondents who rated each area a major or moderate
technical assistance priority, which varied by year.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2007-08 program year, 95 percent of state managers, weighted, reported that the NCLB
area of state responsibility of statewide systems of support or school support teams was a major or moderate priority
for technical assistance for their state.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally represented in instances
where more than one manager from a state responded.
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Exhibit 4.4. Extent to which Center assistance expanded state capacity in
priority areas, as judged by state managers who rated the area as
a major or moderate technical assistance priority, by year

Percent reporting
capacity expanded by a
great or moderate extent

Area of state responsibility under NCLB 2007-08 2008-09
Statewide systems of support or school support teams 7204 8204
(n=56, n=50) 0 0
Policies and practices for English language learners 59 73
(n=43, n=40)

State assessment and accountability systems 57 59
(n=42, n=39)
Development or dissemination of research-based
curriculum, instruction, or professional development 64 77
programs in academic subject(s)
(n=41, n=39)
Assistance with educators’ use of assessment data 62 61
(n=37, n=36)
Monitoring compliance with NCLB requirements 57 57
(n=35, n=30)
Administering supplemental educational services (SES)

) o » - 44 39
and choice provisions (n=25, n=26)
Communication with parents or the public 48 50

(n=25, n=26)

NOTE: Percentages are based on the state manager respondents who rated each area a major or moderate
technical assistance priority, which varied by year. State managers who chose the response, “Does not
apply, or not able to judge,” were included in the denominator of the percent calculation.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2007-08 program year, among the 56 state managers (weighted) who reported
that technical assistance in statewide systems of support or school support teams was a major or moderate
priority for their state, 72 percent reported that technical assistance received from the Centers expanded the
state’s capacity in this area to a great or moderate extent.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally represented in
instances where more than one manager from a state responded.

While the analyses just described focus on reports of technical assistance delivery and
capacity building in the specific areas of state responsibility that particular state managers
identified as priorities, it is also useful to know the extent to which managersin al states said
technical assistance from the Centers had expanded state capacity, irrespective of the priority the
state accorded to that area.

[ The percent of all state managers, weighted, reporting that assistance from the
Centers had increased their state's capacity to a “great” extent in at least one
area of state NCLB responsibilitiesincreased from 62 percent in 2007-08 to 75
percent in 2008-09. The percent reporting either a“great” or a“ moderate”
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expansion of capacity from Center assistancein at least one area rose from 85
percent to 96 percent.

Capacity building at the state level can take many forms, and to help illustrate some of
them the textbox below provides a summary from case studies, “1llustrative Examples of
Reported Capacity Building Activities.” A description of this data collection isincluded in
Appendix E.

lllustrative Examples of Reported Capacity Building Activities

As a supplementary data collection, we interviewed SEA staff in 10 states and relevant Center staff
about the technical assistance provided on SSOS, the most common area for technical assistance.
The states were selected to maximize the number of Centers included (a total of 10 RCCs and 3
CCs) and to represent the full range of SEA reported experiences (i.e., cases include SEAs whose
staff reported capacity was expanded “to a great extent,” “to a moderate extent,” and “to a small
extent”). The interviews elicited information about the capacity building support provided by the
Centers and examples of what SEA staff perceived as the benefits of such assistance. The
interviews focused specifically on three potential capacity building areas: i) technology, systems
and infrastructure improvements; ii) SEA staff knowledge/skill enhancements; iii) access to external
support/expertise. The following illustrative examples are not intended to be representative of all
Center work and provide no indication of the extent to which the following descriptions are
representative of all states.

Although SEA respondents commonly highlighted Center support with tool development and use,
resulting assessments of these efforts varied. Products developed through Center assistance
included things such as on-line application for districts to submit annual improvement plans that
SEA staff could access for monitoring purposes, a data system with tools to facilitate district use of
data for needs-assessment purposes, and a web-based store of resources, training materials,
research materials, and other SSOS information. A couple of the interviewed SEAs reported that
the developed tools improved SEA efficiency, while other SEAs reported the tools as useful but
less integral to subsequent SEA activities in part because staff were not fully implementing the
tools.

Working with Centers to refine state processes for supporting districts and schools in need of
improvement was another Center activity highlighted by some interviewed SEAs. This work
included things like establishing district and school support teams and training the support
providers. SEAs also reported working with the Centers to help improve inter-departmental
communication and coordination through Center facilitated meetings.

Finally, Centers reported providing SEA staff with knowledge and skills in order to potentially build
SEA capacity. Such activities included access to synthesized research, best practices, policy briefs,
and innovative approaches or SSOS models used by other states. Some SEA staff reported
participation in RCC-led regional professional development workshops.

State Uses and Perceptions of the Centers Compared with
Other Sources of Technical Assistance

With many other sources available to states, the Centers were designed to fill niches—in
particular, that of building capacity for state implementation of NCLB requirements—rather than
addressing every purpose for which states might seek technical assistance. The responses of state
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managers confirmed that the states relied upon multiple sources of technical assistance in their
practicein al three years and that they used these sources for different purposes.

m Among these state managers, the Centers were the source most often reported
tobeusedtoa“great” or “moderate” extent. More than 80 percent named the
Centers as atechnical assistance resource used at |east to a moderate extent in
both years, 2007-08 and 2008-09 (exhibit 4.5). More than three-quarters a'so
cited their Regional Educational Laboratory as at |east a moderate source in
2007-08 (76 percent) and professional associations in 2008-09 (79 percent). In
2006-07, with a differently worded question, the Centers were also ranked high
as an assistance source: they were one of the top three sources, along with
professional associations and Regional Educational Laboratories (appendix
exhibit F.5).

Exhibit 4.5. States’ use of external sources of technical assistance, by year

Percent of state managers
(weighted) reporting to a great
or moderate extent:

2007-08 2008-09
Source of technical assistance (n=57) (n=50)
Comprehensive Center network 87% 82%
Regional Educational Laboratory 76 74
U.S. Department of Education 64 66
Professional associations 64 79
(e.g., CCSSO, ASCD)
Senior managers in other SEAs 59 64
Consulting firms or private 56 51
contractors
Colleges and universities 46 52

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2007-08 program year, 87 percent of state managers,
weighted, said that they relied on the Centers as a source of technical assistance to a
great or moderate extent.

SOURCE: Survey of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was
equally represented in instances where more than one manager from a state
responded.

State managers' reports of the purposes for which they used each source of technical
assistance shed light on the niches occupied by the Center program—the purposes for which the
Centers were the most commonly used source. These responses also revealed some purposes for
which other sources were the most widely used in particular years.

[ Across different purposes for technical assistance, state managersidentified the

Centers asthe leading source for planning, completing tasks, and developing
skills. In 2008-09, the Centers were cited as the top source “to plan theinitial

68



stepsin solving a problem” (59 percent), to complete tasks that either “the state
could doitself if it had more staff or resources’ (64 percent) or “for which the
state lacks expertise” (53 percent), and “to develop the skills of SEA or
intermediate education agency staff” (55 percent). While not the top source, the
Centers were cited second to professional associations as a resource states used
“to gather information or to keep current with new ideas’ (73 percent compared
with 79 percent) (exhibit 4.6).

Exhibit 4.6. Purposes for which states used external sources of technical
assistance, 2008-09

Purpose in seeking technical assistance
(percent of state managers)

(n=54)
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Comprehensive Center network 73% 59% 64% 53% 55% 32% 2%
Regional Educational Laboratory 66 44 34 38 30 19 9
U.S. Department of Education 58 43 14 18 23 7 11
Professional associations (e.g., 79 23 20 20 33 9 4
CCSSO, ASCD)

Senior managers in other SEAs 63 36 7 7 14 5 10
Consulting firms or private 29 31 50 42 o5 32 21
contractors

Colleges and universities 50 29 26 21 19 25 20

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, 73 percent of state managers (weighted) said that they turned to
the Centers to gather information or to keep current with new ideas.

SOURCE: Survey of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally represented in instances
where more than one manager from a state responded.

] Over time, the Centers were reported by state managers as the top resource for
mor e purposes. In 2006-07, state managers reported Centers as the top sourcein
two areas. for planning the initial stepsin solving a problem (66 percent) and
developing skills of SEA staff (61 percent). In the following years (2007-08 and
2008-09), Centers were reported as the top source for two additional purposes: to
help states compl ete tasks where they lacked resources (58 percent and 64
percent, respectively) or expertise (49 percent and 53 percent, respectively).
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State managers also provided arating of the usefulness of Center technical assistance, in
comparison with other sources, with respect to particular areas of NCLB state responsibility.

[ In the area of statewide systems of support or school support teams, a majority
of state managers (62 percent, weighted) called the Centers' technical
assistance “more useful” than assistance from other sourcesin 2008-09 (exhibit
4.7). Thiswas the only areain which more than 80 percent of state managers said
they could make ajudgment on usefulness. The pattern of responses was similar
in 2007-08 (appendix exhibit F.9).

Exhibit 4.7. Usefulness of Center assistance compared with
assistance from other sources, 2008-09

Percent of state managers, weighted, rating
Center technical assistance as:

More About the Less Not able to

Areas of state responsibility under NCLB useful same useful judge
StateW|dE systems of support or school support 620 210 4% 13%
teams (n=49)

Policies anii practices for English language 35 29 4 32
learners (n=46)

Stilte assessment and accountability systems 23 o8 6 42
(n=41)

Development or dissemination of research-based

curriculum, instruction, or professional development 41 35 2 22
programs in academic subject(s) (n=45)

As_s,lstance with educators’ use of assessment data o8 37 14 21
(n=41)

M(Enltorlng compliance with NCLB requirements 43 19 7 32
(n=38)

Administering supplemental educational services

(SES) and choice provisions (n=32) 16 16 11 58
Communication with parents or the public (n=34) 27 25 3 45

NOTE: States that chose the response, “not applicable, state has not sought assistance for this purpose,” were
excluded from the analysis.

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, 62 percent of state managers (weighted) reported that Centers
were more useful than other sources of technical assistance for the state NCLB responsibility of statewide systems of
support or school support teams.

SOURCE: Survey of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally represented in instances
where more than one manager from a state responded.

70



SEA Overall Rating of Center Assistance

As senior officials in their agencies, the state managers were in a position to provide
overall judgments of the Center technical assistance their agency had received. The state
manager survey included scales for the degree to which Center technical assistance, in general
(not specific to a particular project), was seen as relevant and useful, comprising five indicators
of relevance and five indicators of usefulness.”” Ratings were based on a1 to 5 scale.

] On ascaleof 1 (very low degree) to 5 (very high degree), on average, state
managers rated the Centers' technical assistance about a 4 (“high” degree) on
relevance and usefulnessin each year. The average relevance scores in each year
were 3.94 in 2006-07, 3.92 in 2007-08, and 4.07 in 2008-09, and the average
useful ness scores were 3.86 in 2006-07, 3.99 in 2007-08, and 4.21 in 2008-09.>°

] The 2008-09 ratings of relevance and usefulness from the survey of state
managers suggest that Centers were targeting their assistance more closely on
key priorities and providing resources that states could continue using. Among
the individual components of the relevance index, state managers gave the highest
average rating of 4.30 for Center assistance addressing “an important state
priority” in 2008-09. On the usefulness index, the highest average rating of 4.40
in 2008-09 was for Centers' having “provided state staff with information or
resources that they will use again” (exhibit 4.8).

" The survey itemsin the relevance and usefulness scales were reduced in number between the 2006-07 and 2007-
08 surveys. Because no distinct sub-dimensions existed in the 2006-07 scales, the scales were simplified to reduce
burden. Items were selected for deletion based on a detailed analysis of the impact of each item on the overall
reliability of the scale. In 2007-08 the reliability of the revised relevance scale was .926 (Cronbach’s Alpha) and that
of the revised usefulness scale was .911.

*8 The response options were: 5 (to a very high degree), 4 (to a high degree), 3 (to amoderate degree), 2 (to alow
degree), and 1 (to avery low degree).

* The survey from 2006-07 was revised for the 2007-08 administration (and remained unchanged for 2008-09), so
the scores are not directly comparable. The specific changes in the survey are described in appendix E.
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Exhibit 4.8. Mean ratings of the relevance and usefulness of Center
assistance by component, as judged by state managers, 2008-09

Ratings among
state managers

Component (weighted)
Relevance 4.07
Addressed an important state priority 4.30
Addressed a need or problem that the state faces 4.23
Provided information, advice, and/or resources that could be used to 4.09
guide decisions about policies, programs, and practices '
Addressed a challenge that the state faces related to the implementation
3.94
of NCLB
Addressed the state’s specific challenges (e.g., policy environment,
- ; e 3.87
leadership capacity, budget pressures, local politics)

Usefulness 4.21
Provided state staff with information or resources that they will use again 4.40
Was timely 4.25
Helped state staff to develop skills that they will be able to exercise again 411
Helped the state to solve a problem 4.05
Helped the state to maintain or change a policy or practice 3.89

EXHIBIT READS: For the 2008-09 program year, state managers (weighted) gave a mean relevance rating
of 4.07 across all specific rating items, and a mean of 4.30 when rating whether the assistance their state
had received from the Centers addressed an important state priority.

SOURCE: Surveys of State Managers. Responses weighted so that each state was equally represented in
instances where more than one manager from a state responded.
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5. Variation in the Reported Quality, Relevance, and
Usefulness of the Centers’ Technical Assistance

While state managers' reports provide important input to an assessment of the overall
work of the Center program (chapter 4), additional perspectives are helpful in assessing the
quality of the technical assistance projects and their relevance and usefulness to the offices and
the teams of professionals directly served. Asthe two types of Centers played distinct rolesin
providing technical assistance, ratings were examined for the Center program and for each center
type in the second through the fourth program years (2006-07, 2007-08, 2008-09). A deeper ook
at variation across Centers and projects and across program years might also provide information
for program improvement: additional support or oversight might be provided if quality,
relevance, or usefulness appeared substantially weaker in particular groups of Centers or
projects, or for particular types of participants. Thus, variation was investigated by features of
project design (project scope and the type of activities offered) and by participant experiencesin
the project as well as participant background.

This chapter analyzes the ratings of quality, relevance, and usefulness given to the Center
projects sampled for the evaluation in each year, addressing the following research questions:

n To what extent was the assistance provided by the Centers of high quality, high
relevance, and high usefulness?

. Did the quality, relevance, or usefulness of Center assistance change over
the period of time studied?

. What was the variation in the quality, relevance, and usefulness of Center
assistance across types of projects and participants?

Quality was judged on three items called dimensions; relevance was assessed with eight survey
items and usefulness with 11 items (exhibit 5.1). Sampled projects were rated for technical
quality by panels of experts with strong knowledge of the content or substantive focus of the
specific projects they reviewed.®® Ratings of the sampled projects’ relevance and usefulness
were gathered by surveying a sample of participants—state staff, intermediate agency staff, local
educators working on behalf of the state, and RCC staff—who were the intended beneficiaries of
the project and had received at least some of the technical assistance it provided.®* Participant
ratings focused on the specific project in which respondents had participated whereas the state
managers rated the relevance and usefulness of the overall Center assistance that the state had
received.®? Each overall measure (quality, relevance, or usefulness) was calculated as the mean

€ See chapter 2 for more information about the data sources and procedures for gathering, coding, and analyzing the data
reported in this chapter, including discussions of the methods used for expert ratings and participant surveys.

€1 Copies of the expert panel review rating materials and the project participant surveys can be found in appendix G.
Supplemental tables related to this chapter are in appendix H.

62 Additionally, the state manager survey items for the relevance and usefulness scales were reduced in number

between the 2006-07 and 2007-08 surveys. Thus, measures of relevance and usefulness for the state managers were
different from the measure administered to project participants.
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of ratings assigned to each item. The item-level ratings themselves were based on 5-point rating
scales (exhibit 5.2).%

The chapter describes patterns observed in the ratings across the three program years.
However, changes over time are presented with caution given a number of limitations or caveats
related to the ratings of quality, relevance, and usefulness. Each year’ s sample of projectswas a
purposive one, with unknown differences in the characteristics of the projects across years. For
the quality ratings, while the same procedures were followed in each year, the cadre of panelists
was not entirely unchanged.®* Further, the Centers selected and submitted the specific project
materials that the experts reviewed, and Center staff became aware of the evaluation procedures
and criteria during 2007. In the first (2006-07) rating cycle, Centers were given instructions in
May 2007, within two months of the end of the program year, for assembling materials. In the
subsequent cycles, Centers knew what they would be asked to submit and thus may have
gathered and prepared materials during the year as projects progressed. Similarly, for the
relevance and usefulness ratings, the Centers learned in 2007 that they would be asked to provide
full lists of project participants, from which the evaluation team would select survey respondents,
and thus they had the opportunity to compile the needed records during the 2007-08 and 2008-09
program years. Finally, the participants surveyed were a different group of individualsin each
year, sampled from all participants in the selected projects.

® Efforts were made to develop parallel wording and rubrics that would result in similar gradations between rating
levels (e.g., very high vs. high vs. moderate) across the three measures. However, given the different content of each
set of items within the three measures and the different contexts for the ratings (experts who underwent training for
the rating process and reviewed identical packages of materials vs. survey respondents who typically participated in
different subsets of project activities), the ratings across the three measures are not directly comparable.

8 Sixty-six of the 70 panelists in 2006-07 returned for the 2007-08 rating cycle, and 14 new panelists were added.
Seventy-eight of the 80 panelists who reviewed materialsin 2007-08 returned for 2008-09.
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Exhibit 5.1.

Quality, relevance, and usefulness items

From expert panel scoring

From project participant surveys

Technical quality

Relevance

Usefulness

Reviewers were directed to
assign a score to each
dimension and to include the
basis for their ratings on the
rating form, including the
specific artifacts on which their
score was based. The three
dimensions are:

a. Demonstrated use of the
appropriate documented
knowledge base—to include
an accurate portrayal of the
current state of information
with prominence to those
with the most
accurate/rigorous evidence

b. Fidelity of application of the
knowledge base to the
products and services
provided—materials are
consistent with the
best/accurate information
available and the
presentation adequately
conveys the confidence of
the information

c. Clear and effective delivery—
information is well organized
and written and accessible to
the intended audience for
easy use

Based on your experience, to
what degree was this set of
activities and resources relevant
to your work, in each of the
following respects?

a. Addressed a need or problem
that my organization faces

b. Addressed an important
priority of my organization

c. Addressed a challenge that
my organization faces related
to the implementation of NCLB

d. Provided information, advice,
and/or resources that could be
directly applied to my
organization’s work

e. Addressed our particular state
context

f. Addressed my organization’s
specific challenges (e.g.,
policy environment, leadership
capacity, budget pressures,
local politics)

g. Provided information, advice,
and/or resources that could be
used to guide decisions about
policies, programs, or
practices

h. Highlighted the implications of
research findings (or
information about best
practice) for policies,
programs, or practices

Based on your experience, to what
degree was this set of activities
and resources useful to you, in
each of the following respects?

a. Provided resou