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About the CSRQ Center

The Comprehensive School Reform Quality (CSRQ)
Center is funded by the U.S. Department of Education’s
Oftice of Elementary and Secondary Education,
through a Comprehensive School Reform Quality
Initiative Grant, S332B030012, and is operated by the
American Institutes for Research (AIR).

Since 1946, AIR—one of the nation’s largest not-for-
profit behavioral and social science research organiza-
tions—has engaged in thousands of research, evaluation,
technical assistance, consulting, and communication
projects that help to make research relevant to policy-
makers and practitioners. AIR’s overriding goal is to use
the best science available to bring the most effective
ideas and approaches to enhancing everyday life. The
organization’s work spans a wide range of substantive
areas: education, student assessment, international
education, individual and organizational performance,
health research and communication, human develop-
ment, usability design and testing, employment equity,
and statistical and research methods. AIR conducts its
work within a culture and philosophy of strict independ-
ence, objectivity, and nonpartisanship. Given the variety
of work that AIR conducts, rigorous institutional safe-
guards have been established to guarantee that any
potential conflict of interest is avoided. For additional
information about AIR, visit http://www.air.org.

The mission of the CSRQ Center is to provide timely
and reliable tools and technical assistance to support
urban and rural educators and education decision
makers in choosing the highest quality comprehensive
school reform (CSR) program to meet locally defined
needs. The CSRQ Center promises to help raise student
achievement and improve other important student
outcomes for millions of America’s children by helping
education decision makers identify and apply “what
works” in the area of comprehensive school reform.

To meet its mission, the CSRQ Center produces CSRQ
Center Reports and makes them widely available;
develops partnerships with communities and educa-
tion and policy organizations; and provides technical
assistance to selected states, districts, and schools.

The following CSRQ Center Reports and services are
available on its Web site (http://www.csrq.org):

CSRQ Center Report on Elementary School CSR
Models (updated November 2006). This report
offers a scientifically based, consumer-friendly
review of the effectiveness and quality of 22 widely
adopted elementary school CSR models.

CSRQ Center Report on Education Service
Providers. This report offers a scientifically based,
consumer-friendly review of the effectiveness and
quality of seven widely adopted education service
providers.

CSRQ Center Report on Middle and High School
CSR Models. This report offers a scientifically
based, consumer-friendly review of the effective-
ness and quality of 18 widely adopted middle and
high school CSR models.

Works in Progress: A Report on Middle and
High School Improvement Programs. This report
summarizes more than a dozen key issues facing
middle and high schools, such as literacy and
reading, English language learners, violence and
bullying, and transition.

Moving Forward: A Guide for Implementing CSR
and Improvement Strategies. This guide and
accompanying workshop leads readers through an
effective step-by-step process for implementing
school reform and improvement strategies.


http://www.csrq.org

Enhancing the Participation of Students With
Disabilities in CSR Models. This guide builds off
CSRQ Center Reports by providing information
about specific model features that address the
needs of students with disabilities. It also offers
educators suggestions regarding strategies to
enhance the engagement and progress of students
with disabilities in school reform models.

Choosing an Education Contractor: A Guide to
Assessing Financial and Organizational
Capacity. This how-to guide provides state or
local education agency staff—including state
departments of education, school districts, charter
school authorizers, or individual schools—with
information about the importance of a provider’s
financial viability and organizational capacity and
with guidance on how to assess these dimensions
of contractor quality. The guide, which was devel-
oped in partnership with The Finance Project
(http://www.financeproject.org), offers tips and
tools to help readers gather information and use it
to evaluate the financial and organizational health
of potential education contractors.

Seeing Improvement: A Guide to Visiting Schools
That Use Effective Whole School Improvement
Models and Promising Practices. This guide was
developed in cooperation with the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT) and is adapted from
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AFT’s Seeing Progress: A Guide to Visiting Schools
Using Promising Programs. The guide will help
schools answer questions about choosing an
evidence-based approach and adopting promising
practices for school improvement. In addition, it
provides guidance on planning and conducting a
visit to a school that already uses whole-school
improvement approaches and/or promising practices.

CSR Model Registry. This online database allows
model providers that are not reviewed in CSRQ
Center Reports to submit nonevaluative informa-
tion about their model to the registry. Readers can
search the registry to find a model that may meet
their local needs.
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Introduction

W hy Is This Report Needed?

In 1998, education researcher Sam Stringfield observed,
“There is no shortage of programs that promise to turn
around low-performing schools, but how can you tell
which ones will live up to their claims?” (p. 1). Since
those words were written, more than 500 distinct com-
prehensive school reform (CSR) approaches have been
adopted in more than 5,000 schools across the country.
How many of these CSR models were chosen based
on a rigorous review of the evidence? The answer is
unclear. To date, education stakeholders at the national,
state, and local levels have had few objective and rigor-
ous sources to turn to when making important school
improvement choices. With notable exceptions—such
as An Educators’ Guide to School Reform, issued by the
American Institutes for Research (AIR) (Herman et al.
1999), and the meta-analysis performed by Borman,
Hewes, Overman, and Brown (2002)—researchers have
provided little help in rating the effectiveness and
quality of CSR options available to education decision
makers. Sam Stringfield’s (1998) advice, to treat selec-
tion of an improvement model “as an important and
complicated consumer decision,” is as relevant today
as when he issued it nearly a decade ago.

This report is intended to serve as a consumer guide
that helps decision makers sort through claims about
which approaches could truly meet the needs of
students. It is the most extensive and comprehensive
review of elementary school CSR models ever issued.
To prepare this report, the Comprehensive School
Reform Quality (CSRQ) Center reviewed more than
800 studies on 22 widely implemented elementary
school CSR models.! We used rigorous standards that

are aligned with the requirements for scientifi-
cally based research established by the No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. Each model is rated on a
number of dimensions, including evidence of raising
student achievement. The reviews of the individual
models are written to provide education decision mak-
ers with profiles of each model and the evidence they
need to make decisions to meet locally defined needs.

W hat Is CSR and Why Does It Matter?

For the past two decades, the school-level adoption and
effective implementation of externally developed and
research-based CSR service providers or models have
been used increasingly to raise student achievement.
CSR models have been tried in thousands of schools
nationwide, most of which are high poverty and low
performing. This trend is driven by the recognition
that school improvement efforts are complex and require
a coordinated, systematic approach that addresses every
aspect of a school—including curriculum, instruction,
governance, scheduling, professional development,
assessment, and family and community involvement.

“Today, we are barraged by a cacophony of ideas
about how to improve public education in the United
States. Opinions are great, but they are not something
we want the lives of children to hinge on. Consequently,
much work needs to be done to distill the nuggets of
enduring value from this cacophony and to implement
scientifically based research across educational
programs” (Carter, 2002).

—Gene Carter, Executive Director, Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Development

'Since this report was originally released in November 2005, two models (Community for Learning and Different Ways of Knowing) no longer operate.
However, this report includes data on these two models for informational purposes only.
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Rather than use individual, piecemeal programs or
approaches, effective CSR models integrate research-
based practices into one unified effort to raise student
achievement and achieve other important outcomes,
such as reduced dropouts or improved behavior.

Many schools adopting the CSR approach choose an
external model to provide a research-based, replicable
set of practices. These external models, offered by a
variety of service providers, are meant to be blueprints
to help a school make improvements in a number of
areas. Although their focus, philosophy, and method
varies, these CSR models are designed based on research
and are intended to help the school raise student
achievement. To support implementation, CSR models
typically provide schools with materials, professional
development, and hands-on assistance. Other schools
adopting a CSR approach may choose to develop their
own CSR models, putting together research-based
elements. Regardless of the approach, according to

the U.S. Department of Education (n.d.), a school
implementing a CSR approach must address the
following 11 components:

Employs proven methods and strategies based on
scientifically based research

Integrates a comprehensive design with aligned

components

Provides ongoing, high-quality professional
development for teachers and staff

Includes measurable goals and benchmarks for
student achievement

Is supported within the school by teachers,
administrators, and staff

Provides support for teachers, administrators,
and staff

WHAT IS CSR AND WHY DOES IT MATTER?
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Provides for meaningful parent and community
involvement in planning, implementing, and
evaluating school improvement activities

Uses high-quality external technical support and
assistance from an external partner with experi-
ence and expertise in schoolwide reform and
improvement

Plans for the evaluation of the CSR model imple-
mentation and impact on annual student results

Identifies resources to support and sustain the
school’s comprehensive reform effort

Has been found to significantly improve the aca-
demic achievement of students or demonstrates
strong evidence that it will improve the academic
achievement of students

CSR has evolved from more than two decades of sys-
tematic improvement efforts based on the adoption of
external schoolwide reform models. This trend was
accelerated in the early 1990s, when, after decades of
concentrating on programs designed to target individual
students at risk of academic failure, a new idea based
on a comprehensive approach to school reform was
conceived. The RAND Corporation published

Federal Policy Options for Improving the Education of
Low-Income Students, Volume I, Findings and
Recommendations in 1993, suggesting to the federal
government that to reap the biggest impact funds

“Several major studies of educational change have
indicated that externally developed designs can be
successfully implemented and have positive results . . .
Studies of CSR show that not only can externally
developed designs be successfully implemented, but
that they are often easier to implement than locally
developed designs” (Desimone, 2000; also see CSRQ,
2005, p. 75).

—Laura Desimone, Education Researcher,
Vanderbilt University




from Title I, previously called Chapter I, would be best
spent on schoolwide reform. These ideas regarding
schoolwide programs were soon incorporated into the
Title I program. At about the same time, New American
Schools began to operate as an advocate for CSR and
supporter of the development of high quality CSR
models (Stringfield, Ross, & Smith, 1996).

The CSR approach gained further momentum with
the 1997 passage of the federal Comprehensive School
Reform Demonstration program. Through this pro-
gram, Congress provided dedicated funding to support
the adoption of CSR strategies throughout the country.
The 2001 Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
also known as NCLB, gave further momentum to the
CSR approach by changing it from a demonstration
project to a full-fledged federal program called the
Comprehensive School Reform Program. According
to the NCLB Act, CSR models must be scientifically
based. This means that a model or approach must
demonstrate strong research evidence that it can
improve students’ academic achievement. Today,
regardless of the funding source, the use of schoolwide
improvement models is likely to remain an important
strategy for improving schools, particularly those that
fail to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).

So far, overall results of the CSR approach have
demonstrated promise, with some models helping
schools make significant student achievement gains.
For example, a 2002 meta-analysis of the student
achievement outcomes of 29 leading K-12 CSR models
reported that “the overall effects of CSR are significant,
meaningful, and appear to be greater than the effects
of other interventions that have been designed to serve
similar purposes and student and school populations”
(Borman et al., p. 34). These findings are consistent
with the 1999 findings of An Educators’ Guide to
Schoolwide Reform, a groundbreaking study issued by
AIR. The Educators’ Guide found that of the 24 widely
adopted CSR models it examined, 8 had strong or
promising evidence of positive effects on student

WHAT IS CSR AND WHY DOES IT MATTER?
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achievement (Herman et al., 1999). Finally, a 2004
review of the federal CSR Program by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), found that its per-
formance and management were “adequate.” Of the

18 U.S. Department of Education programs reviewed,
only 4 received a rating of “adequate” or higher. While
OMB noted that the results at the middle and high
school levels were mixed, it found that “performance
data indicate improvements in elementary school
reading and math” (OMB, 2004, p. 59).

CSR models—such as those described in this report—
are promising because they are research-based and
provide the training and other supports needed to
encourage a coordinated approach to achieve student
success. The research evidence to date indicates that
some models are more effective than others and that
their results vary greatly—even with the effective
models—depending on the quality of implementation
(see Desimone, 2000).

H ow Can Educators Meet the Challenge
of Evidence-Based Decision Making?

Critics often claim that decisions in the education
field are driven by whims and fads, thoughtlessly
adopted and easily abandoned. Although this is an
exaggeration, it is nevertheless true that despite billions
of dollars and countless hours of well-intentioned
efforts, educators and policymakers still cannot say,
with confidence, how best to bring about the many

“By evidence based, | mean an endeavor in which
decision makers routinely seek out the best available
research and data before adopting programs or prac-
tices that will affect significant numbers of students”
(Whitehurst, 2004, p. 1).

— Grover J. (Russ) Whitehurst, Director, Institute
of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of
Education




desired improvements. Better research and evidence,
when combined with sound professional judgment,
can help guide the way toward solid and sustained
improvement. However, educators, policymakers, and
the public cannot be expected to do “what works”
until they actually know what works.

The education community increasingly turns to
research to help sort through its school improvement
options. This reliance on research helps satisty NCLB’s
requirement that school improvement efforts are driven
by scientifically based research. More importantly,
however, it helps to meet the urgently felt need on the
part of educators and policymakers to ensure that
their efforts improve the lives of children.

However, researcher Tom Corcoran (2003) points out
some of the challenges in transforming education into
an evidence-based field. In a study conducted in three
districts, he found that

School district leaders want to make
evidence-based decisions and they are
making efforts to build evidence-based
cultures in their central offices and schools.
But, significant progress is being hampered
by the inadequacy and confusion of the
existing research, its availability to school
and district-level staff, and reliance by staff
on decision-making patterns that focus on
philosophy rather than effects. (p. 1)

In addition to the challenges confronted by districts,
education stakeholders—including teachers, adminis-
trators, policymakers, and state- and district-based
evaluators—are hard pressed to keep up with the
volume of approaches and initiatives that must be
studied. One recent nationwide review of education
program evaluation efforts at the state level (Raymond,
Bortnik, & Gould, 2004) found that

Most states infrequently evaluate their
programs, if at all . . . [A]bout a third of states

INTRODUCTION

do practically none, another third does a
little, and a third does a noticeable number
of evaluation studies . . . [L]ess than 10%
of all the studies purporting to be impact
evaluations used random assignment or
quasi-experimental designs. (pp. viii-ix)

In short, few evaluation studies are conducted, and even
fewer studies are rigorous enough to provide reliable
findings. In addition, the researchers found that even
the results of these infrequent and flawed evaluations
were disseminated only sporadically, thus providing
little guidance to decision makers.

A turther impediment to building evidence-based
practice and policy in education is the lack of research
studies and findings that provide practical guidance.
Many studies published in education do not focus on
the questions that are critical to decision makers, such
as what works, under what circumstances, and for
which students? Furthermore, some of the research
that could potentially act as a guide is very hard to
access or understand. Thus, solid research evidence is
often undervalued or ignored (Huang, Reiser, Parker,
Muniec, & Salvucci, 2003; Sutton & Thompson, 2001).
As a result, when educators seek and demand evidence
to help answer their questions, they are either left
disappointed by the lack of relevant research or are
challenged to make meaning out of the findings

they encounter.

Thus, even when educators and decision makers have
committed to the adoption of models that have track

“There may be less than 1% of existing research that
is really meaningful to teachers . . . | don’t want theories.
Teachers need strategies, practices. Give them things
that can help teaching and learning, things that can
help kids” (Huang et al., 2003).

— Veteran school superintendent, in an inter-
view on the research needs of policymakers

HOW CAN EDUCATORS MEET THE CHALLENGE OF EVIDENCE-BASED DECISION MAKING? 4



records of effectiveness, they are challenged to find,
interpret, and apply relevant research. The selection
process is additionally challenging, because interpreta-
tions of findings across evaluation studies of the same
or similar models are difficult to make due to variations
in implementation, characteristics of participating stu-
dents, the rigor of the research design, and other factors.

Fortunately, a number of efforts are underway to
improve the value of research to education decision
makers. Many of these efforts are sponsored by the

INTRODUCTION

U.S. Department of Education and seek to improve
the quantity and quality of education research, to make
it more relevant to educators, and to ensure that it is
available in a timely manner and in easily accessible
formats and language. For example, the U.S. Department
of Education and others have issued guidance on
judging the quality and relevance of research findings
(see table 1).2 Furthermore, the What Works Clearing-
house (WWC)—sponsored and managed by the
Institute of Education Sciences of the U.S. Department

Table 1. Resources for Judging Research in Education

Fashola, 0. S. (2004). Being an informed consumer of quantitative educational research. Phi Delta Kappa, 85, 532-538.
This article includes a user-friendly description of the nature of scientific research. Specific guidelines are offered on how
to evaluate the quality of an evaluation study and how to relate findings to the educator’s own school or district context.

Lauer, P. A. (2004). A policymaker’s primer on education research: How to understand, evaluate and use it. Aurora, CO: Mid-
Continent Research for Education and Learning, Denver, CO: Education Commission of the States. Retrieved December 1, 2004,
from http://www.ecs.org/html/educationlssues/Research/primer/foreword.asp

This primer addresses how to determine the trustworthiness of research and whether research warrants policy changes.
It also includes a statistics tutorial and a glossary.

Slavin, R. E. (2003). A reader’s guide to scientifically based research. Educational Leadership, 60, 12—16.
This article presents a review of criteria to use when selecting scientific research to review and how to evaluate the quality
of the research.

Stringfield, S. (1998, Fall). Choosing success. American Educator. Retrieved December 1, 2004, from http://www.aft.org/pubs-
reports/american_educator/fall98/ChoosingSuccess.pdf
This is a practical guide on how to select a model, using criteria such as model goals, research base, and associated costs.

U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences. (2003). /dentifying and implementing educational practices supported
by rigorous evidence: A user friendly guide. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved December 1, 2004, from http://www.excelgov.org/
usermedia/images/uploads/PDFs/User-Friendly_Guide_12.2.03.pdf

This publication points out the importance of using rigorous evidence and provides guidance when applying it to make
program and model adoption decisions.

U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences. (2003). Random Assignment in Program Evaluation and Intervention
Research: Questions and Answers. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved October 10, 2005, from hitp://www.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/
resources/randomqa.htmi

This brochure, issued by the National Center for Education Evaluation of the Institute of Education Sciences, explains the
nuts and bolts of why and how random assignment evaluations are conducted and answers some frequently asked questions.

*The CSRQ Center provides further guidance on this topic on pages 6-8 of Works in Progress: A Report on Middle and High School Improvement Programs
(CSRQ, 2005).
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of Education—provides educators, policymakers,
researchers, and the public with a central, trusted
source of scientific evidence of what works in educa-
tion. WWC systematically searches for, evaluates, and
reports on the evidence of effectiveness of programs,
products, practices, and policies that claim to improve
student outcomes. Throughout the coming years,
WWC will review many topics of interest to education
decision makers, including programs to raise mathe-
matics and reading achievement, reduce dropout rates,
and improve character education. Its reports are avail-
able at http://www.whatworks.ed.gov.?

Sorting through and making sense of research is hard
work, even for research scientists with years of training
and experience. Despite substantial advances in devel-
oping standards and processes for judging and adding
up the evidence in education, researchers often dis-
agree. Although procedures exist for reviewing and
comparing a large number of studies, the process is
often complex and painstaking. Therefore, education
decision makers often turn to others to sort through
the evidence and report it as “actionable” information.

H ow Can Education Decision Makers
Use This Report?

This report provides education stakeholders with a
decision-making tool to help them sort out options
about hundreds of elementary school improvement
choices available to meet local needs. The ratings

“[R]esearch findings must be made more accessible.
Most research evidence is published in places and
forms that only researchers visit and can comprehend”
(Stipek, 2005).

—Deborah Stipek, Dean, School of Education,
Stanford University

INTRODUCTION

provided are intended to clarify options, not to point
to or endorse best buys from among the 22 models
reviewed. Together, these models represent a significant
portion of the total number of CSR models being used
by elementary schools. Each model included in this
report serves more than 20 schools in at least 3 states
and is available for adoption in almost all states. (For a
detailed discussion about this report, see the “About
This Report” and “Methodology” sections.)

Although this report reviews evidence on widely
adopted models, it does not represent an evaluation of
the CSR improvement strategy as a whole. To satisfy
the interest in CSR expressed by many stakeholders in
knowing about as many CSR models as possible, the
CSRQ Center’s Web site provides a CSR Model Registry
that allows any CSR model provider to enter informa-
tion about its model (see table 2). In addition, we
believe that the review framework described in the
“About This Report” section can be used by education
consumers to ask probing questions of each model
being considered, even if it is not included in one of our
reports. For example, consumers can ask models to pro-
vide them with rigorous research evidence on effective-
ness and ask them to demonstrate how this evidence
aligns with the standards set by the CSRQ Center.

Finally, readers should be aware that a variety of organ-
izations provide publications, tools, and guidance to
help educators and others who are considering the
adoption and effective implementation of comprehen-
sive school reform and CSR models:

The Comprehensive School Reform Quality Center
(http://www.csrq.org), the authors of this report,
provide an orientation to CSR, tools to improve
CSR model selection, and links to leading
resources in the field.

The Center for Comprehensive School Reform and
Improvement (http://www.csrclearinghouse.org) is

*Unless noted otherwise, all Web addresses displayed in this report were active as of the publishing date, November 2006.
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Table 2. CSR Model Registry

for each CSR model:
B Focus and mission of the model
B Grade levels that the model serves

B Subject areas that the model covers

outcomes

B Cost of the model

CSRProgramRegistry.asp.

Reports from the CSRQ Center can review only a limited number of CSR models. Some education decision makers may
be interested in additional CSR models, including new or smaller models that have not yet been reviewed by CSRQ Reports.
Thus, the CSRQ Center launched a Model Registry in fall 2005 so that service providers have the opportunity to share
nonevaluative information about models not included in reports from the CSRQ Center.

The Model Registry is nonevaluative, and any provider who wishes to register information on a CSR model may do so.
Users should be aware that each model provider has supplied the information in this Registry. The CSRQ Center will
conduct a minimal amount of fact checking for each model. The Model Registry provides basic background information

B Descriptions and citations of research demonstrating the model’s effectiveness on student achievement and other

B Descriptions of the link between research and the model’s design

B Description of the model’s services and supports to schools

Providers that would like to submit information about their models can register on the CSRQ Web site: http://www.csrq.org/

funded by the U.S. Department of Education to
help schools to improve by providing them with
accurate and practical information on CSR and by
helping to put that information to use.

The U.S. Department of Education’s Web site
(http://www.ed.gov/programs/compreform/
resources.html) provides descriptions of and links to
a variety of resources to support the selection, imple-
mentation, evaluation, and sustainability of CSR.
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About This Report

This section provides readers with general information
on how the Comprehensive School Reform Quality
(CSRQ) Center reviewed models on five categories of
quality and effectiveness, including a description of the
process to establish the rating system, an overview of
the rating process, and an explanation of the ratings.
In keeping with the consumer orientation of the report,
we have tried to limit our use of overly technical jargon
and to provide clear, straightforward discussions of
methodological issues involved in conducting the
reviews. The “Methodology” section, which follows,
provides researchers and others interested with a
review of the scientific procedures that were followed
to produce this report.

H ow Are Models Rated by This Report?

This CSRQ Center report provides a series of reviews
on the effectiveness and quality of 22 widely adopted
elementary school comprehensive school reform (CSR)
models.! Although such summaries of overall evidence
are crucial to solid decision making, they can also be
misleading. For example, researchers have frequently
noted that most models vary in their effectiveness from
school to school. That is, in some schools they work well
and in others hardly at all (Borman, Hewes, Overman,
& Brown, 2002, p. 35). Often these variations in model
effectiveness are about as large as the variation in effec-
tiveness from one model to another. Thus, decision
makers should keep in mind that even those models
that received lower ratings in this report may be good
options in certain circumstances. For instance, because
implementation is such an important variable in ensur-
ing good results, it may be better for a school or district
to adopt models that might meet the needs of the local

leadership and school community, despite their lower
rating. Alternatively, if a district or school commits to
doing the needed work to ensure that their chosen model
is implemented properly, it may wish to adopt a higher
rated model even if it may encounter some resistance.

As with all consumer choices, decision makers must
weigh the pros and cons of their model selection. This
report is not intended to dictate decisions or pick
“winners” and “losers,” but rather it aims to clarify
choices by providing the most rigorous evidence and
user-friendly information to date on the available
options to meet local school improvement needs.

Each review first offers basic information on the CSR
model, including the model’s mission and focus, year
introduced in schools, grade levels served, number of
schools served, and costs. In particular, we tried to
gather as much detailed information as possible regard-
ing the costs of adopting and implementing each model,
because this is a key consideration for schools and dis-
tricts. Unfortunately, models do not uniformly report
this information and costs vary widely. Ideally, for each
model, we would have provided an estimated total cost
of implementation, which would have included the
services and materials provided by the model and

any additional labor or materials expenses (e.g., new
textbooks or software or release time for teacher pro-
fessional development or common planning). Each
review provides as much information as we were able
to gather from the provider and from publicly available
sources. As consumers, schools and districts are in a
strong position to (a) require each model to specify

all of its expected costs in comparable formats and

(b) estimate the budgetary impact of local changes
that might have to be made to successfully implement

'Since this report was originally released in November 2005, two models (Community for Learning and Different Ways of Knowing) no longer operate.
However, this report includes data on these two models for informational purposes only.
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the model. We urge consumers to engage the models
in this discussion early in the adoption process.

The Guidelines for Ensuring the Quality of National
Design-Based Assistance Providers, issued in 2000 by
a blue ribbon panel of education stakeholders, estab-
lished a set of standards to which all model developers
should be held (New American Schools, 2000). The
CSRQ Center, including our advisory committee, used
these standards and its experience working in the CSR
field for the past decade to develop a set of measures
to rate the quality and effectiveness of CSR models.
Without a doubt, academic outcomes are a critical
measure of a model’s performance. Educators, admin-
istrators, policymakers, and the public all want to
know: Will the model we are considering for our
school improve our students’ academic performance?
In addition, decision makers want evidence in other
critical areas that assures them that a model will
provide not only help to improve student achievement
but also to deliver services that are considered impor-
tant, such as providing support for model implemen-
tation or for effective parental and community involve-
ment. Therefore, this report evaluates evidence on five
categories for each model.

Category 1: Evidence of Positive Effects on Student
Achievement

A school or district considering implementing a model
should conduct a self-assessment to identify its own
strengths and weaknesses and to seek a model that
will help it address these areas. As part of this process,
consumers need to know whether a service provider
can help their schools raise achievement levels of specific
student groups and whether a model can demonstrate
positive impacts on student achievement in specific
subject areas. Category 1 examines the extent to which
a model can demonstrate, using research of reasonable
quality, a positive impact on student achievement.
This category is comprised of three subcategories.
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Category la focuses on a model’s evidence of positive
overall effects on student achievement. The rubrics
in this category establish standards by which research
on a model’s overall impact on student outcomes is
evaluated. This may be the only category that matters
for many consumers. However, decision makers
should consider that although CSR models are among
the most widely studied improvement approaches in
the history of education, and despite our review of
more than 800 studies on these models, there is still
only an emerging evidence base regarding individual
model effectiveness. Thus, some models in our review
may have received a relatively low rating based on the
current small research base of studies demonstrating
effectiveness. This means that while many models may
be able to consistently improve student outcomes, such
capacity may not yet be based on rigorous research evi-
dence. In time, many models may and should be able
to provide greater evidence of positive impact on student
achievement. We recommend that consumers decide
which models they will consider based on (a) the CSRQ
Center ratings on all categories and (b) a careful
review of the detailed profile provided for each model.

Category 1b examines whether a model can demon-
strate evidence of positive effects for diverse student
populations. Readers should note that the majority of
schools implementing the 22 models reviewed in this
report are high-poverty schools. Although we were not
able to gather the information on the percentage of
Title I students served by these models, federally funded
CSR models on average serve school populations with
a poverty rate of about 70% (Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory, n.d.). Therefore, even when
a model does not break out its results by specific
subpopulations, it can be assumed that overall these
studies measure impact in highly challenging circum-
stances. The models that reported outcomes for spe-
cific student populations should be commended for
their efforts to provide consumers with this additional
disaggregated information, which is rarely available.
Therefore, even in instances in which a model provided



evidence that was rated on the “low” end of our rating
scale, readers should consider that other models have
not reported this evidence and therefore provide less
information on which to make a decision.

Category 1c examines whether a model can demon-
strate evidence of positive effects for specific subject
areas. Similar to Category 1b, few models provided
evidence of their impact in specific subject areas.
When we were able to find this evidence for specific
subjects, the most common content areas were reading
or math. Therefore, even in instances in which a model
provided evidence that was rated on the “low” end of
our rating scale, consumers should consider that other
models have not reported this evidence and therefore
provide less information on which to make a decision.

Category 2: Evidence of Positive Effects on Additional
Outcomes

Category 2 was developed to provide consumers with
information about model effects beyond student
achievement. Although student achievement is usually
the outcome of primary concern to those seeking tools
to improve their schools, consumers also want to know
whether a model can help a school improve additional
nonachievement outcomes, such as student discipline,
student attendance, school climate, retention/promotion
rates, and teacher satisfaction. However, our attempts
to rate models in these areas faced two key challenges.
First, the amount of available evidence in this area is
insufficient to adequately judge the quality of most
models. Second, currently available measurement
tools for these areas are much less reliable and sound
than the CSRQ Center would prefer. For example,
although steps are now being taken to remedy this
situation, student attendance is measured differently
across schools and districts. The additional outcomes
covered in Category 2 are the outcomes that were
most commonly examined in the research literature
across models.
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Consumers must make a distinction between models
that specifically claim to help schools improve in the
areas outside of student achievement and those that
do not. For example, some models include components
designed specifically to help improve student discipline,
while other models do not. Improvement in student
discipline may be a side effect of implementing a given
model—even if that model does not claim to, or was
not developed to, improve that particular outcome.
However, if a model promises that it can help a school
improve student discipline, that model ought to be
able to demonstrate that it can deliver on its promise.
Consumers should proceed with caution if a model
was developed to help schools improve in a specific
area but cannot provide solid evidence of effectiveness.

Category 3: Evidence of Positive Effects on Parent,
Family, and Community Involvement

The CSRQ Center’s audiences have indicated that
consumers also want to know whether a model can
help a school improve its level of family and community
involvement. Research also suggests that high perform-
ing schools may benefit from having strong family and
community involvement. Moreover, citizens in every
community have a right and a responsibility to be
engaged in improving schools for their children and
for society at large. Family and community involvement
in reform efforts can spur and may help sustain long-
term improvements. Based on this information, the
CSRQ Center developed rubrics to determine whether
a model can demonstrate that it helps schools improve
family and community involvement. Consumers should
keep in mind that some models, while acknowledging
the desirability of parental involvement in schooling,
do not count on parental involvement in order to
deliver improved student achievement. Decision makers
should note this as they review models that may have
higher ratings on student outcomes and lower ones

on family and community involvement. Some service
providers have decided to focus on strengthening



elements other than community involvement to
achieve their stated outcomes.

For Categories 1 (student achievement), 2 (other
educational outcomes), and 3 (family and community
outcomes), we synthesized quantitative evidence
gathered through the review of existing research articles
on the models reviewed. Whenever possible, we have
provided information on model results for specific
student groups or specific types of school settings.

Category 4: Evidence of a Link Between Research and
the Model’s Design

As schools and districts increasingly heed the national
call to implement scientifically based reform, consumers
will need to know whether a model can clearly demon-
strate links between research and the components of
its design.

A provider’s clear explanations of model design can
help school staff understand the model and accept
changes they will be required to make. In addition,
consumers considering a newer model with lower
evidence of effectiveness must consider whether the
model’s design is based on solid research. A newer
model may not have had sufficient time to conduct
enough research on its effectiveness, but that model
ought to be able to clearly demonstrate that it can
work: that it was built based on solid evidence of what
works. Of course, over time a model must demonstrate
that it does work. The ratings for Category 4 measure
how clearly and explicitly the materials reviewed by
the Center demonstrate links between research and
the model’s design. Through phone conversations with
the model’s director, conversations with a group of
randomly selected school principals for each model,
and a review of model materials, we rated whether the
model has linked its components—such as organization
and governance, professional development, and
technology—to a literature base. Consumers should
be aware that it was beyond the scope of this report to
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review whether the research cited by the models is
itself highly rigorous. Other researchers and organiza-
tions, such as the What Works Clearinghouse, help
address this issue.

Category 5: Evidence of Services and Support to
Schools to Enable Successful Implementation

Even the most well-designed, well-researched models
can fail to produce positive results if implemented
poorly. Implementing any model requires schools and
districts to expend significant amounts of money, time,
and effort over a long period of time. If consumers are
going to make this kind of investment, they need to
feel confident that the model’s provider can offer
adequate, high-quality services and supports to help
school staff fully and faithfully implement the model.
The CSRQ Center created Category 5 to rate a model’s
readiness to be implemented successfully and to rate
the quality of professional development and technical
assistance that the model provides to schools.

Category 5a reviews the model’s evidence of readiness
for successful implementation. Under this category,
we assess the following subcategories:

Provider ensures initial commitment from schools.

Provider tracks and supports full implementation
in schools.

Provider helps schools allocate resources needed to
fully implement the CSR model.

Category 5b reviews the model’s evidence of profes-
sional development/technical assistance for successful
implementation. Under this category, we assess the
following subcategories:

Provider offers comprehensive training opportunities
and supporting materials.

Provider ensures that professional development
effectively supports full model implementation.



Provider develops school’s internal capacity to
provide professional development.

For Categories 4 (link between research and model
design) and 5 (professional development and technical
assistance), we synthesized and reported qualitative
data gathered through phone conversations with model
directors and up to three school principals and reviewed
publicly available documentation on the models under
review. These two categories rate the effectiveness of
the CSR model’s delivery of services to schools.

Finally, the CSRQ Center will issue a revised version
of this report in the fall of 2006 that will rate two
additional categories of quality:

Model provider’s financial viability

Model provider’s capacity to deliver high-quality
services to all schools

Decision makers and consumers need to know that
the model they adopt is effective and that its services
will be delivered effectively. As readers will note, many
of the models reviewed in this report take from 3 to

5 years to fully implement and demonstrate results.
Consumers must have confidence that the service
providers which they engage are financially sound
organizations that will be able to deliver high-quality
services over the life of the contract. To date, no one
has reviewed this type of critical consumer information.
However, the CSRQ Center has worked with financial
and organizational experts to develop a set of standards
that will permit consumers to make more informed
and confident long-term commitments. For example,
the CSRQ Center, in partnership with The Finance
Project, released Choosing an Education Contractor: A
Guide to Assessing Financial and Organizational Capacity
(http://www.csrq.org/resources.asp) in August 2006.
This “how-to” guide provides state or local education
agency staff—including state departments of education,
school districts, charter school authorizers, or individ-
ual schools—with (a) information about the importance
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of a model provider’s financial viability and organiza-
tional capacity and (b) guidance on how to assess these
dimensions of contractor quality. The guide offers tips
and tools to help readers gather information and use

it to evaluate the financial and organizational health of
potential education contractors. The end goal is to help
leaders of school systems to make solid investment
decisions.

H ow Was the Rating System Developed
and Applied?

The production of this report was guided by the CSRQ
Center’s Quality Review Tool (QRT). The QRT provides
the criteria for independent, fair, and credible model
reviews. (Greater detail regarding the methods used in
this study is available in the “Methodology” section.)
To ensure that the QRT is valid, reliable, credible, and
useful, the QRT development process involved several
steps. First, CSRQ Center staff developed review
frameworks in consultation with some of the nation’s
most respected education researchers, model evaluators,
and school improvement experts. Then, the QRT was
reviewed and revised with the help of the CSRQ
Center’s Advisory Committee, a nationally respected
panel of experts that includes leading education practi-
tioners, methodologists, and researchers from a variety
of fields, including education, sociology, psychology,
and economics (see table 3). Finally, the QRT also
drew on prior and current efforts to conduct rigorous
research reviews—including Herman et al. (1999) and
Borman et al. (2002)—and standards set by the What
Works Clearinghouse.

The forms, rubrics, and evaluation criteria that are
part of the QRT have been carefully designed to guide
the CSRQ Center’s reviews of CSR reform models.
The tools are intended to make the review process
clear, transparent, and rigorous. The QRT review
process is divided into three parts. Each part guides a
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Table 3. The CSRQ Center’s Advisors

Anthony Amato Superintendent Kansas City (MO) Public Schools

Dan Goldhaber, Ph.D. Research Associate Professor University of Washington, Evans School of Public Affairs
David Francis, Ph.D. Professor University of Houston, Department of Psychology
Frances Harris-Burke, Ed.D. President Bell School Reform Network

Jeff Valentine, Ph.D. Professor Duke University, Department of Psychology

Jon Supovitz, Ed.D. Research Assistant Professor University of Pennsylvania, Graduate School of

Education and Senior Researcher, Consortium for
Policy Research in Education

Katrina Kelley Director, Council of Urban Boards National School Boards Association
of Education

Kenneth Wong, Ph.D. Professor of Education Policy and Brown University, Education Department
Director, Urban Education Policy
Master’s Program

Laura Desimone, Ph.D. Assistant Professor of Public Policy ~ Vanderbilt University, Peabody College of Education
and Education

Margaret Raymond, Ph.D. Research Fellow, Hoover Institution Stanford University, Center for Research on
and Director, Center for Research Education Outcomes
on Education Outcomes

Matt Hornbeck, J.D. Principal Hempstead Elementary School, Baltimore, Maryland

Sam Stringfield, Ph.D. Distinguished University Scholar University of Louisville, College of Education and
Human Development

Scott Joftus, Ph.D. President Cross and Joftus, LLC

Will Jordan, Ph.D. Associate Professor Temple University, College of Education
distinct phase of the review process. Figure 1 depicts Gathering public materials about the CSR models
the QRT research review and reporting process. from academic and education journals, the Internet,

d from th del devel th lves;
QRT Part 1 is an information cataloguing system that and trom the model developers Tiemselves

allowed the research team to acquire as much informa- Reviewing the materials to develop an initial

tion as possible about all models being reviewed. It description of the CSR model;

consisted of a multifaceted process for collecting and

verifying information from literature reviews, contacts Contacting the CSR model’s provider to confirm
with model staff, and conversations with staff at schools the description and to request the following infor-
implementing the model. Steps in the process included mation: studies of the model’s implementation and
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Figure 1. QRT Process
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effectiveness, model benchmarks, and the research
base for the model design; and

Holding conversations with principals from three
schools for each model (chosen at random) to verify
the descriptive information and better understand
the implementation process.

QRT Part 2 helped to analyze the model’s evidence of
effectiveness and research base. It examined the rigor
of the research design of each individual study on a
CSR model’s effectiveness. QRT Part 2 did not examine
the strength of a CSR model’s impact. Instead, it
judged the quality of the research design supporting
its evidence of impact. Steps in this process included:

Determining which studies met the CSRQ Center’s
standards for causal validity of the outcome
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measures, collecting contextual and statistical infor-
mation about each study; and

Rating the rigor of the research design and identify-
ing the studies of sufficient quality to be included
in a Part 3 review.

QRT Part 3 applied rubrics that established standards
against which evidence of a model’s impact could be
examined and rated. If the CSRQ Center’s reviewers
deemed the rigor of a study’s research design to be
strong or conclusive using QRT Part 2, then the study
proceeded to QRT Part 3. Using QRT Part 3, reviewers
looked across studies on a CSR model and rated the
cumulative evidence as “very strong,” “moderately
strong,” “moderate,” “limited,” “zero,” or “no rating.”
Using research and evidence that met the CSRQ
Center’s standards set forth in QRT Parts 1 and 2,



these rubrics helped evaluate the extent to which a
model can demonstrate positive impact in the five
categories described previously:
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Our system to measure and report quality and effec-
tiveness for each category combines two elements to
provide a single rating for each of the categories and

subcategories described previously.
Evidence of positive effects on student

achievement The strength of the evidence based upon the causal
validity of the research design (e.g., how reliable
and credible is it?). Strength of evidence depends
on several elements: (a) the rigor of the research

design and thus the reliability of the evidence pro-

duced, (b) the quantity of the research evidence

Evidence of positive effects on additional
outcomes

Evidence of positive effects on parent, family,

and community involvement
Y provided by a model, and (c) the consistency of
Evidence of a link between research and model’s the evidence in pointing to positive outcomes.

desi
esigh The strength of the reported impact or effect

Evidence of services and support to schools to (e.g., does the model raise student achievement
a little or a lot?). To measure the impact of the
model, we calculated effect sizes—a measure of

standardized differences between groups that

enable successful implementation

allows researchers to compare impact on different
outcomes (e.g., reading achievement on different
tests). We then established a range of effect sizes
that would be used to categorize the strength of
impact and contribute to the overall rating. (See
“About Effect Sizes” for more information.)

H ow Does the Rating System Work?

Our rating process is complex and is based on the
assumption that to make timely decisions, education
consumers need a relatively small number of straight-
forward ratings developed through reliable methods.

About Effect Sizes

Effect sizes (ESs) are a way to standardize measures to show gains and losses on achievement or other outcomes,
where differences between experimental and control groups are expressed as standard deviations (SDs). For example, an ES
of 1.00 indicates that students using a CSR model scored one full SD higher than comparison students not using that model.
This is equivalent to an estimated increase of 100 points on the SAT, 21 NCEs (normal curve equivalent ranks), 15 points
of 1Q, or enough to move a student from the 20th percentile to above the 50th percentile (Slavin & Fashola, 1998).

ESs appear throughout this report to serve two purposes. First, we report ESs when describing results within individual
studies. The range of outcomes in these studies varies greatly. Second, and most importantly, we report average ESs
that indicate the effects of a CSR model across studies on various outcomes. ESs are used by the CSRQ Center as one
component to rate models on their evidence of effectiveness. Based on a review of existing literature on ESs for CSR
models and in consultation with experts, we set ranges for moderate (+0.15 to +0.19), moderately strong (+0.20 to +0.24),
and very strong (+0.25 and above) as components of our model rating rubrics. Because of differences among study
designs and assessments, our determination of ESs for each model can only be considered a rough estimate of impact,
allowing for comparison among the various models.
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More details regarding our ratings process are described
in the “Methodology” section.

The CSRQ Center applied separate rubrics for each
category to arrive at its ratings. Ratings are expressed
by a common set of symbols. In general, the rubrics
we used resulted in the following ratings:

Very strong rating is symbolized by a fully shaded
circle (@). This is the highest rating provided

by the CSRQ Center. It means that the model
demonstrates very strong (highly credible) evidence
of a very strong (large) impact in a reviewed
category.

Moderately strong rating is symbolized by a three-
fourths shaded circle (@). This is the next highest
rating. It indicates that the combination of strength
of evidence and strength of impact is moderately
strong, because for either or both, the evidence
base is not sufficiently rigorous or the overall
impact is not as large as for very strong models.

Moderate rating is symbolized by a half-shaded
circle ((B)). This rating results when either or both
the strength of evidence or the strength of the
impact do not meet the higher standards described
above. Models receiving this rating may still have
notable evidence because of its rigor or impact.

Limited rating is symbolized by a one-fourth shaded
circle ((p). This rating indicates that while the
CSRQ Center found some evidence of effectiveness,
more rigorous research needs to be conducted on
the model to fully support its effectiveness on the
category reviewed.

Zero rating is symbolized by a circle with a hori-
zontal slash (()). This rating means that none of
the studies were of sufficient quality to be counted
as reliable evidence.

Negative rating is symbolized by a circle with a
minus sign (©).This rating indicates that we
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found strong evidence of detrimental effects in
a given category or subcategory. In practice, we
did not find any evidence of this kind for any
model.

No rating is symbolized by a circle with “NR”
(@). This rating indicates that the model has no
studies (i.e., no evidence) available for review in a
category or subcategory.

Table 4 illustrates how a set of fictitious CSR models
(A-F) might have been rated based on their evidence
of effectiveness (impact) and the strength of their
evidence. As noted above and detailed in the
“Methodology” section, models vary in the cumulative
effect sizes. The higher the positive effect size, the
greater the estimated positive impact on the category
under analysis. (Whenever possible, effect sizes were
calculated for Categories 1, 2, and 3.) Strength of
evidence, as noted previously, is a compound of several
elements. Because a model can vary in the quantity of
these two components, several models may receive the
same rating for different reasons.

Several conclusions can be drawn from table 4:

Model A and Model B are rated “limited” In

Model A’ case, we would have found that we had
fairly high confidence based on its research evi-
dence that the model has limited impacts. Although
Model B seemed to have moderate impact, we

had little confidence that this was indeed the case
given the research that suggested this effect

(e.g., research designs with relatively lower rigor
were used).

Models C and D would have received a moderate
rating but for different reasons. Model C has
moderately strong evidence but a limited impact;
while Model D has a stronger effect but weaker
evidence (e.g., only a few studies).

Models E and F have strong effect size results
(impact), but Model F has stronger evidence
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Table 4. CSRQ Center Rating System for Categories 1-3
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(e.g., a larger number of highly rigorous studies
were conducted, leading to greater confidence) sup-
porting a rating of very strong versus moderately
strong (for Model E).

In practice, the 22 models we reviewed could be arrayed
in a similar fashion because they demonstrated a large
range in effect sizes and in the level of confidence we
could place on their research findings.

Similarly, the rating system for Categories 4 and 5
was complex and depended on several elements:

(a) evidence of explicit links between research and
model design, (b) evidence that the model’s provider
offers services and supports to schools to enable
successful implementation, and (c) evidence that

HOW DOES THE RATING SYSTEM WORK?

the model’s provider offers professional development
and technical assistance to enable successful
implementation.

To determine evidence of services and supports, the
following areas were examined: (a) provider tracks
and supports full implementation in all schools and
(b) provider helps schools allocate resources needed
to fully implement the model. For evidence of profes-
sional development and technical assistance, the follow-
ing areas were examined: (a) extensive training oppor-
tunities and supporting materials to support its core
components, and (b) provider’s support to schools in
the development of its internal capacity to provide
professional development.



The same rating scale and symbols were used to rate
Categories 4 and 5 as were used to rate Categories
1-3. But the meanings of the ratings are different so
that they match the category:

Very strong rating is symbolized by a fully shaded
circle (@). This is the highest rating provided by
the CSRQ Center. It means that the model provided
evidence of explicit links between research and
model design, comprehensive services and supports
to schools to enable successful implementation,
and/or comprehensive professional development and
technical assistance to enable successful implemen-
tation for 100% of the model’s core components.

Moderately strong rating symbolized by a three-
fourths shaded circle (@). This is the next highest
rating. It indicates evidence of explicit links between
research and model design, comprehensive services
and supports to schools to enable successful
implementation, and/or comprehensive professional
development and technical assistance to enable
successful implementation for 75% of the model’s
core components.

Moderate rating is symbolized by a half shaded
circle ((B)). This rating indicates evidence of explicit
links between research and model design, compre-
hensive services and supports to schools to enable
successful implementation, and/or comprehensive
professional development and technical assistance
to enable successful implementation for 50% and
at least two of the model’s core components.

Limited rating is symbolized by a quarter shaded
circle ((®). This rating indicates evidence of explicit
links between research and model design, compre-
hensive services and supports to schools to enable
successful implementation, or comprehensive pro-
fessional development and technical assistance to
enable successful implementation for less than half
(below 50%) and at least one of the model’s core
components.

HOW DOES THE RATING SYSTEM WORK?
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Zero rating is symbolized by a circle with a hori-
zontal slash (()). This rating means that we found
a nonspecific research base, no evidence of services
and supports, and/or evidence that does not meet
CSRQ Center’s standards of rigor and quality.

No rating is symbolized by “NR” in a circle

(@). This rating indicates that the CSRQ Center
was unable to conduct a conversation with the
model’s provider or to obtain complete information
to verify evidence. Thus, no rating would be given
to the model.

W hat Are the CSRQ Center Findings?

Our report’s overall findings in Category 1 are similar
to those of previous studies on comprehensive school
reform; that is, that models vary widely in both (a) the
number of rigorous studies and evidence that support
their claims and (b) their effectiveness and quality
when compared to each other. Our rating process for
Categories 1-3 is complex and combines two elements
to provide a single rating:

The strength of the evidence based on the causal
validity of the research design (e.g., how reliable
and credible is it)

The strength of the reported impact or effect
(e.g., does the model raise student achievement a
little or a lot)

For more than one third of the models, the CSRQ
Center identified only 10 or fewer studies that seemed
to be relevant for our review of the overall evidence of
positive effects of the models on student achievement.
In contrast, one model (Direct Instruction) had more
than 50 and another (Success for All) had more than
100 studies that were originally considered for review
in Category 1. After screening more than 800 studies
for quality in Category 1, we found 95 studies that met
CSRQ Center standards. Again, these were unevenly



distributed, with nearly one fourth of the models having
no studies that met CSRQ Center standards and with
five models (America’s Choice School Design, Direct
Instruction, Literacy Collaborative, School Development
Program, and Success for All) having five or more
studies that met CSRQ Center standards. Appendix X,
Table X-1 summarizes the quantitative study findings
that were used to rate the evidence of overall positive
effects on student achievement.

For Category 1, the CSRQ Center rated the models as
follows:

Two models as moderately strong: Direct
Instruction and Success for All

Seven models as moderate: Accelerated Schools
Plus, America’s Choice School Design, Core
Knowledge, Literacy Collaborative, National
Writing Project, School Development Program,
and School Renaissance

Six models as limited: ATLAS Learning
Communities, Different Ways of Knowing,
Integrated Thematic Instruction, Modern Red
SchoolHouse, Pearson Achievement Solutions
(formerly Co-nect), and Ventures Initiative and
Focus System

Seven models as zero: Breakthrough to Literacy,
Coalition of Essential Schools, Community for
Learning, Comprehensive Early Literacy Learning,
Expeditionary Learning, First Steps, and Onward
to Excellence II

In reviewing findings for Category 1, readers should
note that most of the models in this report serve high-
poverty students in low-performing schools. Thus, the
evidence of effectiveness that they present is for success
in educating students in highly challenging conditions.

The research base on which to rate models in Categories
2 and 3 is relatively sparse. Of note, a rating of limited
or higher in these categories indicates that the research

WHAT ARE THE CSRQ CENTER FINDINGS?
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on a model provides evidence of positive impact on
additional outcomes for students, teachers, schools,
family, and communities. Few of the models reviewed
by the CSRQ Center had evidence that met CSRQ
Center standards in these categories. Models that
reported evidence of additional outcomes that met
CSRQ Center standards in these categories are com-
mended for providing consumers with more informa-
tion. All models are encouraged to seek and present
this information in future evaluation reports.

The rating system for Categories 4 and 5 depended on
several elements: evidence of link between research
and the model’s design, evidence that the model
provider offers services and support to enable successful
implementation, and evidence that the model provider
offers professional development and technical assis-
tance to enable successful implementation. The same
rating scale and symbols were used to rate Categories
4 and 5 as were used to rate Categories 1-3; however,
the meanings of the ratings are category specific.

For Categories 4 and 5, most of the models provided
moderate to strong evidence that they can provide a
link between research and the model’s design. Most of
the models also provided strong evidence that they
can provide services and support that are needed by
schools to enable successful implementation.

Given the importance of implementation to the suc-
cess of any schoolwide reform, consumers who select
models that have low rankings in evidence of effects
on student outcomes may still experience success if
they implement the models faithfully. Appendix X,
Table X-2 summarizes the basic model information
and model ratings for Categories 1-5.

W hat Are the Limitations of This Report?

Although this report builds on the strong prior work
of others (e.g., Borman et al., 2002; Herman, et al., 1999)
and the best thinking of the education research
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community regarding how to conduct consumer-
friendly evidence reviews, it falls short of the ideal in a
number of areas. We hope that over time—with the
feedback of education consumers, researchers, and
model providers—we will be able to issue future
reports that are increasingly accurate and useful.

Relying on existing evidence in providing ratings was
a major limitation of this report. Our descriptive
information was based on a review of publicly available
information, often provided by the models themselves.
Given limited resources, verifying the claims made

by all service providers was impossible. We did
attempt to gather independent information through
conversations with a small group of randomly selected
principals of schools served by the models reviewed.
However, these were informal conversations, conducted
with only a very small number of individuals. Given
our limitations, other participants and stakeholders
involved in CSR—such as teachers, students, parents,
and school board members—could not be reached.
During the model selection process, we encourage
consumers to probe more deeply for further informa-
tion to support their final choice of a model. For
example, schools and districts are in a better position
to request detailed cost information for proposed or
additional services from a model provider as part of a
contracting process.

Likewise, our quantitative information was limited

to a review of available research that had been conduct-
ed on the 22 models. While we searched extensively to
uncover all sources of existing evidence, we did not
conduct original research or apply common evalua-
tion measures across all models to ease comparability.
Also, because models are evolving and refining their
design, we can’t be certain whether the “high” or “low”
ratings given to a model are truly representative of the
current version of that model. Many models may be
“new and improved” but may not yet have rigorous
evidence to demonstrate such a claim.

WHAT ARE THE LIMITATIONS OF THIS REPORT?
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As Professor Larry Hedges notes,

Evidence-based social policy formation
requires a base of evidence that key actors . . .
view as sufficiently valid to warrant its
active application in policy formation. The
evidence must at least meet minimum
standards of internal validity (freedom from
bias) and external validity (generalizability
to other settings than the one studied). It is
not always easy to specify exactly what evi-
dence meets these standards.” (2000, p. 193)

The CSRQ Center undertook this review with the full
knowledge of an ongoing scientific debate on such
questions as how to appropriately weigh evidence
from different types of research designs, how to add
up research findings, and how to report results. We
confronted a number of these questions in our review,
and each time consulted our expert technical advisors
to arrive at a workable answer that allowed us to reach
our goal: consumer-friendly reports based on the best
available evidence and scientific thinking. However,
to do so, we had to resolve such issues as (a) how to
present a composite measure that included rigor of
research design with strength of impact and (b) how
to set cut points to determine how large of an effect
size was needed to gain a rating of moderate, moder-
ately strong, or very strong on our rating of overall
effects. We have made our assumptions and our work
as transparent as possible so that others can help
improve our thinking and methods for future reports.

Finally, we knew that to be usable, this report had to
strike a balance between brevity and depth. Too little
information or evaluation risked falling short of our
goal to provide consumers with an effective decision-
making tool. Too much information risked confusing
decision makers with an overwhelming set of details.
In practice, we erred on the side of providing less
numbers and technical information in our analyses,
leaving that for the “Methodology” section and appen-
dixes. However, we also erred on the side of providing
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as detailed a description of the models as possible,
hoping that consumers will get a clear understanding
of the distinctive elements of each, and thus be able to
make the wisest decision possible. We hope that we
made the right sacrifices to meet the evidence needs of
end users of this report, while upholding the highest
standards of scientific research.
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Methodology

Although this report is intended for a general reader-
ship, cutting edge scientific concepts and processes have
been applied to produce the reviews. In this section,
we detail the research methods used to support these
reviews. This section highlights some of the challenges
posed in conducting systematic reviews of evidence
and gives our technical readers the background needed
to judge the quality of our scientific efforts.

Past systematic reviews of model effectiveness in
comprehensive school reform (CSR) have relied heavily
on unpublished or published reports on specific CSR
models—most notably the work by Borman, Hewes,
Overman, & Brown (2002) and Herman et al. (1999),
which compared the effectiveness of specific CSR models
in raising student achievement. The Comprehensive
School Reform Quality (CSRQ) Center’s work builds
on this work to quantitatively evaluate CSR models as
well as to provide qualitatively a narrative description
of each reviewed model.

The CSRQ Center’s researchers recognize that, while
student achievement is critical, education consumers
also rely on thorough descriptions of CSR models and
want to know how their school may change if they
implement a specific model. School staff also seeks
information about the experience of other schools
implementing CSR models. The CSRQ Center’s
approach combines qualitative and quantitative
research techniques to report on CSR models’ impact
on student achievement and on experiences of schools
implementing these models. Creswell (1994, p. 175)
advocated the use of multimethods by stating five
purposes:

1. Triangulation, in seeking convergence of results

2. Complementary, in that overlapping and different
facets of a phenomenon may emerge

METHODOLOGY

3. Developmentally, wherein the first method is used
sequentially to help inform the second method

4. Initiation, wherein contradictions and fresh
perspective emerge

5. Expansion, wherein the mixed methods add scope
and breadth to a study

The CSRQ Center strives to replicate past analyses by
determining student achievement effects and to expand
and fully describe each component of a CSR model
and the services it offers to schools.

As described in the introduction, the CSRQ Center
developed the Quality Review Tool (QRT), a three-
part, multimethod tool to collect and analyze qualitative
and quantitative data to evaluate CSR models for the
education consumer.

1. QRT Part 1 is the qualitative data collection phase.
The purpose of QRT Part 1 is to gather (a) support-
ing information from the CSR model’s directors
and three school principals and (b) descriptive
information about the CSR model, such as profes-
sional development, technical assistance, and
research-based design.

2. QRT Part 2 is the quantitative data collection
phase. The purpose of QRT Part 2 is to conduct a
systematic review of the literature on the effective-
ness of a CSR model on student achievement, other
outcomes, such as attendance and graduation rates
and family and community involvement outcomes.

3. QRT Part 3 is the data analysis phase, in which the
qualitative and quantitative data are synthesized to
generate effectiveness ratings of the CSR model.
These ratings (very strong, moderately strong,
moderate, limited, zero, and no rating) are
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developed for several categories including evidence
of positive effects on student achievement, addi-
tional outcomes, and parent, family, and community
outcomes; evidence of a link between research and
the models design; and evidence of the models ability
to provide services and support (e.g., readiness and
professional development/technical assistance) to
schools to enable successful implementation.

S ample of Elementary School CSR Models

The CSRQ Center gathered a list of more than 100
elementary school CSR models by consulting previous
reviews (Borman et al., 2002; Herman et al., 1999;
Slavin & Fashola, 1998), the Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory’s (SEDL) CSR Awards
Database, and the Northwest Regional Education Lab’s
(NWREL) Catalog of School Reform Models Database.
From this list, we selected a final sample by

1. Determining market share, as defined by the total
number of schools implementing the CSR model;

2. Exploring the replicability of the CSR model, as
determined by geographic spread; and

3. Investigating the comprehensiveness of the CSR
model’s design.

Each step of the information gathering process con-
sulted previous reviews, databases, and the Web sites
of the CSR model providers.

For Step 1 (market share), CSRQ Center’s researchers
searched the CSR model provider’s Web site for infor-
mation on the total number of schools that used the
CSR model. This information was verified using the
SEDLs CSR Awards database. From the list of more
than 100 CSR model providers, the number of schools
using a particular CSR model ranged from 1 school to
several hundred schools. The selection criterion for
market share was to include CSR models that were
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used in 20 or more schools. This yielded 54 CSR
model providers.

For Step 2, (replicability), CSRQ Center’s researchers
consulted information from the CSR model provider’s
Web site and the SEDLs CSR Awards database to deter-
mine whether the 54 CSR models from Step 1 were
present in three or more states. This step narrowed
down the list from 54 to 49 CSR model providers.

For Step 3 (comprehensiveness), CSRQ Center’s
researchers examined whether the CSR model’s design
features met components identified by the U.S.
Department of Education: governance, technical assis-
tance, classroom practices, professional development,
leadership development, benchmarks/assessments, and
curriculum (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). For
coding purposes, components were defined as follows:

Governance was defined as operations and man-
agement conducted in schools. Key words associated
with governance were operations, structure, man-
agement, scheduling, committees, blocks, and
administration.

Technical assistance (TA) was defined as class-
room operational or management assistance
through mentoring, coaching, or other services
provided to teachers. Key words associated with
TA were troubleshooting, coaching, and mentoring.

Classroom practices (CP) was defined as peda-
gogical, structural, and behavioral management
practices that a teacher uses in a classroom. Key
words associated with CP were pedagogy, classroom
management, classroom structure, teaching strate-
gies, and philosophy of instruction.

Professional development (PD) was defined as
teacher training on a specific topic. This training typ-
ically occurs in a workshop or conference environ-
ment. Key words associated with PD were training
(on specific topics), conferences, and workshops.
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Leadership development (LD) was defined as
administrative training or development for school
personnel in leadership positions (e.g., principals,
grade-level chairs, and lead teachers). Key words
associated with LD were leadership training and/or
development.

Benchmarks/assessments was defined as tests and
evaluations used to measure students’ skills and
understanding and academic progress. Key words
associated with benchmarks/assessment were meas-
urable goals, formative evaluation, and benchmarks
of progress.

Curriculum was defined as the scope and sequence
of learning objectives and indicators, as well as
material provided for lessons to instruct such objec-
tives. Key words associated with curriculum were
materials, scope and sequence, standards, and
learning objectives.

Each CSR model was given a point for each component
or criterion the model met based on information found
on the model’s Web site and additional resources
including but not limited to An Educator’s Guide to
Schoolwide Reform (Herman et al., 1999), Show Me the
Evidence (Slavin & Fashola, 1998), and the following
Web sites: http://www.ed.gov, http://www.SEDL.org,
and http://www.nwrel.org. Each CSR model provider
that had five or more components in its design was
included in the final sample. This step narrowed the
list from 49 to 22 CSR models for review.!

Q RT Part 1: Qualitative Data Collection
Phase

QRT Part 1 is the qualitative data collection phase. It
includes guidelines for conversations with model direc-
tors and school principals and the collection of artifacts
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from CSR models and schools and additional infor-
mation about the CSR model from publicly available
resources (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998; Creswell, 1994, 1998).

QRT Part 1, including the guidelines for phone con-
versations, conversation questions, and artifact lists,
was pilot tested with one of the CSR model providers
in the sample. Based on feedback from the pilot con-
versations, researchers at the CSRQ Center modified
the qualitative data collection process. An experienced
and trained qualitative researcher at the American
Institutes for Research (AIR) provided training on
information gathering techniques, coding artifacts,
and synthesizing qualitative data to develop a complete
description of each CSR model in the sample. The
qualitative researchers met weekly to ensure consis-
tency across the qualitative data collection efforts.

For QRT Part 1 (qualitative data collection), qualitative
researchers performed four main steps:

1. Complete an initial description of the CSR model
description by using a standardized form. The
CSRQ Center developed the Model Description
Form, a comprehensive survey instrument for
compiling existing information about a CSR model,
including mission, history, market share, costs to the
school, and design of each of the CSR components
as outlined by the U.S. Department of Education.
For example, researchers gathered information about
the CSR model’s organization and governance, such
as how the CSR model provides site-based autonomy;,
whether additional personnel are needed, and
whether the CSR model requires changes to the
structure of the school. For questions about profes-
sional development, researchers gathered informa-
tion about which school personnel are required to
attend professional development; what types of pro-
fessional development are offered prior to, during,
and after implementation; and what strategies are

'Since this report was originally released in November 2005, two models (Community for Learning and Different Ways of Knowing) no longer operate.
However, this report includes data on these two models for informational purposes only.

SAMPLE OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CSR MODELS
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available to help a school build capacity to provide
its own professional development. In all, researchers
gathered information about the CSR model’s organi-
zation and governance, professional development,
technical assistance, curriculum, instruction, inclu-
sion, technology, time and scheduling, instructional
grouping, student assessment, data-based decision
making, and parent, family, and community involve-
ment. The researchers also requested benchmarks
and explicit citations that link the model’s design
to a research base. The researchers completed this
survey using the CSR model provider’s Web site
and other publicly available information.

2. Conduct a phone conversation with the provider
of the CSR model to verify previously gathered
information. Conversations were structured
around the Model Description Form (completed
in step 1). On average, phone conversations lasted
90 minutes.

3. Conduct phone conversations with three school
principals who use the CSR model. The conversa-
tions verified information gathered in steps 1 and 2.
Schools were randomly selected from a list provided
by the CSR model’s provider or through the SEDL
CSR Award database. The conversations were guided
by the Model Description Form.

4. Complete a final description of the CSR model
by using a standardized form. The Model
Description Form-Complete synthesized all sources
of qualitative data gathered, such as the conversa-
tions with the model’s provider and the three school
principals and artifacts collected from the CSR
model provider or schools. The Model Description
Form-Complete was checked for quality control
twice to ensure that each item had 100% agreement
between the two qualitative researchers. This form
was then used to organize the data through the
identification of core components. Core components
are considered essential to the successful implemen-
tation of the model according to the CSRQ Center’s

QRT PART 1: QUALITATIVE DATA COLLECTION PHASE
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standards. Additionally, these data were coded to
answer several questions:

Is there a strong link between research and the
CSR model?

Does the CSR model track and support full
implementation in all schools?

Does the CSR model help schools allocate
resources to implement the model?

Does the CSR model provide comprehensive
training opportunities and supporting
materials?

Does the CSR model develop the schools’
internal capacity to provide professional
development?

Q RT Part 2: Quantitative Data
Collection Phase

QRT Part 2 is the quantitative data collection phase.
Using systematic review methods (Borman et al., 2002;
Lipsey & Wilson, 2001), QRT Part 2 includes protocols
to conduct systematic literature reviews and to code
research studies for statistical and causal validity
information.

QRT Part 2, including the protocols for literature reviews
and coding instruments, was pilot tested using the same
CSR model provider from the qualitative data collection
efforts (QRT Part 1). Based on feedback from the pilot
test, the process for conducting the literature review
was improved and the coding instruments were refined.
An experienced and trained quantitative researcher at
AIR conducted training on how to use the coding
instruments to ensure consistency in the data collection.
The training included a presentation of the definitions
of different research designs, causal validity issues, and
background information on effect size calculations.
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For QRT Part 2, quantitative researchers completed
five main steps:

Research designs that passed this stage included
experimental designs and quasi-experimental

research designs with both pre- and posttests that
1. Conduct a thorough literature search. For each

CSR model, quantitative researchers searched
educational databases (e.g., JSTOR, ERIC, EBSCO,
Psychinfo, Sociofile, NWREL, DAI), Web-based
repositories (e.g., Google, Yahoo, Google Scholar),
and two previous studies on comprehensive school
reform (Herman et al., 1999; Borman et al., 2002).
From these sources, quantitative researchers
screened for initial relevance more than 800 article
abstracts or summaries across the 22 models in the
sample. To pass the initial screen, the sources had
to meet several criteria: be published or distributed
between 1980 and April 2005, examine at least one
of the CSR models being investigated, use quanti-
tative methods, and be reported as a full-text
research paper (i.e., not a PowerPoint presentation
or executive summary). From these articles,
researchers identified 495 studies to code. Of those,
158 were eligible for full review. Appendix X pro-
vides a summary table of the number of studies
that passed through each phase of the QRT Part 2
process.

. Complete a Study Description Outcome Form
(SDOF), the first standardized coding sheet. The
CSRQ Center’s quantitative researchers used the
SDOF to code and document each source’s research
design, outcome variables, and demographic infor-
mation. The Center assigned a lead and secondary
coder for each source. The SDOF was completed by
the lead coder. Then, the secondary coder verified
all the information for 100% agreement. At this stage
of coding, the primary focus was to screen each
source for a reliable research design. Studies that
were not eligible for full review were often evaluations
of implementation theories supporting the CSR
model with no quantitative data on outcomes or used
research designs that were not sufficiently rigorous
(e.g., one group pretest-posttest research designs).

QRT PART 2: QUANTITATIVE DATA COLLECTION PHASE

evaluated the CSR model with a control group
(Cook & Campbell, 1979; Shadish, Cook, &
Campbell, 2002) and longitudinal and cohort
designs with multiple testing periods. Studies with
research designs that passed this screen and included
student achievement outcomes became eligible for
full review. A total of 158 studies passed this step
and were eligible for full coding in step 3.

. Complete the Quality Indicators Form (QLIF), the

second standardized coding sheet. Researchers
used the QLIF to code studies that appeared to use
rigorous research designs. The QLIF served two
purposes: It examined the quality of the research
and gathered statistical information. Researchers
examined the quality of the research, such as the
internal and external validity, face and psychometric
validity of the outcome measures, and other quality
indicators (Herman et al., 1999). Coders also col-
lected statistical information, such as effect sizes
reported by the authors or raw statistical informa-
tion. For each study that was relevant for full review,
two quantitative researchers independently coded
one QLIF for each achievement outcome in a study.

. Reconcile the two QLIF coding sheets to attain

100% agreement on each coded item. If the two
quantitative researchers could not reach a consensus,
a review coordinator reviewed the coding sheets to
facilitate reconciliation. After the reconciliation
process, a final QLIF reflected the 100% agreement.

. Rate each article on an overall causal validity

score. The final step was to systematically map the
information from the final QLIF (the reconciled
version) based on a set of rubrics designed to score
each study for its causal validity (Shadish et al., 2002)
as inconclusive, suggestive, or conclusive. Studies
determined to be suggestive or conclusive met CSRQ
Center standards for rigor of research design.
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A study was inconclusive if it had critical threats to
validity, such as using testing instruments with
poor face validity and reliability, insufficient pro-
gram fidelity, nonequivalence of treatment/control
groups, lack of proper baseline, and/or timing of
outcome measures (less than 1 school year after
CSR model implementation or less than 1 academic
year elapsed between pretest and posttest).
Noncritical threats to validity include historical
events, disruption/novelty effects, instrumentation
changes, maturation, selection bias, and statistical
regression (Shadish et al., 2002).

Suggestive studies had zero critical threats but more
than two noncritical threats. Studies without control
groups including longitudinal and cohort research
designs were capped at suggestive, unless the ana-
lytic techniques generated higher levels of rigor.2
Conclusive articles had higher levels of rigor, that
is, experimental and quasi-experimental designs
that had zero critical threats to validity and fewer
than two noncritical threats to validity. Effect sizes
were reported or calculated only from studies that
had a conclusive causal validity rating (Cooper, 1998;
Light & Pillemer, 1984; Shadish et al., 2002). If the
researcher could not calculate an effect size because
of missing data, then the researcher conducted one
of the following steps: (a) contacted the author for
the statistical information needed, (b) imputed
missing data, particularly standard deviations and
sample size using protocols established in previous
meta-analysis (Borman et al., 2002), or (c) chose
not to include the study in the synthesis if options
a and b were not feasible.

Q RT Part 3: Data Analysis Phase

QRT Part 3 synthesizes the qualitative and quantitative
data to evaluate each CSR model in five main categories.
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1. Evidence of positive effects on student achievement:
a. Evidence of positive overall effects

b. Evidence of positive effects for diverse student
populations

c. Evidence of positive effects for specific subject
areas

2. Evidence of positive effects on additional outcomes
(e.g., student discipline, student attendance, school
climate, retention/promotion rates, and teacher
satisfaction)

3. Evidence of positive effects on parent, family, and
community involvement

4. Evidence of a link between research and the
model’s design

5. Evidence of services and supports to schools to
enable successful implementation:

a. Evidence of readiness for successful
implementation

b. Evidence of professional development/technical
assistance for successful implementation

Category 1 uses the quantitative information gathered
in QRT Part 2. For each CSR model in the sample, the
quantitative information—including the number of
studies coded, the number of studies that were rated
as suggestive and conclusive, the percentage of findings
in the suggestive and conclusive sources that demon-
strated a positive impact, and the average effect size of
those significant findings—was mapped onto rubrics
to determine if the model should receive a very strong,
moderately strong, moderate, limited, zero, or no rating
for effects on student achievement. Quantitative
researchers systematically aggregated results according
to the QRT 3 rubric for the overall effect by grade,

*For example, backward-looking interrupted time series designs were considered more rigorous than longitudinal or longitudinal cohort studies that examined

trends over time.

QRT PART 2: QUANTITATIVE DATA COLLECTION PHASE
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subject (reading, writing, math, science, and social
studies), and diverse student populations (e.g., high
poverty, minority, learning disabled and other special
needs, and urban and rural students).

Category 2 evaluates the positive effects of each CSR
model on additional outcomes, and Category 3 evalu-
ates the evidence of positive effects of each CSR model
on parent, family, and community involvement. Similar
to Category 1, quantitative researchers mapped onto
rubrics the information about the number of sources
(that evaluated these outcome variables), the number of
sources that were suggestive and conclusive, the per-
centage of findings that demonstrated a positive impact,
and the average effect size of those positive findings.

In general, the rubrics for the quantitative information
for Categories 1-3 are as follows:

Very strong. If a model had at least 10 studies that
met CSRQ Center’s standards for rigor of research
design with at least 5 rated conclusive (and/or
conclusive studies constitute at least 50% of the
total studies coded) and 75% of the outcomes
showed statistically significant positive model effects
(p = .05), with an overall mean model achievement
effect of at least ES = +0.25, then the model received
a very strong rating, which is symbolized by a fully
shaded circle (@).

Moderately strong. If a model had 5 to 9 studies
that met CSRQ Center’s standards for rigor of
research design with at least 3 rated conclusive
(and/or conclusive studies constituted at least 50% of
the total studies coded) and 51% to 74% of the out-
comes showed statistically significant positive model
effects (p = .05), with an overall mean program
achievement effect of ES = +0.20 to +0.24, then the
model received a moderately strong rating, which is
symbolized by a three-fourths shaded circle (@).

Moderate. If a model had 2 to 4 studies that met
CSRQ Center’s standards for rigor of research

QRT PART 3: DATA ANALYSIS PHASE

METHODOLOGY

design with at least 1 rated conclusive (and/or
conclusive studies constituted at least 50% of the
total studies coded) and 26% to 50% of the outcomes
showed statistically significant positive model effects
(p = .05), with an overall mean model achievement
effect of ES = +0.15 to +0.19, then the model
received a moderate rating, which is symbolized
by a half-shaded circle ((P).

Limited. If a model had 1 study that met CSRQ
Center’s standards for rigor of research design

and 1% to 25% of the outcomes showed positive
model effects that were statistically significant

(p = .05), then the model received a limited rating,
which is symbolized by a one-fourth shaded

circle ((p).

Zero. If a model had zero studies that met CSRQ
Center’s standards for rigor of research design or
0% of the outcomes in the studies that met CSRQ
Center’s standards for rigor of research design
showed statistically significant positive effects, as
required for a limited rating, then the model
received a zero rating, which is symbolized by a
circle with a horizontal slash ({)).

Negative. If a model had at least 10 studies that
met CSRQ Center’s standards for rigor of research
design with at least 5 rated conclusive (and/or
conclusive studies constituted at least 50% of the
total studies coded) and 75% of the outcomes
showed statistically significant negative model effects
(p = .05), with an overall mean model achievement
effect of ES < 0, then it received a negative rating,
which is symbolized by a circle with a minus sign
(®). This indicated that research suggests the
model has detrimental effects. In practice, this
review did not find any evidence of this kind for
any model.

No rating. If a model had no studies (i.e., no
evidence was available), then the model received
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a no rating, which is symbolized by a circle with

“NR” (@9).

Category 4 evaluates the link between research and
the CSR model’s design. This category uses the quali-
tative information from QRT Part 1. Qualitative
researchers applied the information synthesized in
the Model Description Form (from QRT Part 1) into
the following rubric.

Very strong. If a model provided documentation
that explicitly described and convincingly supported
links between the research base and all (100%)
core components of its design, then it received a
very strong rating, which is symbolized by a fully
shaded circle (@).

Moderately strong. If a model provided documen-
tation that explicitly described and supported links
between the research base and most (75%) of the
core components of its design, then it received a
moderately strong rating, which is symbolized by

a three-fourths shaded circle (@).

Moderate. If a model provided documentation
that explicitly described and supported links
between the research base and half (50%) of the
core components of its design, then it received a
moderate rating, which is symbolized by a half-
shaded circle ((P).

Limited. If a model provided documentation that
explicitly described and supported links between
the research base and less than half (below 50%) of
the core components of its design, then it received
a limited rating, which is symbolized by a one-
fourth shaded circle ((p).

Zero. If a model provided documentation that
referred to a nonspecific research base to support
the inclusion of the core components in its design,
then it received a zero rating, which is symbolized
by a circle with a horizontal slash ().

QRT PART 3: DATA ANALYSIS PHASE
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No rating. If the CSRQ Center was unable to
conduct a conversation with the model provider or
obtain complete information to verify evidence,
then the model received a no rating, which is sym-

bolized by a circle with “NR” (@R)).

Two main questions guided the ratings for Category 5
(evidence that the model provider offers services and
support to schools to ensure successful implementa-
tion). The first question—does the CSR model provide
evidence of readiness for successful implementation—
included the following subcategories:

Provider ensures initial commitment from schools.

Provider tracks and supports full implementation
in schools.

Provider helps schools allocate resources needed to
fully implement the CSR model.

Qualitative researchers used the information synthe-
sized in the Model Description Form (from QRT Part 1)
to rate the three subcategories using a specific rubric.
Next, these three ratings were averaged to determine
the rating for evidence of readiness for successful
implementation. In general, a model’s rating was based
on evidence of the following: a formal or informal
process for establishing an initial understanding of
the model, strategies to develop faculty buy-in, formal
or informal benchmarks for all or some of its core
components, and a formal or informal process for the
allocation of such school resources as materials, staffing,
and time.

The second question—does the CSR model provide
schools with professional development and technical
assistance needed to help teachers implement the
model—included the following subcategories:

Provider offers comprehensive training opportunities
and supporting materials.
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Provider ensures that professional development
effectively supports full model implementation.

Provider develops school’s internal capacity to
provide professional development.

Again, each subcategory received a rating. The three
ratings were averaged to determine the rating for
evidence of professional development and technical
assistance for successful implementation. In general, a
model’s rating was based on evidence of the following:
a variety of training opportunities, supporting materials
for professional development in all or some of its

core components, and a formal or informal plan to
help build a school’s capacity to provide professional
development.

In addition to the ratings across these five categories,
the qualitative data gathered in QRT Part 1, such as
the artifacts and phone conversations, were synthesized
into a narrative description of each CSR model. Each
narrative includes in-depth information about the
CSR model’s costs and descriptions of the following
components: organization and governance; curriculum
and instruction; scheduling and grouping; technology;
monitoring of student progress; parent, family, and
community involvement; professional development and
technical assistance; and implementation expectations
and benchmarks.

In all, qualitative and quantitative data were mapped
to rate a CSR model on main categories:

Evidence of positive effects on student achievement
Evidence of positive effects on additional outcomes

Evidence of positive effects on parent, family, and
community outcomes

Evidence of link between research and the model’s
design

Evidence of services and support to schools to
enable successful implementation

QRT PART 3: DATA ANALYSIS PHASE

METHODOLOGY

The quantitative data provided a systematic literature
review of the reported effects of student achievement
and other outcome variables. CSR models that have
relatively more literature consisting of evaluation studies
were more likely to achieve higher ratings in Categories
1-3 (as long as results demonstrated positive impact).
Furthermore, by using qualitative data, newer CSR
models or those that do not have a substantial number
of evaluation reports can be evaluated on dimensions
such as professional development. Although past
research on student achievement offers important
considerations for education consumers, they may also
consider whether the CSR model’s design is based on
solid research and provides a strong commitment to
support schools through professional development
and technical assistance. Newer models may not have
had sufficient time to conduct research on their effec-
tiveness, but they ought to be able to clearly demon-
strate that they can work, that is, that the model’s
design is based on solid evidence of what works. Hence,
by using both qualitative and quantitative methods,
the CSRQ Center strives to provide the education
consumer with a thorough and systematic description
of the effectiveness of each CSR model reviewed in
this report.

By using qualitative and quantitative methods to eval-
uate the effectiveness of widely implemented CSR
models, this study also strives to provide usable infor-
mation to education consumers. U.S. Education
Secretary Margaret Spellings recently stated that the
No Child Left Behind Act “rests on the common sense
principles of accountability for results, data-based
decision making, high expectations for all, and empow-
ering change” (U.S. Department of Education, 2005).

Meeting these goals will require a significant expansion
of information for education consumers about what
works. This report is intended to act as a decision-
support tool for educators wishing to find effective
CSR approaches for meeting locally defined needs. It
helps to provide such information and will help
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increase its use in education decision making—marking
a significant change in the culture of the education
system to meet the needs of educators, policymakers,
community leaders, families, and most importantly,
America’s children.
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Model Name: Accelerated Schools: Powerful Learning Unlimited Success (AS PLUS)

Model Mission/Focus: The mission of AS PLUS is to enrich the lives of all students, especially those who live
in poverty and have a history of low academic performance and remediation, through a
school environment characterized by accelerated instruction with high expectations and
teaching methods traditionally reserved for only high achieving students.

Year Introduced in Schools: 1986

Grade Levels Served: K-12

Number of Schools

Total: Urban: Suburban: Rural:
143 113 3 27
Elementary: Middle: High:
N/A N/A N/A
Costs
Total Operating
Costs Training: Materials: Personnel: Other:
Year 1 $61,500 $40,500 $3,000 Varies Varies
Year 2 $61,500 $40,500 $3,000 Varies Varies
Year 3 $51,000 $40,500 $3,000 Varies Varies
Years 4+ $15,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

1. Evidence of Positive Effects on Student Achievement:

a. Evidence of positive overall effects D
b.  Evidence of positive effects for diverse student populations
c. Evidence of positive effects in subject areas:
Reading and math D
2. Evidence of Positive Effects on Additional Student Outcomes »
3. Evidence of Positive Effects on Parent, Family, and Community Involvement
4. Evidence of Link Between Research and the Model’s Design 9
5. Evidence of Services and Support to Schools to Enable Successful Implementation:
a. Evidence of readiness for successful implementation 9
b.  Evidence of professional development/technical assistance for successful implementation o

. = Very Strong 0 = Moderately Strong O = Moderate O = Limited @ = Zero @ = Negative = No Rating

This description is based on publicly available information, including the model’s Web site, regarding the model and its
costs in the 2005-2006 school year. The Comprehensive School Reform Quality Center attempted to obtain specific infor-
mation, but this was not always possible. Areas in which exact information was not provided are marked by “N/A”




M odel Description

The Accelerated Schools (AS) project began at
Stanford University as a comprehensive approach to
school change that focuses on students from at-risk
communities. Dr. Henry Levin began to challenge the
idea that struggling students should be remediated
and proposed a new schooling system in which all
students have access to instructional strategies that are
usually reserved for gifted and talented students. In
1986, the first AS was introduced in the San Francisco
Bay area. In 2003, AS piloted its first high school. AS
operates seven AS high schools in seven states.

The National Center for Accelerated Schools estab-
lished several regional centers in 1989 to support and
monitor the growth of the AS comprehensive school
reform model. In 2000, the National Center for
Accelerated Schools moved its headquarters to the
University of Connecticut and now maintains a part-
nership with the National Research Center on the
Gifted and Talented (NRC/GT). In 2003, the AS project
was renamed Accelerated Schools PLUS (Powerful
Learning Unlimited Success).

According to the Comprehensive School Reform
Quality (CSRQ) Center’s standards, the following were
identified as core components of AS PLUS: organiza-
tion and governance; professional development;
instruction; inclusion; student assessment; data-based
decision making; and parent, family, and community
involvement. Core components are considered essential
to successful implementation of the model.

Model Mission/Focus

According to AS PLUS, the model’s mission is to enrich
the lives of all students, especially those who live in
poverty and have a history of low academic perform-
ance and remediation, through a school environment
characterized by accelerated instruction with high

MODEL DESCRIPTION
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expectations and teaching methods traditionally
reserved for only the high achieving students. The

AS PLUS model is a learning philosophy accompanied
by a process for change. The transformation process
greatly emphasizes placing school governance and deci-
sion making in the hands of school staff, parents, and
students so they can take responsibility for the trans-
formation of their own school culture and practices.

Goals/Rationale

According to the model, the goal of AS PLUS is to
create Powerful Learning opportunities for all students.
Powerful Learning is an instructional philosophy that
integrates three elements of accelerated instruction:
materials, learning opportunities, and classroom set-
tings. The model believes that by building on the
strengths of students, the school can use instructional
strategies traditionally reserved for gifted students to
accelerate the learning of all students. Each Accelerated
School is expected to create its own Powerful Learning
experiences based on its unique needs, strengths, and
vision. Through Powerful Learning, the model believes
students are actively engaged and allowed to take own-
ership of their learning, thus accelerating achievement.

C osts

The total operating cost for one school is $61,500 for
each of the first 3 years. In the 4th year, operating costs
are lowered to $15,000. The cost breakdown includes
$36,000 for onsite professional development, $4,500 for
offsite professional development, and $3,000 for mate-
rials. The remaining costs cover additional personnel,
travel costs, and overhead costs.

The model costs include 18 days of onsite professional
development; coaching assistance and support; a

minimum of 4 days of offsite professional development
sessions for a team of staff members; training materials,
including five copies of the Accelerated Schools Resource
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Guide (Hopfenberg, Levin, & Chase, 1993); an introduc-
tory video; instructional materials for all staff members;
several books, including In Search of Understanding: The
Case for the Constructivist Classroom (Brooks & Brooks,
1999), Accelerating the Learning of all Students (Finnan
& Swanson, 2000), and Using Data to Improve Student
Learning in Elementary Schools (Bernhardt, 2003); ongo-
ing assessments of AS PLUS implementation and student
achievement; annual diagnostic assessments of school
progress; access to national faculty and NRC/GT
resources; five regional or national conference registra-
tions; technical assistance via phone, fax, and e-mail;
membership in the AS PLUS national network, and a
subscription to the newsletter and the project’s electron-
ic network. Additional costs include release time for the
entire teaching staff for 2 days of initial training and 4 days
of additional training during the 1st year. More specific
information on the costs of training, materials, and per-
sonnel can be obtained directly from the model provider.

E vidence of Positive Effects on Student
Achievement

Evidence of Positive Overall Effects
Rating: D

The CSRQ Center reviewed 39 quantitative studies for
effects of AS PLUS on student achievement. Three
studies met the CSRQ Center’s standards for rigor of
research design. The CSRQ Center considers the find-
ings of these three studies to be conclusive, meaning that
the CSRQ Center has confidence in the results of the
studies. About one third of the results reported in these
studies demonstrated a positive effect of AS PLUS on
student achievement. The average effect size for signifi-
cant results was +0.76. The results of this review are
consistent with an overall rating of moderate for the
effects of AS PLUS on student achievement. The three
studies that met the CSRQ Center’s standards are
described below. (Appendix A reports on the other

COSTS
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36 studies that were reviewed but did not meet the
CSRQ Center’s standards.)

Two of the studies that met the CSRQ Center’s stan-
dards and are considered to be conclusive used quasi-
experimental, matched comparison group designs.
One of these studies compared first- and second-
grade students in seven schools implementing AS
PLUS with students using locally developed programs
on reading achievement as measured by three subtests
of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test and the Oral
Reading subtest of the Durrell Analysis of Reading
Difficulty. AS PLUS students scored lower than com-
parison students on passage comprehension and oral
reading skills. No statistical differences were found
among students on the other two Woodcock subtests.
The second study compared achievement of students
in grades 2-5 at three schools implementing AS PLUS
with students in 61 schools that were not using AS
PLUS. The schools were located in an urban, low
socioeconomic status (SES), high minority district in
the south-central part of the United States. TerraNova
assessment was used to measures achievement in read-
ing, language, math, science, and social sciences. Results
indicated a positive effect of AS PLUS on reading. The
effect size was +1.29. Results in the other subject areas
were not statistically significant (likely because too few
schools in the sample were using AS PLUS) but were all
positive and had moderate to large effect sizes.

A third study used a longitudinal cohort design with
backward-looking interrupted time series analysis to
compare the reading and math achievement of third-
grade students on state standardized tests. The study
was conducted over 8 years in eight schools that were
in years 3-5 of AS PLUS implementation. The schools
were located in multiple states across the nation and
served primarily low SES, minority students. Results
showed little change in the first 4 years of implementa-
tion, but by the 5th year, AS PLUS was having a statis-
tically significant positive effect in reading and math.
The average effect size was +0.22.
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Evidence of Positive Effects for Diverse Student
Populations

Rating:

No studies of AS PLUS that met the CSRQ Center’s
standards for rigor of research design examined effects
for diverse student populations. Therefore, the rating
for this subcategory is no rating.

Evidence of Positive Effects in Subject Areas: Reading
Rating: (D

Three studies that met the CSRQ Center’s standards
and were considered to be conclusive examined the
effect of AS PLUS on reading achievement. One study
demonstrated negative effects. The other two studies
found significant positive effects: One used schools
as the unit of analysis and reported an effect size of
+1.29, and the other used students as the unit of
analysis and reported an effect size of +0.19. Therefore,
the rating for this subcategory is moderate.

Evidence of Positive Effects in Subject Areas: Math
Rating: (D

Two studies that met the CSRQ Center’s standards and
were considered to be conclusive examined the effect of
AS PLUS on math achievement. One study did not find
significant results, and the other study demonstrated a
significant positive effect, with an effect size of +0.24.
Therefore, the rating for this subcategory is moderate.

E vidence of Positive Effects on
Additional Outcomes

Rating: (p

One study that met the CSRQ Center’s standards
for rigor of research design included measures of
classroom and school climate. On student perceptions

EVIDENCE OF POSITIVE EFFECTS ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
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of their learning environment and motivation for
learning, results indicated improvements during the
1st year of AS PLUS implementation, relative to stu-
dents at control schools. Teacher perceptions of school
climate improved from baseline ratings to 1 year after
AS PLUS implementation, but the improvement was
not significantly different from that of control schools.
Because only one study examined these outcomes, the
rating for this category is limited.

Of note, a rating of limited or higher in this category
indicates that research provides evidence of positive
effects. Furthermore, few of the models reviewed by
the CSRQ Center had evidence that met the CSRQ
Center’s standards in this category. AS PLUS is com-
mended for offering additional detailed evidence that
met the CSRQ Center’s standards in this category.

E vidence of Positive Effects on Parent,
Family, and Community Involvement

Rating:

No studies that met the CSRQ Center’s standards
examined the impact of AS PLUS on parent, family, or
community involvement. Therefore, the rating for this
category is no rating.

E vidence of Link Between Research and
the Model’s Design

Rating: @

Based on documentation provided by the model, explic-
it citations support the following core components of
AS PLUS: organization and governance, professional
development, instruction, inclusion, student assessment,
and data-based decision making. However, the model
did not provide explicit citations for its family and
community involvement component. Therefore, the
rating for this category is moderately strong.
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E vidence of Services and Support to
Schools to Enable Successful Implementation

Evidence of Readiness for Successful Implementation
Rating: &

Based on documentation provided by the model, AS
PLUS offers a formal process to help school staff estab-
lish an initial understanding of the model and strategies
to develop faculty buy-in. However, AS PLUS only offers
an informal process for allocating such school resources
as materials, staffing, and time. AS PLUS provides
formal benchmarks for implementation in the form

of TRACES (Tools for Reflection, Assessment, and
Continuous Evaluation of Schools). Therefore, the rating
for this subcategory is moderately strong.

Evidence of Professional Development/Technical
Assistance for Successful Implementation

Rating: @

The model provides such ongoing training opportuni-
ties as workshops, peer coaching, capacity building,
and sessions for new staff. Additionally, AS PLUS pro-
vides supporting materials for professional develop-
ment that address all of the model’s core components.
AS PLUS also offers a comprehensive plan to help build
school capacity to provide professional development.
Therefore, the rating for this subcategory is very strong.

C entral Components

Organization and Governance

Each school using the AS PLUS model is either a K-8
Accelerated School or 9-12 Accelerated High School.
Both models follow the same philosophy of Powerful
Learning and use the same strategies for change.

ACCELERATED SCHOOLS PLUS—ELEMENTARY

However, the Accelerated High Schools also use an
“inquiry academy” to increase student achievement.
An Accelerated High School consists of several small
“inquiry academies” that are supported by local cor-
porations and community agencies. Each student,
faculty member, and parent elects to join an academy.
AS PLUS believes that this process of choice creates
a culture of achievement in which all stakeholders
take responsibility for their own learning. Within
each academy, students complete “inquiry projects”
that link classroom learning to specific careers and
vocations. Both types of schools (K-8 and 9-12) are
expected to commit to a 5-year partnership with the
district and AS PLUS.

AS PLUS recommends that middle and high schools
interested in participating expose all school staff to the
AS PLUS philosophy before applying to the national
center. The model also encourages interested schools
to speak with coaches and principals currently imple-
menting the model and to host meetings with school
community members to introduce them to the AS
PLUS process. After the initial exploration phase,
members of the school community are encouraged to
visit existing AS PLUS schools to observe the model
and to ask any additional questions regarding imple-
mentation. At this stage, schools begin to consider
potential individuals to fill the coaching position and
submit an application to the national center. AS PLUS
requires a 90% teacher buy-in before a school can be
accepted to participate.

After the application is accepted, schools follow a
four-step start-up phase prior to full implementation.
The first step involves taking stock of the school’s
starting point by organizing the entire school commu-
nity to consider important questions about the school,
research potential answers, and explore all the facts.
The information collected should include a history of
the school, the curriculum, and instructional practices
currently used; a detailed description of student and

EVIDENCE OF SERVICES AND SUPPORT TO SCHOOLS TO ENABLE SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION 37



community characteristics; and a depiction of the
school by its staff.

The second step requests that each school create a
shared vision that is unanimously agreed upon by the
school community. During the third step, schools
establish priorities for action. Creating a school gover-
nance structure is the fourth and final step before full
implementation can commence.

The new governance structure should include a three-
tier system: (1) the school as a whole (SAW) commiittee,
(2) a steering committee, and (3) cadres of committees
to focus on specific priorities. The groups build on the
work of each in a cooperative manner with final deci-
sions made by the SAW. The members of these groups
use specific problem-solving and decision-making
strategies provided by the model such as consensus
building, collaboration, and using data and assessment
strategies to improve student achievement.

School principals are required to take an active role
in the implementation process through attending
conferences, sharing in decision making, granting
release time, assisting coaches, and attending staff
training. The national center provides each school
with an assessment toolkit used to monitor progress.
The toolkit provides timelines, checklists, and tools
for observations. Self-assessments are ongoing, and
coaches are trained to provide guidance during the
assessment process.

The model requires each school to have a coach and
recommends that schools also have an internal
facilitator. The coach position may be filled by some-
one from a nearby university, the state department of
education, or the district. The coach acts as a resource
to guide a school community through the transforma-
tion into an Accelerated School. Coaches support the
schools in making changes over time by monitoring
and assisting with the implementation but are not held
responsible for evaluating staff members. Coaches are
required to spend at least 50% of their time supporting

CENTRAL COMPONENTS
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implementation in K-8 schools and 25% of their time
supporting implementation in 9-12 schools.

The internal facilitator acts as a teacher leader who is
granted release time to assist the coach in providing
training and follow-up guidance throughout the
model implementation process.

Curriculum and Instruction

AS PLUS does not require that a specific curriculum be
implemented in any subject area. However, AS PLUS
recommends that schools implementing the model
adopt curricula that provide enriched instruction;
emphasize language development in all subject areas,
including math and science; and focus on problem-
solving and higher order analytical skills. Teachers

are encouraged to use the inquiry process to select
materials and to work as a team in constructing units,
lessons, and learning experiences.

AS PLUS schools establish common curricular objec-
tives for all students. During implementation, AS
PLUS encourages teachers to use teacher-developed
materials some of the time. After implementation,
teachers begin using these materials more frequently.
These items may include daily practice materials,
specialized units of instruction, selected books, and
curriculum maps.

AS PLUS requires that all schools use the Powerful
Learning instructional philosophy across all subject
areas. The Powerful Learning approach integrates the
following three elements of acceleration: what students
need to know, how students are engaged in the learning
experience, and the context or learning environment
to support their learning. Powerful Learning includes
tive basic components:

Authentic—engaging students in authentic activities

Interactive—involving all teachers in sharing ideas
and concerns
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Learner centered—addressing specific interests of
students

Inclusive—creating opportunities for active learning

Continuous—helping students make interdiscipli-
nary connections in what they learn

Through Powerful Learning, teachers encourage stu-
dents to use their diverse cultural and daily experiences
to become the subjects of their own education. For
example, the benchmarks for authentic learning pro-
vide teachers with a list of ways students can be more
engaged in learning activities, such as incorporating
real-life situations within lesson plans.

Additional recommended instructional practices
include small-group instruction, hands-on activities,
discussion, cooperative learning, content reading
strategies, and cross-age tutoring. More strategies for
improvement of instruction are provided in the
TRACES toolkit.

Scheduling and Grouping

AS PLUS does not require any specific scheduling
changes, although some schools may opt to make
scheduling changes due to the interdisciplinary nature
of the model. Schools are expected to assess the need
for any necessary changes through the inquiry process
at the beginning of implementation.

AS PLUS recommends that students be instructed in
both small groups and individually. Grouping strategies
are flexible, and determining factors may include inter-
est, readiness, and preferred ways to demonstrate com-
petence. AS PLUS emphasizes differentiated instruction
for both small groups and individual instruction.

According to the AS PLUS philosophy, all students are
treated as gifted and talented and every student needs
to receive the same accelerated instruction. AS PLUS
places a strong emphasis on including students in the
mainstream, including those from different ethnicities
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and socioeconomic backgrounds, special needs students,
and English language learners.

Technology

AS PLUS does not expect schools to incorporate tech-
nology within the model’s implementation. However,
if a school chooses to use computers as part of its
instructional model, AS PLUS does offer computer
modules that incorporate the Powerful Learning
framework within instructional practices. Additionally,
AS PLUS provides e-mail discussion groups and an
online information clearinghouse to assist coaching
activities and other implementation activities in

participating schools.

Monitoring Student Progress and Performance

AS PLUS is a data-driven process and provides each
participating school with an assessment toolkit,
TRACES, to assist with data collection. The toolkit
was redesigned in 2003 to reflect the requirements of
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and the guid-
ance provided by the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards.

The assessment toolkit includes checklists, question-
naires, and protocols for observing both school and
student progress. These tools may be used to assess
progress against benchmarks; guide classroom,
steering committee, and cadre observations; provide
interview protocols; and support schoolwide assess-
ment and coaching activities. The school staff uses
these data collection tools to assist with the data-based
decision-making process encouraged by the model.

For example, classroom observations are part of a
multiple assessment approach used to construct a
thorough understanding of the AS PLUS Powerful
Learning framework, which is a key component in
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achieving successful implementation of the model
according to the provider. Linked with data accumu-
lated through the Powerful Learning Questionnaire,
interviews, and schoolwide observation notes, infor-
mation gathered through multiple observations of
every classroom allows participating schools to create
a “complete picture” of schoolwide activities as the
school progresses through the implementation process.
These assessments provide feedback to teachers that
they can use to adjust their classroom teaching
practices for the benefit of all students.

The data collection toolKkit is designed to help each
school reflect upon and evaluate its own work to
develop action plans as needed and to make continuous
progress in student achievement. The local provider
and the national center use the toolkit to ensure that
each school’s needs are met and to monitor the effective-
ness of AS PLUS nationwide.

The TRACES toolkit is designed to monitor a school’s
progress over the course of 1 year. Schools should use
the assessment tools annually and the data portfolio
should be updated continually as new information
becomes available to the school. AS PLUS provides
coaches with training on how to guide a school
through the TRACES process.

Family and Community Involvement

AS PLUS requires community and family member-
ship on the school governance committee. Prior to
implementation, parents are expected to agree to the
goals of the AS PLUS model, which include a list of
the specific obligations of parents, students, and
school staff. Parents help make school decisions by
joining various task forces and serving on the steering
committee. According to AS PLUS, parental involve-
ment in school activities is increased when schools
follow the model requirements.
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Professional Development and Technical Assistance

AS PLUS works with each school to reinforce the
school’s capacity for improvement through continual
professional development. The model’s formal profes-
sional development plan includes mentorship from
the national center or a regional center, phone calls,
site visits, retreats, and a continual exchange of ideas
and materials with the national center and other
Accelerated Schools. Schools have access to the model’s
newsletter, e-mail discussion group, and information

clearinghouse.

AS PLUS distributes the formal professional develop-
ment plan to all schools and covers topics that provide
a research-based model for improving student achieve-
ment; involve students, parents, and community
members in the school in a collaborative effort; and
provide a “process” that changes the way the school
meets individual needs of all students.

AS PLUS expects participating schools to commit to
a minimum 5-year partnership to ensure successful
implementation. To assist schools in achieving this
goal, AS PLUS provides a detailed year-by-year break-
down of the elements necessary to succeed.

In the 1st year of implementation, schools assess their
needs, develop goals, and create a plan that will help
them achieve their stated goals. AS PLUS provides

18 days of onsite professional development for school
personnel and 4 days of networkwide training sessions
for five representatives (a team) from the school.
During the 18 days of onsite training, model staff
covers such topics as setting priorities, establishing
school governance, and developing a community-
owned vision. The offsite sessions discuss school lead-
ership, collegial coaching, and strategies to meet the
needs of students. These sessions also provide oppor-
tunities to network with other schools. The model
provides the materials and technical assistance that
the schools need to be successful.
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During years 2 and 3 of AS PLUS implementation,
schools again receive 18 days of onsite training,
mentoring, and coaching that move beyond the initial
tasks identified in year 1 and focus on specific needs
of that school. The 4 days of offsite sessions are again
provided for school teams. These training sessions can
help schools prepare and support new team members
and become more familiar with AS PLUS national
faculty and resources. The focus on what tasks lay
ahead in the implementation process is narrowed to
meet more specific challenges to implementation.

In the 4th year and beyond, AS PLUS determines the
number of onsite training days that are necessary
through a diagnostic assessment and a review of the
school action plan. The model provides two 4-day
offsite sessions for school teams during the 4th year.
Topics included in these years mirror those of the first
3 years, although each year allows more focus as the
school gets closer to successfully completing its imple-
mentation of the model. The model also provides an
assessment tool through which schools are able to
gauge their implementation progress.

Beginning in year 1, both the external coach and
internal facilitator are trained at an AS PLUS regional

center and attend monthly follow-up training sessions.

The external coach and internal facilitator are trained
in a 5-day session at AS PLUS regional centers and
attend additional 2-day training sessions each month.
The model provides an assessment tool through
which schools are able to gauge their implementation
progress.

AS PLUS provides technical assistance through its
regional centers, e-mail discussion groups, and online
information clearinghouse to assist teachers as they
work through AS PLUS model implementation activi-
ties in participating schools. The regional centers are
located in the western, central, southeastern, and
northeastern regions of the country. The model also
publishes a newsletter, Iimagine, several times each
school year that provides profiles of AS PLUS schools
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and includes articles of interest for those schools
implementing the model.

Additionally, AS PLUS sponsors an annual national
or regional conference and provides a leadership con-
ference for participants to gain additional knowledge
about the model from others working to implement it.
Leadership and regional conferences are provided for
specific audiences. For example, a leadership confer-
ence might be held for principals, coaches, and others
working on their 1st year of model implementation.

Implementation Expectations/Benchmarks

The AS PLUS national center provides each school
with the TRACES assessment tool and a formal set of
benchmarks used to monitor progress toward imple-
mentation. Specific benchmarks are provided through
TRACES for nine categories identified by AS PLUS

as “demonstrated” implementation of the model:
philosophy, principles, values, vision, inquiry process,
governance structure, Powerful Learning, academic
achievement, and schoolwide strategies for acceleration.

In addition, each category may include one or more
of the components that lead schools in the direction
of successful implementation of the model. For exam-
ple, in the Powerful Learning category, TRACES lists
key benchmarks for authentic, interactive, learner-
centered, inclusive, and continuous learning. According
to the model, the key to authentic learning lies in the
belief that “[e]very student demonstrates his/her
learning through the creation of authentic products,
and performances.” Likewise, the model states that
“Every student is engaged in differentiated content,
process and products based upon his/her needs,
interests, and strengths to accelerate learning” which
it lists as a key benchmark.

According to AS PLUS, components in the TRACES
toolkit, especially the interviewing exercises, allow
teachers opportunities to express opinions and

41



concerns about the AS PLUS model implementation
and the challenges they encounter while active in the
process. Classroom observation checklists, provided
in the TRACES toolkit and conducted by AS PLUS
national faculty members, provide feedback to teachers
about their teaching practices, how their practices are
working or not working, and what changes might be
useful to improve them. Additionally, the schoolwide
assessment portfolio helps teachers complete their
implementation tasks by providing clearly defined
timelines.

Data are collected through checklists, observations,
and self-assessments provided by TRACES and are
used to establish goals for subsequent years and to
adjust model implementation as needed. The role of
the AS PLUS coach is to use these tools to provide
feedback and guidance to schools and their staff,
keeping them on track to achieve successful imple-
mentation of the AS PLUS model.

Special Considerations

AS PLUS requires schools to enter into a partnership
agreement that ensures a 5-year commitment to the
model. The transformation process for an AS PLUS
school generally takes 3-5 years. According to AS PLUS,
regional AS centers and schools are mutually committed
to the model’s implementation: The regional centers
commit to providing professional services to support
the implementation process, and the schools commit
to the change process for successful implementation.
AS PLUS views itself as a process rather than a product.
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Model Name:

America’s Choice School Design (America’s Choice)

Model Mission/Focus:

America’s Choice is a standards-based model that seeks to ensure that all students
are successful on local and state assessments, are prepared to do college-level
work without remediation, and are ready to participate in today’s economy.
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b.  Evidence of positive effects for diverse student populations
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Evidence of Services and Support to Schools to Enable Successful Implementation:

b. Evidence of professional development/technical assistance for successful implementation

Year Introduced in Schools: 1998
Grade Levels Served: K-12
Number of Schools
Total: Urban: Suburban: Rural:
364 239 51 74
Elementary: Middle: High:
234 104 26
Costs?
Total Operating Costs
(for basic elementary
school design) Training: Materials: Personnel: Other:
Year 1 $75,000-$110,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Year 2 $75,000-$110,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Year 3 $75,000-$110,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Years 4+ $25,000-$60,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A
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